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DEDICATION
Dirk Hendrik Theodoor Vollenhoven was born in Amsterdam on November 1, 1892. His connections with the Free University in that city began in
1911 when he entered its halls as a student. There he received his formal
education in theology and philosophy. In 1918 he completed his doctorate
with a dissertation on the philosophy of mathematics.
For the next eight years Dr. Vollenhoven served as minister of the Gospel
in the Gere f ormeer a Kerken (Reformed Churches). During this period,
however, he continued to study, proceeding to investigate philosophical problems in physics and biology as well as giving attention to questions in
epistemology. In 1920 a leave of absence enabled him to study psychology
with Felix Kruger in Leipzig and to concentrate on Wundt, James and
Bergson.
In 1926 Dr. Vollenhoven was appointed professor of philosophy in the
Free University. Since 1963 he has been professor emeritus of his alma
mater. Nevertheless his retirement did not end his long philosophical career.
He went right on with his wide researches into the history of philosophy
and to this day lectures regulary to share his latest discoveries.
In addition to his teaching responsibilities, Dr. Vollenhoven did important work for the Vereniging voor Calvinistische Wi/sbegeerte (Association
for Calvinistic Philosophy). He not only helped organize and found it, but
also served as its first president for a period of twenty-seven years.
The greater part of Vollenhoven's time and energy has been devoted to the
history of phi osophy. It is therefore not surprising that his international
reputation is due especially to his work in this area. However, the very
manner of his approach to history betrays him to be a systematician at heart.
For his involvement in the history of philosophy has been primarily for the
sake of further positive elaboration of systematic insights, and his concentration on this discipline has been productive mainly in terms of devising
and refining a general taxonomy of historical systems. Orienting himself to
what is known as Problemgeschichte, he has developed a method whereby
a thinker's dependency on his predecessors, his interrelations with contemporaries, and his influence on subsequent generations are thoroughly analysed. The results of this methodical procedure give rise to a deepening of
insight into the ontological similarities and differences, broadly speaking,
of philosophical traditions ("types") as moulded, revitalized, or modified
from age to age by the successive climates of opinion ("time-epochs").
Less well known is the fact that Vollenhoven has also given attention to
systematic philosophy as such, contributing to Reformational thinking in
his own distinctive way. He has always been known as the historian of
the Association and his brother-in-law Herman Dooyeweerd as its systema-
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tic philosopher. Yet this part of Vollenhoven's work deserves attention. It is,
however, unfortunate that the main results of his work in this area are laid
down in a merely introductory syllabus and a few papers, thus being
available only in summary fashion and not easily accessible.
The contributors to this collection wish to dedicate their essays to Professor Vollenhoven on the occasion of his eightieth birthday. Working with
Professor Vollenhoven, whether as colleague, student or assistent, has for
many become the occasion for a lasting and significant personal relationship. A believer of profound and simple piety, a gentleman to all who cross
his path, a disciplined as well as rewardingly imaginative thinker, Vollenhoven is the kind of man who has made a difference for the better in the
lives of many. The contributors here offer a small token of their gratitude
for what he has come to mean to them. It is their prayer, that God, Whom
he has sought to serve so steadfastly and Who used him to bless them so
abundantly, may continue to surround him with tender care.
The undersigned gratefully accepted the invitation of the editors of

Philosophic Re f ormata to prepare these essays in honour of Professor

Vollenhoven.
K. A. Bril, Amsterdam
H. Hart, Toronto
J. Klapwijk, Amsterdam
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INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR IN CHIEF,
PROF. HERMAN DOOYEWEERD
The 38th volume of Philosophia Reformata bears a very special character.
For the collection of essays appearing in it have all been contributed in
honour of Prof. Dr. DIRK HENDRIK THEODOOR VOLLENHOVEN to
commemorate the 80th birthday which he celebrated on the 1st of November,
1972. This tribute to the 80 years old cofounder of the reformational philo
sophical trend of thought testifies to the deeply felt gratitude of the contributors for all that this master has given them both in his rich and oftentimes
original reformative life-work and in his inspiring personal contact with
them.
That I have been asked to contribute an introduction to this volume was
to be more or less expected. The close spiritual contact that my brother in
law and I enjoyed together during the years that both of us resided in The
Hague turned out, after all, to have been of particular significance for the
reformational turn in the development of our philosophical thought which
was to result in a break with the traditional scholastic mode of thought in
both philosophy and theology.
During the first years that followed the completion of our university
training we were still in search of the new direction which our thought
would have to take in disengaging ourselves from the scholastic ways of
thought. During this transitional period the young Vollenhaven was philosophically better equipped than I was. For while I, after completing my
studies in law, still needed to undertake my philosophical formation on my
own authority, Vollenhoven had not only successfully completed a course of
theological studies leading to a candidate's degree but had also passed his
doctoral examination in philosophy. Furthermore, in 1918 he had obtained
a doctor's degree (cum laude) on account of the defense of a dissertation
about `The Philosophy of Mathematics from a Theistic Point of View'. Originally he had also intended to concern himself in his thesis with the fundamentals of modern natural science, but later he abandoned this plan, rightly
so I think, for it could not but have taken him far beyond the limits of the
time-span he had set aside for the completion of the dissertation. His thesis
was an enormous achievement. Although his university education did certainly not lead him in this direction, he not only demonstrated an up to date
acquaintance with the development of modern mathematics and logistics,
but also presented an extremely penetrating critique of the philosophic
foundations of the main directions taken in modern mathematics; especially
his critique of C'antor's theory of transfinite numbers and of Brouwer's intuitionism have gained considerable attention.
But the thetical part of his dissertation could hardly be said to follow the
reformative line of thought that was to be characteristic of his later philosophical publications. For the `theistic' philosophy of mathematics, whose

-
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main traits he developed in the thetical part of his book, still proved to be
quite bound to the traditional metaphysics of realist scholasticism. It was
only later that Vollenhoven was to discover the unbiblical character of the
religious background on which this metaphysics depended. Nevertheless,
this early work of Vollenhoven, which dates from the pre-reformational
phase of his philosophical thought, remains very important since its critique of the dominant trends in modem mathematics contains numerous
worthwhile considerations meriting our attention even today.
It is tempting to raise the question why Vollenhoven (who had, after all,
received his university training in the theological faculty and the faculty of
letters) besides being highly interested in the history of philosophy, continued to be so very much attracted to logic and the epistemology of the
socalled exact sciences. Undoubtedly it was commonly supposed that these
areas especially gave support to i e idea of the autonomy of scientific
thought suggesting the latter's independence from religion and faith. For
those who rejected this suggested autonomy, that might be reason enough
to pay particularly close attention to the logic and epistemology of modern
mathematics and to try to develop an encyclopedic philosophical theory of
the sciences leading to a critical investigation into the place and value of
mathematics and the natural sciences from a reformational christian point of
view. However, I think that Vollenhoven, by personal talent and disposition,
had a particular affinity for exact thought which betrayed itself even in his
subsequent elaboration of a problem-historical method which he developed
as a tool for the discovery of historical interrelationships within the history
of philosophy. For Vollenhoven did call this method the consistent problemhistorical method, thereby indicating that he intended to carry through this
method in its logical consequences. Perhaps this involved a certain risk of
overestimating the part that logic is to play in historical research. That may
somewhat explain why the initial reception of the first volume of Vollenhoven's monumental work `History of Philosophy' (published in 1950) was

often so sharply critical with respect to his method; some critics even went
so far as to suggest that this method equates the history of philosophy with
a logical system for the classification of the various possible trends in
philosophical thought. Such criticism was certainly far from doing justice to
this important work. For its primary intention was not to provide a logical
classification of thinkers according to preconceived distinctions; rather, it
wished to highlight historical interrelations present in the development of
philosophical pro lematics that had hitherto remained unnoticed. And it is
precisely here that Vollenhoven's method proved to be very fruitful; still,
the schematic manner in which thinkers were classified could occasion eniticism that was not altogether unfounded.
When we began to have our regular discussions in The Hague, Vollenhoven (who had married my sister Hermine directly after his having acquired a doctor's degree in philosophy), had become pastor of the Reformed
(Geref.) church in The Hague in May of 1921, after having first served the
congregation of Oostkapelle (in Zeeland) for some years as their pastor.
Meanwhile I had pursued an administrative-legal career after having received my doctor's degree in jurisprudence. However, in 1922 I received and
accepted an appointment as assistent-director of the `Dr. Abraham Kuyperstichting'. I must apologize for going into this event a moment, but since it
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throws light upon my cooperation with my brother in law during our stay in
The Hague, I must do so. The Kuyperfoundation had been after
the death of the great theologian, statesman, and popular leader Dr. Abraham Kuyper (1837-1920). Colijn and Idenburg, its spiritual fathers, had
located the foundation in Kuyper's former home in the Kanaalstraat (later
called Dr. Kuyperstraat) in The Hague. The foundation, though sharply
distinguished from the party's office, was closely affiliated with the antirevolutionary political party which, after the death of its founder Guillaume
Groen van Prinsterer, had been made by Kuyper into the most well-organized party in the Netherlands. Kuyper had also given it an inspiring spiritual
foundation by reawakening Calvinism (which had nearly passed into oblivion as a cultural power) as an all-embracing world and life view. In the
light of the Scriptures this neo-Calvinism was to posit its reformational
principles over against those of Roman Catholicism and modem Humanism
in every area of life. The Kuyper foundation was to proceed in Kuyper's
neo-Calvinistic line. Mr. H. Colijn was appointed as the foundation's director in order to indicate its intimate ties with the Anti-Revolutionary Party
whose acknowledged leader he had become since Kuyper's death.
The task of the Kuyperfoundation was to provide the party's leaders as
well as its members with instructive advice as to the application of antiquestions. There
revolutionary principles to current political and juridical
jurid
was an awareness, however, of the need to think through the anti-revolutionary theory of state more thorogl and to elaborate it in the neo-Calvinistic sense intended by Kuyper. ^0_%at end the statutes contained a clause
providing for a special chair in this theory of state at the Free University
in Amsterdam which Kuyper had founded.
Kuyper's neo-Calvinist conception of anti-revolutionary politics, however,
had after all run aground in the scholastic dualism of nature and grace
leaving the `natural sphere' of life and knowledge to the natural light of
human reason; this dualism could no more allow of a christian idea of the
state than it could allow of a truly reformational christian philosophy. Moreover, this dualism directly conflicted with Kuyper's own oft-quoted statement appearing in the impressive speech which h e delivered in 1880 at the
opening of the Free University in Amsterdam: „There is not an inch in the
whole of temporal life of which Christ, as Lord of all men, does not say
`mine'. "Although I did not gain full clarity as to the source of this conflict

in Kuyper's thought until some years later, I had been convinced already as
early as 1922 that Kuyper's deepest intentions had been voiced in the
statement referred to above.
The board of the Kuyperfoundation, most generously, gave me complete
liberty to implement the tasks described in the programme that I had planned. This meant that I was able to devote the better part of my time to the
study of philosophical theories of law and state as well as to the study of
social philosophies in both their historical development and in their present
forms. This research, which naturally led me ever more deeply into the
study of universal philosophical systems and their historical interrelatedness,
was necessary to come to an understanding of Kuyper's neo-calvinistic conception of anti-revolutionary politics in contrast with other political views.
Such a study alone, moreover, could clarify the nature of the conflict in
Kuyper's thought. Through it I learned to see that the philosophical `Wissen-
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schaftslehre' which Kuyper had developed in the first volume of his Encyclopedia of Sacred* Theology (Encyclopedie der Heilige Godgeleerdheid)
was not, as I had previously assumed, in line with his reformational basic
conception of Calvinism as world and life view but, instead, opposed its
consistent elaboration.
My brother in law, Vollenhoven, had come to the same conclusion in his
own way, as I was soon pleased to discover. Therefore our discussions in
The Hague centered on the necessity of a reformational epistemology and
ontology that would be able to match itself against both the neo-thomism
dominant in reformed scholasticism and the Humanistic neo-kantanism
which still dominated epistemological theories during the twenties. We were
also agreed that a veritable reformation of philosophy would have to be
understood in the spirit of Kuyper's basic conception of Calvinism as a
world and life view that was to be clearly distinguishable from both the
Roman Catholic and the Humanist ones. In that conception of Kuyper, the
principle of the internals here-sovereignty of the various areas of life,
which principle was founded in their mutually irreducible proper inner
nature and their own peculiar internal law as determined by God the
Creator's sovereign will, was essential. Kuyper himself never did think this
conception through philosophically, as is sufficiently clear from the fact that
he never indicated a methodical criterion for the determination of what he
understood by `spheres of life sovereign in their own area'. Hence one may
find several different enumerations of spheres in Kuyper's works where the
most heterogeneous matters are mentioned at random, for example: `nature',
the human person and his conscience, individualized societal communities
like the family, the state, the church, the business-firm, autonomous parts of
the state like municipalities and provinces, and also spheres which in the
'philosophy of the cosmonomic idea' are referred to as modal aspects of the
human horizon of experience', like the logical sphere, the ethical, the aesthetic, and the sphere of faith. In consequence of this unordered and inexact
conception of sphere-sovereignty, all insight into the mutual order and
coherence of the modal aspectual spheres (a prerequisite for the attainment
of insight into their internal structural principles) could not but be lacking.

Nevertheless the basic idea of Kuyper's conception has had a directive
significance for the reformational philosophy as first developed in my `De
wijsbegeerte der Wetsidee' (The ^Kilosoplty of the Cosmonomic Idea), the
three volumes of which were published in 1935 and 1936 and in the later
amplified and revised English edition of this work entitled `A New Critique
of Theoretical Thought' (2nd printing in 1966). The importance of that
directive significance can hardly be overrated. For Kuyper had given his
conception of sphere-sovereignty profound biblically religious anchorage
in relating it to God's absolute sovereignty over all that He had created after
its inner nature in subjection to His law. This law finds its unity of Origin
in God the Creator's will and, everywhere in creation, imposes its limits upon
temporal reality. In the first place it establishes the absolute limit of being
between the Creator, Who is not, and the creature which is subject to the
law. This is by no means to imply that God's absolute sovereignty over
everything which He created may be conceived of as despotic arbitrariness
in the sense of Occam's potestas Dei absoluta. For such despotism would
amount to the negation of all law and order and could therefore never be
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the origin of laws which God upholds for the whole of his creation. Therefore Calvin observes: „Deus legibus solutus, sed non exlex". The nominalistic conception of God's creative sovereignty is antinomic in character
(against law). The biblical conception is cosmonomic (everything created is
subjected to law).
Furthermore God has implanted in every creaturely s here of life an
internal law of life; such a law's area of validity is limited by the intrinsic
nature of the sphere concerned. It was this richly variegated, and biblically
founded conception of the unity of God's law within the rich diversity of
laws peculiar to the various spheres of life that induced Kuyper to passionately choose position over against every attempted erasure of the limits
which God had established in His creation and over against the uniformity
of a world and life view that was only constructed at the very expense of
the rich diversity and characteristic law-conformity of life's spheres.
So it is understandable that the newly arising reformational philosophy
could not accept an analogical notion of being, comprising both God and
the creature, as its basic philosophical idea (an idea as is to be found in
Thomistic scholasticism), but that it, instead, would only acknowledge a
biblically anchored idea of law and its correlate, the creaturely subjectum,
as its basic philosophical idea. For such an idea alone can maintain and
acknowledge the absolute boundary distinguishing the creature (as lawbound) from the being of God (not so bound), and binds philosophical thinking to the limits which God has established for it in His law, us restricting philosophical thought to the limits given with the human horizon of
experience and thought. This horizon, consequently, must itself be a structural law determinative of the human character of the world of thought and
experience. The Scriptures teach us throughout that human nature has
been provided with a root-unity pregnantly called the `heart' of human
existence. Out of the heart as the radix or root-unity of human existence are
"the issues of life" as the Old Testament book of Ecclesiastes tells us expressly. It is here that man becomes aware of himself, so that he knows himself
to be an I, an ego, (the central and individual concentration-point of his
entire temporal existence within the diversity of the spheres of human life).
But it is here too that man becomes aware of God. Therefore Calvin, at the
beginning of his Institutio Religions Christianae, observes that man's selfknowledge is dependent on his knowledge of God, since man is created in
God's image. The human ego is no self-sufficient entity, no metaphysical
`substance' which "nullia alia re indiget ad existendum" according to Descartes' definition. It is nothing by itself; that is to say, it is nothing apart
from the three central relations in which it has been placed by God, viz.
the religious relation of dependence upon its Creator, the central relation
to the alter ego of his fellow man and the central relation to the world in
which God has placed man. The inexhaustible diversity given with the
latter relation as disclosed within cosmic time, must find its creaturely rootunity in the heart of man. And since God has placed all of creaturely reality
under His law, the rich diversity of law-spheres in which God's law is refracted within cosmic time also finds its religious root-unity in the central lovecommandment that is directed to man's heart: Love God above all, and
your neighbour, who, like you, bears God's image, as yourself. For God's
law and the creaturely subject subjected to it are correlate. No law without
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a creaturely subject subjected to it, and no creaturely subject without law.
This biblical conception of the heart as the religious radical unity of human
existence, and of the central love-commandment as the radical unity of the
manifold richness of the law-spheres in which God's law discloses itself in
the various spheres of life, ha been lost in scholastic philosophy and theology. According to the traditional scholastic conception man is a substance
composed of two incomplete substances that complement each other, a
material mortal body and an immortal rational soul that, as such, was taken
to be the `substantial form' of the material body. The central position within
human nature, according to this conception, was occupied by the intellect or
conceptual theoretical thought-activity. This position derived from Aristotle's metaphysical ontology. Aristotle, just like his master Plato, had
attributed divine character to philosophical theoretical activity of thought,
viewing it as an activity entirely independent of the material human body.
This philosophical view of man, if for no other reason, could not possibly
make room for the biblical conception of the heart as religious radical unity
of the whole of human existence. Aristotle identified the Godhead himself
with pure theoretical activity of thought which, in blessed contemplation
reflects upon itself alone (noesis noeseoos). Here again the truth of Calvin's
statement referred to above becomes apparent: that self-knowledge depends
on knowledge of God also holds good for apostate self-knowledge and
knowledge of God.
It was Abraham Kuyper who made a radical break with the traditional
Aristotelian-scholastic view of man (which in his major theological works
he had himself still accepted) through the rediscovery of the biblical revelation of the heart as religious centre and root-unity of man's entire existence. In his famous Stone-lectures on Calvinism, which he presented at
Princeton University in 1898, Kuyper brought this biblical radical view into
direct relation with his impressive speech on sphere-sovereignty as delivered
at the occasion of the opening of the Free University on the 20th of October,
1880. In it he had developed his view of the rich diversity and peculiar
law-conformity of life's spheres. From then on, the biblically reformational
line of development in Kuyper's thou ht began to mark itself off against the
scholastic one (dominated by the dualistic motive of nature and grace) ever
more clearly.
However, how was this reformational line to find adequate expression in
philosophy? First of all it had to be clearly recognized that the rediscovery
of the religious root-unity of human existence had to lead to a radical turn
in philosophical anthropology and cosmology, The need for such a turn
could only be demonstrated by way of an enquiry into the structure of the
human horizon of thought and experience. This horizon appeared to be
perspectival in character. That is to say that man's experiential world, as it
discloses itself within cosmic time in its great variety of modal aspects, or
fundamental modes of experience ( not determine the concrete
what, but only the how, the modus quo, of human experience and which
express their mutual irreducibility, their indissoluble mutual coherence and
their place within the cosmic order of time in their modal structure) is as it
were radioscoped by the central religious sphere. In its turn the multi-modal
dimension of the human horizon of experience throws light upon the inexhaustible diversity of individuality-structures in which things, events, and
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concrete societal relationships are realized within this horizon. It appeared
also that such realization could take place only within an extremely complex system of interlacements of the internal structural principle determining
the proper irreducible character of one individual whole with the internal
structural principles of individual things, events, or societal relationships
of a different nature. Through such interlacements an individual whole
acquires socalled enkaptic functions in individual wholes of a different
nature, which functions do not fall within the typical laws here of its own
internal structural principle. A matrimonial community, for instance, has
an enkaptic civil function within the state.
In principle, individual realities function in all of the modal aspects of
the human world of experience as given within the cosmic order of time,
and they do so either in subject-functions or in object-functions (the latter
only occurring within subject-object relations). But in their internal structure of individuality these modal functions are grouped in a typical manner
and are successively individualized to form an individual whole. This typical
groupage of modal aspect-functions does, of course, leave the general order
in which the aspects appear intact. The groupage, however, awards a
typically leading role within the individual whole to one of these individualized functions. Hence the other functions proper to the internal sphere of
the individuality-structure concerned, although they fully retain their irreducible modal structure, nevertheless acquire an orientation upon the
leading function. Therefore this function is also called the internal guiding
or qualifying function of the individual whole. Whenever the leading funclion's type of individuality appears to be typically founded in that of a
function preceding it in modal order, this earlier function is called the
typical foundational function of the whole. And so the whole multi-modal
dimension of the human horizon of experience indeed proved to be
foundational to the socalled plastic dimension of the individuality-structures
and their respective variable interlacements. Distinguishing between these
dimensions then indeed could serve to order Kuyper's conception of spheresovereignty which was as yet somewhat haphazard, not yet having been
philosophically thought through. Therefore the discovery of the modal di-

mension of the human horizon of experience may indeed be called a landmark in the development of a reformational philosophy that, for the time
being (in line with Kuyper's conception of neo-Calvinism as world and life
view) received the name of "Calvinistic"philosophy.
Till now the philosophy of the cosmonomic idea has discovered fifteen
mutually irreducible modal aspects, viz. that of arithmetically determined
quantity, the spatial (in the original sense of static continuous extension in
dimensions), the kinematic, the mode of energetistic working, the biotic or
organic sphere of life, the sensitive sphere of feeling and sensory perception, the logical sphere of the analytic mode of distinguishing, the culturalhistorical sphere, the sphere of symbolical signification and interpretative
significance of symbols, the sphere of social intercourse with its norms of
decency, deference, politeness, fashion, etc., the economical, the aesthetic,
the juridical, the ethical and the pistic sphere of faith-certainty in its
relation to divine revelation. Each of these modal (aspect-) spheres has a
modal structure whose irreducibility is guaranteed by its meaning-nucleus
and whose coherence with the other modal aspects is expressed by a
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series of analogical meaning-moments. These analogical moments either
refer back to the meaning-nuclei of aspects preceding that in which they
occur, or they refer ahead to the meaning-nuclei of those aspects that
appear later in the order of cosmic time. The philosophy of the cosmonomic
idea calls the former kind of analogies retrocipations, while the latter kind
are called anticipations. These analogical moments, however remain qualif ied by the modal meaning-nucleus of their own meaning-structure. They
do not take on the original meaning of those modal aspects to which they
refer. The aspect of numerical quantity, obviously, contains no retrocipations for lack of a preceding modal aspect, while the pistical aspect is without modal anticipatory meaning-moments since it is the terminal aspect in
the modal order.
Along these lines then, the young reformational philosophy gradually
attained to systematical elaboration. Meanwhile this philosophy was still
hard-pressed to defend its very right of existence over against the dogma of
the autonomy of theoretical philosophical thought, a dogma that, prior to
W.W. II, had hardly been contested. It was still generally assumed that
theoretical thought should proceed independently of presuppositions of
faith and religion. In fact, any philosophy's non-acceptance of this dogma
resulted in its disqualification as being of unscientific character.
Facing this situation the philosophy of the cosmonomic idea developed a
radical transcendental critique of the theoretical attitude of thought and
experience. This critique began with an inquiry into the intentional structure of this attitude to see whether its pretended autonomy really results
from its inner nature. This critical examination led to the discovery of three
preliminary questions which must always, whether implicitly or explicitly,
be answered wherever philosophical enquiry takes place since the latter
cannot start without answering them. These questions concern the Origin,
the central point of reference, and the mutual relationship and coherence of
the logical and the non-logical aspects of the human horizon of experience
which, in our theoretical thought, are seta art and over against each other.
The answer to these three transcendental limiling questions is to be found
in the threefold transcendental basic idea underlying philosophical thought,
an idea which indeed appears to be dependent on a communal religious
grond-motive operative in the heart of human existence as a central spiritual
motive power. In its transcendental critique of theoretical philosophical
thought the philosophy of the cosmonomic idea has discovered and called
attention to three religious ground-motives, each of which has exercized a
dominant influence in western philosophy, namely: the Greek form-matter
motive, the scholastic christian motive of nature-grace, and the modern
humanist motive of nature (control over it) and freedom (autonomous human
personality). These motives also explain the different ways in which the
ogma of the autonomy of philosophical thought has been understood.
These differences made it sufficiently clear that the current opinion, as
though the idea of the autonomy of theoretical thought were simply evident
from the very character of scientific thought, was not tenable.
The three religious ground-motives mentioned above were of an unbiblical dualistic nature since each of them involved two mutually irreconcileable
motives opposed to each other in a religiously anti-thetical way. Since this
antithesis is of a supra-theoretical rather than theoretical nature, revealing
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itself in the central religious starting-point of philosophical thought, it is not
possible to resolve it by means of theoretical synthesis in a dialectical philosophical way of thinking. As long as thought continues to be gripped by a
dualistic ground-motive, Proudhon's observation concerning Heel s dialectic will be quite applicable to it: "L'antinomie ne se resout pas' (The antinomy is unresolva e). Since a veritable religious synthesis of the two antithetical motives is impossible without destroying their original meaning,
primacy must then be attributed to one of the two poles of the groundmotive while the other suffers religious depreciation, that is, denaturation.
It is also possible of course to try to accommodate the two motives to each
other in which case both of them loose essential traits of their original
meaning. Such accommodation is particularly characteristic of the synthetic
conception of the scholastic ground-motive of nature and grace as it was
accepted by Roman Catholic church-doctrine (along the lines of Thomas
Aquinas), and as it was subsequently adopted by reformed scholasticism as
well, despite its accommodation to reformed church-doctrine.
Following Kuyper's reformational line of thought, the Philosophy of the
Cosmonomic Idea has chosen its point of departure in the biblical groundmotive of creation, fall, and redemption through Jesus Christ in the communion of the Holy Spirit. This ground-motive, in its integral and radical
biblical meaning penetrates to the root-unity of human existence. In consequence this philosophy was obliged to posit the demand of a radical reformation in philosophical anthropology and cosmolo y over against the scholastic attempt to accommodate with a philosophy dominated by an apostate
ground-motive.
Vollenhoven, in his masterly book `Het Calvinisme en de Reformatie van
de Wijsbegeerte', (1932), presented a compelling case supporting this
demand which, inevitably, would have to conduce towards acknowledgement of the religious antithesis also in its necessary philosophical expression. This work was composed of a systematic section in which Vollenhoven
in his own way presented a lucid summary of the major outlines of the
young reformational philosophy, and a comprehensive historical section in which, equipped as he was with an enormous knowledge of general
history, the history of philosophy, and especially church-history and political
history, he set out to demonstrate the penetrative effects of unbiblical
ground-motives in both philosophy and the practice of life. Although these
groundmotives were approached and delineated in a manner differing from
that of the philosophy of the cosmonomic idea in its transcendental critique
of theoretical thought, still Vollenhoven's conception too was single-mindedly intent upon highlighting the radical religious antithesis demarcating
biblical from unbiblical basic motives and upon revealing their consequences for and in philosophy.
At the time, Vollenhoven had been Professor of systematic philosophy and
the history of philosophical thought at the Free University in Amsterdam
for six years. I had received my appointment as Professor in 1926 as well
and was to teach legal philosophy, encyclopedia of jurisprudence, and legal
history. It was a troubled time for the reformed community in the Netherlands when this new reformational direction in philosophy was introduced
at the Free University. A serious conflict had arisen within the reformed
churches. It concerned the exegesis of the first chapters of Genesis and had
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finally resulted in a schism. Dialectic theology as introduced by Karl Barth,
sharply opposed to Kuyper's neo-Calvinism, also gained adherents among
young reformed theologians in the Netherlands and led to an oftentimes
aprioristic rejection of the philosophy of the cosmonomic Idea which proceeded in Kuyper's reformational line of thought; this rejection, however,
was by no means based on thorough acquaintance - with this philosophy.
Besides the dialectic theologians there were reformed theologians who
wished to maintain the traditional scholastic type of philosophy; consequently, they were rather suspicious of the new reformational trend for its
anti-scholastic implications iosophia deformata', according to some,
properly characterized this philosophy.
The endeavours of the young reformational philosophy were powerfully
supported, however, by the Calvinistic student movement whose annual
congresses on the heaths of Lunteren during the thirties unmistakeably
testified to the enthousiastic interest with which the young generation of
students represented here followed each new development of this philosophy. It was in Lunteren too, that the first efforts were made to arrive at
the establishment of an Association for Calvinistic Philosophy. This association's constitutive meeting took place on the 14th of December, 1935, in
Amersfoort. The meeting was presided by Vollenhoven whose openingspeech can be found in `Perspectief , the volume which appeared in 1961 to
commemorate this association's silver jubilee. For many years Vollenhoven
was to remain the association's outstanding chairman. It was only after his
passedhe
thei gavel over to Prof. H. van Riesretirement as Professor that
sen. In the meantime the association hadincreased its membership considerably both at home and abroad. Both to Philoso hia Reformata, the association's international journal, (Vollenhoven is still a member of its editorial
board) and to the `Correspondentiebladen' (intended to facilitate the exchange of ideas among the members), he contributed numerous important
articles usually concerned with topics in the field of the history of philosophy. Through his chairmanship of our association, Vollenhoven was also
member of the board of the Algemene Nederlandse Vereniging voor Wijsbegeerte (General Association for Philosophy in The Netherlands).
Meanwhile our association was beset by new difficulties, both of in- and
external character. The association's constitution contained a circumscription of its basis that had been formulated by Vollenhoven. It aimed to give
expression to both the biblical character of its startingpoint and the ref ormational direction in which the association would seek to stimulate philosophy.
To that end every form of ecclesiastical bondage to a specific denomination,
including the reformed churches, had to be avoided, just as it had been
avoided at the Free University for all but the theological faculty which,
with a view to the training of ministers, was contractually tied to the ref ormed churches in the Netherlands. It so happened that several reformed
ministers too had become members of our association when it came into
bein. Among them was the wellknown theologian Klaas Schilder, who was
Professor at the seminary of the reformed churches in Kampen. Several of
his most prominent students too like Holwerda, Veenhof a.o., had joined the
association. As early as the twenties Schilder had voiced sharp criticism of
several of Dr. Abraham Kuyper's theological conceptions. Over against this
criticism and also over against biblical objections that Vollenhoven and I
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had raised in combat of the traditional scholastic tenets concerning the
relationship of soul and body, Dr. Valentijn Hepp, then Professor in theological dogmatics at the Free University, had written his series of brochures
entitled 'Dreigende Deformatie' (Impending Deformation). The synod
which convened in 1936 at Amsterdam had appointed a committee of delegates, including both Vollenhoven and Schilder, in order to investigate
whether the `new conceptions' which Hepp contested did or did not accord
with the Scriptures and the confessions. At the following synod which
convened in the Frisian town of Sneek in 1939 and was moved to Utrecht in
the latter days of May 1940 due to the German invasion, the report of the
commitee was tabled, occasioning vehement discussions. Finally a number
of doctrinal decisions resulted, decisions which, initially, had seemed acceptable also for those members of synod who adhered to Schilder's conceptions. However, they proved to be no longer acceptable to them following
upon the lengthy comment which the synodical board had appended to the
decisions as formulated. Furthermore, the synod of Utrecht had arbitrarily
extended its length of session, which according to the church order was not
to exceed three years, so that Schilder would no longer acknowledge it as
a lawful synod. Subsequently Schilder was suspended from the duties of
his office and when he persisted in refusing to conform to the synod's
decisions was finally debarred from his office. Numerous ministers who had
followed Schilder's example ware similarly deprived of their office. The
result of it all was a second disastrous schism in the reformed churches. The
ecclesiastical body of the socalled liberated churches went their own way
and established their own theological seminary.
Despite the fact that Vollenhoven and I had presented an extensive
etition against the disciplinary measures taken against Schilder and his
followers we did not find the liberty to join the liberated churches. For
Schilder, as well as for most of his adherents among our members, this
constituted an occasion for discontinuing membership in our association. During an emotionally charged meeting at which Schilder himself,
sought by the Gestapo as he was for his undaunted public testimony against
Nazism, could not be present, it became apparent, however, that the deeper

cause of the withdrawal on the part of these members was to be sought in
the Schilderian view that further cooperative efforts in an association for
reformational philosophy were no longer possible for lack of confessionalecclesiastical unity. This view, which could not but lead to reformational
philosophy's bondage to the church, indeed conflicted with the basis of
our association just as it conflicted with Kuyper's idea of a Free University.
For the rest, the synod of Sneek-Utrecht rightly refused to deliver a verdict about the conflict between the Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea
and the scholastic reformed theologians as to their conceptions of human
nature. Also, the complaint submitted to the board of curators by the Free
University's theological faculty of those days against Vollenhoven and
myself for supposed deviation from the reformed confession on this same
point, was dismissed for lack of factual and legal grounds, a lack that became apparent during a preliminary hearing of all the parties concerned.
At the close of World War II, the work of the association was taken to
hand with renewed vigor. In 1947 a foundation was called into being for
the establishment of special chairs for Calvinistic philosophy at public uni-
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versities and institutions of higher learning. Such chairs were established
at Leiden, Utrecht, Groningen, Rotterdam, Delft, and Eindhoven. The men
that could take the tasks thus created upon themselves, happily, were available since our association counted several trained philosophers among its
members who had been formed within the School of the Philosophy o the
Cosmonomic Idea and who had, furthermore, already established their
reputation by means of a number of excellent books dealing with various
philosophical topics. It did, however, become a matter of constant concern
to thefoundation's board of governers to procure in a time of increasing
inflation the financial means needed for salaries and pensions. Symptoms of
increasing indifferentism and scepticism among the post-war generations
of students who came from a reformed tradition were a further cause for
concern. This only underscored, however, the urgent need for these special
chairs of philosophy. The wholehearted devotion with which the appointed
professors carried out their tasks has not remained fruitless since, in their
turn, they have trained disciples whole-heartedly committed to the cause of
reformational philosophy and able to succeed in their master's footsteps.
In this context it is to be remembered that Vollenhoven was the very able
chairman of the foundation's board of governors until he reached the
age of 70.
After his retirement as professor Vollenhoven disengaged himself from his
directive functions in both the association and the foundation in order to be
able to devote his attention wholly to the study of the history of philosophy.
He did retain contact however, with the Free University, since he continued
to lecture regularly on the latest results attained by means of the problemhistorical method for interested students at the Central Interfaculty (the
Department of Philosophy). In 1961 Vollenhoven and his wife still visited
Grand Rapids and Toronto where he lectured respectively at Calvin College
and the Instiute for Christian Studies. In 1963 he visited South Africa where
he presented guest-lectures at the universities of Potchefstroom, Johannesburg, and Bloemfontein.
Meanwhile Vollenhoven also experienced sorely trying times. On the
3d of February, 1973, his faithful wife, whose mental and physical condition
had been deteriorating for some time, was taken away from him. His own
physical condition too was a recurrent cause of concern during the past few
years. His deeply rooted christian faith, however, which had inspired and
supported him throughout his life's work, also carried him through these
trying experiences, causing him to simply trust the promises of God. It is
this faith too, by which the now 80 year old Vollenhoven knows himself to
be one with all who may call themselves children of God through Christ
Jesus.

BEYOND BEING. ONTOLOGY AND ESCHATOLOGY IN THE
PHILOSOPHY OF EMMANUEL LEVINAS
Paradoxalement c'est en taut, qu'alienus -- etranger et autre — que
l'homme n'est pas aliene. Le Pit et le Dire, 48.
BY

TH. DE BOER
Nearly forty years ago Vollenhoven announced his program of a "refor
mation" of philosophy. I would like to use the opportunity of his eightieth
birthday to draw attention to another critique of current Western philosophy , a critique which is no less radical than Vollenhoven's and is also inspired by religion. When, in the preface to T otalite et I n f ini, Levinas opposes the "eschatology of messianic peace" to the "ontology of war", he posits
an antithesis between the Jewish prophetic tradition and the whole of
Western philosophy which he considers dominated by the concept of
totality 1 In contrast to totalitarian thinking that would comprehend God,
men, and history in one all-embracing system where individuals are no
more than moments of the whole, he poses an ontological pluralism.
Levinas speaks of the fundamental fact of the "ontological scission
between Same and Other." 2 Now there exist in Western philosophy also
many forms of dualism and pluralism along with monistic systems. In order
to understand Levinas' thought, it is, however, essential to understand this
luralism in terms of his idea of messianic peace. The relation between the
beings, which makes it impossible to reduce the Other (l'Autre, Autrui) to
the Same (le Meeme) is very specific. Levinas certainly does not plead for
the existence of autonomous monads which, for their plurality, must pay
with an ontologically necessary self-limitation. In Totalite et In/ ii, the
relation between the Same and the Other is characterized as responsibility,
-

.

In this article we have employed tho following abbreviations to refer to the works of
Levinas:
AE `Au-dela de 1'essence', Revue de Metaphysique et de Morale, (1970), 265-283.
DE En decouvrant l'existence avec Husserl et Heidegger, 2 Paris, 1967.
DL Di f f icile Liberte, Essais sur le Judaisme, Paris, 1963.
EE De l'existence d l'existant, Paris, 1947.
HAH Humanisme de l'autre homme, Montpellier, 1972.
TI
Totalite et In f ini, 4 The Hague, 1971.
Proximite `La proximite', Archives de Philosophie, 34 (1971), 373 -391.
Substitution `La substitution', Revue philosophique de Louvain, 66 (1968), 487-508.
For an analysis of the early works of Levinas, including TI I suggest my article `De
wijsbegeerte van Levinas als ethische trancendentaalfilosofie', Algemeen Nederlands
Tijdschrift voor Wijsbegeerte, 64 (1972), 39-65.
1
2

TI X.
TI 251 ff., 282.
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goodness, hospitality, and humility; in later articles he prefers the terms
substitution and pledge (otage). It is this ethical relation, which he also
calls `religion", that founds pluralism. When the Other is reduced to the
Same, messianic peace turns into the peace of the imperia (pax Romana,
pax Americana), ie. into the peace resulting from death or from the subjection of the other.
I.
In the preceding brief account, it is not difficult to recognize two themes
that Vollenhoven has stressed. According to Vollenhoven, the `leadin
motive' behind Christian philosophy is the distinction between God an
the creation. 3 The second motive is that religion is a covenant (unio foederalis).4 Both motives or themes dovetail, as the following pronouncement
indicates:
"Now this covenant is certainly not a relation that must be sought
within the cosmos, for in this covenant God relates to man, thereby
relating man to Himself. Thus, this relation is one in which God does
not but man does belong to the cosmos: the relation does not lie within
the cosmos, but, since the cosmos is included in it, it points beyond
the cosmos". 5
Here we can again say that the distinction between the Creator and the
created is not just any distinction, but must be understood in terms of the
specific relation of the covenant. This cannot be compared with any intracosmic relation or connection." I believe this is one of the reasons why Vollenhoven has always been careful to dissociate from current forms of
dualism and pluralism. The covenant is a relation sui generis, characterized
by faithfullness and obedience. Levinas expresses this same notion with his
favorite play upon words: the difference between the Same and the Other
is a fundamental non-indi f f erence. 7

We see how Vollenhoven wrestles with language when he tries to show
the distinction between God and man. He speaks of a boundary between
God and the cosmos. Vollenhoven remarks, however, that the term ,,boundary" can evoke something spatial, eg. a circle divides a plane in two parts,
that which the circumference includes and that which it excludes. But this
cannot be his intention. A spatial boundary separates something within the
cosmos from something else, "and this is done in such a way that the latter
lies outside the former". But this, according to Vollenhoven, does not do
3 D. H. Th. Vollenhoven, Het calvinisme en de re f ormatie der wijsbegeerte, Amsterdam, 1933, 51. The question of the boundary between God and the cosmos is also called
the first question of philosophy", see also ibid., 21. h is about
Vollenhoven, op.cit. 21, 38. The third motive (hoofdstelling), wh 'c '
the fall into sin, death, and the grace of God through the Mediator, is outside the scope
of this article.
5 Vollenhoven, op.cit. 41.
B Vollenhoven, op.cit. 53; characteristic for Biblical philosophy is that it does not
reduce to intra-cosmic relations „the relation between God, who is elevated above the
cosmos, and mankind, which belongs to the cosmos".
7 ... la difference du Meme et de 1'Autre ... est non-indifference et la rupture —
obsession.... L'obsession ou la difference fre'mit comme non-indifference, ... Proximite'
374, cf. also HAH 97.
"
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justice to God's "immanence". Here we can add — in the line of Zeno's
arguments against plurality — that boundaries also unite. The concept
boundary , thus also detracts from Gods `transcendence' (and consequently
from the independence of man as `partner' in the covenant). Vollenhoven
means, however, that the term `boundary' is useable so long as we do not
think in terms of space. It makes a clear distinction possible by indicating
that,
..."of the two that can be distinguished, one lies totally on this side
of the boundary, and the other lies on the other side. The only thing
that must be kept in mind, then, is this, that in determining the boundary one must take account of the character of the two that one wants
to distinguish."
According to Vollenhoven, this is the case when one says, "The boundary
between God and cosmos is the law". 8
The distinction between Creator and creation is also found in Levinas'
concepts of `Separation' and `Transcendence'. The fact that God and the
creature are separated from each other implies the rejection of every deification of the cosmos, of every sort of pantheism, and of mythical and mystical religiosity. 9 Levinas further protests strongly against the doctrine of
participation, according to which God imprisons the creature "in invisible
nets". 10 He calls created or separated being `atheistic', using the term as it
was used when the first Christian were called a6Eo1.
The relation to the Transcendent cannot be understood in terms of the
classic concept of transcending. According to Levinas this concept contains
a contradiction in that the subject carries himself in the transcending movement. 11 Thus in one of his early articles he calls the relation to the total
Other, to absolute Exteriority, "ex-cendance". Man reaches above the sphere
of totality, of ontology, towards a sphere lying "beyond being". Levinas likes
to cite Plato's statement that the idea of the Good is "beyondbeing", bItaKaava
'rflS oLQiaS. 12 In this formula he apparently recognizes the absolute distance
as well as the ethical qualification of this distance. God is Transcendent in
8
9
10
'1

Vollenhoven, op.cit. 24.
TI 29, 31, 121.
TI 19, 44, 61, 202, 269.

TI 251. "Le sujet qui se transcende s'emporte dans sa transcendance. Il ne se
transcende pas".
12 EE Avant propos; DE 189; TI 34, 76.
However, it must be remembered that the
expression "beyond being", does not indicate a non-being (ne pas etre, neant). Levinas
rejects every dialectic in which God and his creation stand in the relation of Being and
`Nothingness', Good and Evil (as in the early work of Karl Barth). Being and non-being
are antitheses within being. The expression, then, indicates a rising above this antithesis,
an `autrement qu'etre', or the 'envers de l'etre', `the other side of being', (sometimes indicated as `non-etre'), AE 265; Substitution, 496, 502; see also note 36 below. In his later
articles, Levinas has chosen the expression `au dela de l'essence', thus conceiving `essence'
as nomen actions, ie. as a translation of Heidegger's `wesen'. L'essence is the consumation of history (the history of Being); it is culture left to its own autonomous development. The presence of the Other, which disturbs this `natural order', is `outside the
order' (extra-ordinaire), outside being (hors de l'etre), thus raising him whom the Other
affects also above being. He Who assumes responsibility for the deeds of another is in
this sense `outside being' (see below section III). Being, esse, is an interest, interesse,
`Beyond Good and Evil', This kind of being is transcended by the idea of the Good.
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that He is `Height', 'Glory', `Master', and `the Good'. "The Invisible of the
Bible is the Idea of the Good beyond being". 13
Upon first impression, it seems unlikely that Levinas can speak also
about God's 'immanence'. However, if we do not interpret this term in a
neutral-ontological sense, it does have a parallel in his philosophy. In his
articles after the publication of T otalite et Infini,
f ini, Levinas reflects especially
on the irrevocable responsibility that the Other's call elicits from me, prior
to all my initiative. (See division III below.) The proximity of the Other is
inescapable; it is an `obsession'. Levinas thus speaks of an `absolute passivity', a passivity of "being possessed by the Good". 14 This call and summons
affects me even beneath my internal conscience. 15 This notion of the subject's passivity, Levinas thinks, contains what is perhaps the deepest antithesis between `ontological thought' and thought that speaks of the creature
instead of being. 16 `Creation out of nothing' means an election to responsibility without any prior decision of mine. whereas ontological thought
would reduce every call to the listening to the calling voice, the call that
Levinas has in mind sounds before there is an ear to listen. 17 But does not
this emphasis on the `immanence' of the Transcendent do damage to the
independence of man? Can man still be a partner in this relation? Or is he
a slave? Levinas would answer that no one can be a slave of the Good. 18
Slavery exists only within the s here of the totality in which autonomous
beings limit and dominate each other. The `determinism' by which the
Good elects me to responsibility is beyond the dilemma of freedom and
slavery. This `determinism' does no injustice to my independence and interiority. He who is elected to responsibility has an incomparable independence, 19 an infinite interiority. 2o
It may seem strange upon first impression that, in Totalite et In f ini,
Levinas employs the notion of creatio ex nihilo in order to describe the
independence of man. This notion expresses that the creature has not

simply issued from the Father, and is neither an emanation of his being
nor a decrease in the being of the Absolute. Creation out of nothing means
that man is absolutely other, absolutely new. In this way the idea of a
creation emphasizes the otherness (alterite') of the created, of `atheistic'
13

'L'invisible de la Bible est l'idee du Bien au dela de 1'etre', HAH 78.
`... passivite' de la possession par le Bien ...' HAH 80, see also 108 16 , where he
speaks of the impossibility to hide himself from God; Substitution 507/8 "- l'impossibilite
d'echapper a Dieu ... git au fond de moi comme soi, comme passivite absolue".
15 Substitution 504 18 .
16 Substitution 499, 505; HAH 108 17 .
17 HAH 91; cf. AE 274 1 "Le Bien investit la liberte it m'aime avant que je ne
4

ai anne .
18 `... nul n'est esclave du Bien.' AE. 274; "Mais le caractere asservissant de la
responsab' 'te' debordant le choix - ... - s'anulle par la bonte' du Bien qui commande",
HAH 77. One cannot escape from God, but "1'impossible divorce est ici le supreme
refuge'. HAH 108 16 ; see also Substitution 504. In summary, one can say that Levinas
distinguishes threeorders: the order of things, in which there is the relation of determinism; the order of autonomous, conscious individuals (les consciences), dominated
by the relation of master-slave; and the order of the Other, in which there is responsib' 'ty and goodness, beyond the alternative: determinism-slavery; see also note 53.
19 TI 61, 78; `^tre Kae' &)T6, c'est etre bon' 158.
20 TI 222 ff. This is the infinity of responsibility, which increases to the degree
that I assume it; see also HAH 98; DE 213 and Proximite' 387.
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being. 20a This peculiar independence and absolute passivity, however, do
not exclude each other! He who is independent is responsible, and he who
is passive suffers i.e. is responsible to the utmost. By no longer gravitating
around himself, one becomes so independent that he can carry the `weight
of the world'. 21
Is this not the only meaningful way to handle the traditional ontological
terms `transcendent , `immanent', and 'independent'? Levinas repeatedly
points out that the relation between God and man cannot be expressed in
ontological language. In ontology every relation is a limitation, a reciprocity
of the relataY But in the relation to the absolute Other the terms are
absolved from the relation (s'absolvent de la relation).23 Every intra-cosmic
description must fall short of adequately describing the relation, "between
God who does not belong to the world and man who does", as Vollenhoven
says. In his recent articles Levinas is increasingly absorbed by the problem
of what is capable and what is incapable of being said or expressed. He
speaks about the `pain of expressing' and the necessity of the `abuse of
language'.
Not the language of phenomenology (ontology) but only that of ethics
can be handled gere. 23 a Sometimes Levinas uses the `ought' terminology
instead of the is terminology to indicate the existence of God. His Presence
is a `Valoir' 23 b (cf. Vollenhoven's remarks that it is not that the law `is' but
that it `geldt', obtains).
The command that accuses me precedes both my recognition and my
freedom. Such a command requires, as we will see, a concept of human
subjectivity that is totally different from the humanistic concept of the
autonomous individual.
II.
In the following two sections we want to develop some of the consequences Levinas' prophetic philosophy has for the foundation of ethics and
20a TI 35, 60/1, 78.
21 "Ptre Mai, signifie,

des lors, ne pas pouvoir se derober a la responsabilite, comme
tout l'edifice de la creation reposait sur mes epaules", HAH 50; see also DL 74/5;
Substitution 500, 505 ff. Not the presumptious subject of idealism (Fichte), which
imagines itself at the beginning of everything, carries the world, but the created "I"
that always comes too late (see also p. 28 and note 60 below).
22 TI 76, 78, 146, 270.
23 TI 75, 135, 156. It is thus that Levinas says that this relation cannot be understood by formal logic, TI 93/4, 147. This contradiction, according to (ontological) formal
logic, is also found in the notions of God's transcendence and immanence, cf. however
TI 155: "La contradiction entre l'interiorite fibre et 1'exteriorite qui devrait la limiter, se
concilie daps l'homme ouvert a 1'enseignement". Levinas thinks to find an adequate
expression for this unique relation, in which neither term is relativized, in (an interpretation of) the Cartesian idea of the Infinite, DE 165.
23a Substitution 500, 503, 504; Proximite' 388 20
; AE 266, 2692 . The question whether
there is an (ethical) language that can transcend the language of ontology is the point
at issue in the controversy with Derrida; see his long article `Violence et Me'taphysique'
in l'Ecriture et la Difference, Paris 1967, 117-229.
23b Substitution 505 19 ; HAH 78.
Si
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for anthropology. Those who know Vollenhoven's thought will recognize two
tightly cohering themes: his thesis that the law does not lie within the
cosmos and his critique on the autonomy of man.
In his philosophical autobiography, `Sinature', Levinas says that from
1933 to 1945 there were no signs of the generosity' that the German expression `Es gibt' seems to convey.24 This is an allusion to Heidegger, who,
in one of his works, renders the German expression "Es gibt das Sein" (There
is Being) as "Es gibt ... das Sein" (Being gives). 25 Being, however, is not
generous; we can find no trace of goodness in it. Pure Being, about which
one can only say along with Sartre that it is' (il-y-a), is rater that which
frightens us, like the infinite space of Pascal. 26 It testifies concerning a
horrible neutrality towards the question of good and evil.
When consciousness and intentionality are born (Levinas calls this a
`revolution in being'), light and meaning also develop (ressence). Being can
then no longer be thou ht about apart from truth, ens et verum canvertuntur. Being is revealed to itself in the course of history. But, in the
expansion of civilization, do we not find the same impassivity with man's
lot that we find in nature? Can we also say , ens et bonum convertuntur?
Neither Nature nor History can give any direction to man in his unfathomable freedom. Nevertheless, Western thought has often sought the basis
of `objective' ethics in these two notions.
For example, in the Aristotelian idea of the self-realization of an innate
disposition, we find life "according to Nature". But does this self-realization
provide a standard by which to judge its own manifestations?
Levinas likes to characterize man s autonomous freedom with an expression Victor Hugo uses in his play "Hernani": "the joyous force that goes"
(la. joyeuse force qui va). It is a sort of natural force that goes its way
unimpeded by moral inhibitions. Only the limit that the presence of other
autonomous individuals pose can hinder this force in its excercise of the
naive right of power and of glorious spontaneity. The other ego (alter ego)
limits the freedom of the individual, who, for the sake of survival, reasonably chooses to make a `social contract'. Thus the theory of properly understood selfinterest in the founders of natural wrights. Consequently, the
extension of freedom is limited but not ruled by norms; it is not fundamentally put in question.
The "eschatology of Messianic peace" is also strongly opposed to the
idea that History judges our deeds. The last judgement is not the outcome
determining the meaning of the preceding as in Hegel. Such a judgement
reduces in ividuals to puppets of History. On the contrary, in the very first
pages of his main work, Levinas states that everyone at every moment has
the right to be heard 27 and to appeal to God against history. History is not
a realization of `God's thoughts' which the historian must decipher as if
they were "holy hieroglyphics" (Ranke). Rather, God's judgement contains
24 We find this statement in the extended version of `Signature' (the original appeared in DL), published in the book entitled, "Het Menselijk Gelaat ", Utrecht, 1969 (the
original French of this extended version is at our disposal).
25 M. Heidegger, Platons Lehre von der Wahrheit, Mit einern Brief fiber den `Humaniamus', 2 Bern, 1954, 80.
26 EE 93 ff.
27 TI XI.
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a judgement on the history in which man realizes his own thoughts and
illusions.
Does, then, an ideal shere of values that is elevated above reality provide
a solution? Is this the way in which reality can be brought under criticism?
Nietzsche, Freud, and Marx — who Ricoeur calls the "maitres du soupcon"
(masters of suspicion) — have made us very suspicious indeed. Are such
values really "beyond being"? Do they not rather serve as an affirmation
of being?
Is it not significant that logical empiricism, which is the most `modern',
i.e. the least mythical, of modern philosophies, considers ethical statements
meaningless because nothing in reality corresponds to them? Given the
criteria of ontological thought, logical empiricism is right. If the meaning
of such assertions must be found in reality, then they are indeed meaningless. 28 Every attempt to deduce a norm from a fact is correctly disqualified
as a "naturalistic This is the `ontological nihilism', that modern
philosophy, which takes natural science and history seriously, has discovered and that Nietzsche announced by saying, "God is dead" (if we cannot
find the bonum than we cannot find the summum bonum either).
The Good, where shall we find it? Already in the book of Job we can read
that the cosmos, no matter how it is unearthed, gives no answer:
Man sets his hand to the granite rock and lays bare the roots of the
mountains;
he cuts galleries in the rocks, and gems of every kind meet his eye;
he dams up the sources of the streams and brings the hidden riches
of the earth to light.
But where can wisdom be found? And where is the source of understanding?
No man knows the way to it; it is not found in the land of living
men.
The depths of ocean say, `It is not in us', and the sea says, `It is not
with me'.
JOB (28:9-14)
In Levinas, the critical canon which questions the arbitrariness of freedom and calls for conversion, is described as the visage of the Other, in
whose eyes we read, "you will not kill". The fundamental human experience
is not the self-consciousness of Descartes (conscience theorique) but the
asymmetric, moral experience of conscience (conscience morale). The critical awakening of consciousness coincides with the experience of standing
unjust before the Other, who, "in his quality of being other, is situated in
a dimension of height, of the ideal and the godly ... through my relation
with the other I am in relation with God". 29
How is this other related to the Other? In Totalite' et I n f ini, the other
(l'Autre or 1'Autrui) is usually capitalized. This already indicates that the

28 This is a point upon which, surprisingly enough, logical empiricism and Derrida
seem to be in agreement.
,29 DL 32/3.
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visage of the other cannot be identified with the face, with the plastic
image that is manifested and becomes an object of empirical knowledge. 3o
This is also shown from the fact that the Other is a qualified other. The
Other is not every empirical fellowman as example of th e genus humanism,
but the poor, the stranger, the widow, ' the orphan. Here the voice of the
prophets resounds:
These are the words of the Lord: Deal justly and fairly, rescue the
victim from his oppressor, do not ill-treat or do violence to the alien,
the orphan or the widow, do not shed innocent blood in this place.
(Jeremiah 22 : 3)
In his articles after the publication of T otalite et I n f ini, Levinas reflects
further on the relation of the other to the Other. It becomes increasingly
clear that the other is not simply an empirical fellowman — who, as such,
belongs to ontology and is an object of science — but is the other in a particular light. The other who calls me to order, is `ordained' to do so by the
Other. 31 The dimension — `beyond being' — out of which he speaks to me
is that of the third Person, who can never be seized directly and always
remains a `He'. (For this Levinas uses the term `illeite', which is derived
from il, ille.) The other is found in the `trace' of this Absence that has always
passed by in a manner that precludes seizure, like when Moses saw the back
of God (Exodus 33 : 23). `Passed' has here also the meaning of `past', but
a past that cannot be recovered by any remembrance.
That the meaning of the other is not dissolved in the immanent phenomena and manifestations with which psychology and philology play their
never ending game of analysis and deciphering, is due to the fact that the
visage is found in the `trace of the Other that passes by. 32 This is also the
basis of the otherness (alterite') of the visage, which cannot be encompassed. 33
The fact that this cannot be seized is its Glory, its Infinity. 34
It is now pointed out — and this shows Kierkegaard's influence on Levinas
— that this dimension of the Other doet not force itself on the spectator.
He who does not have an eye trained to see the Other will not notice him.
He travels incognito and has already left before he has arrived. He is present for him who is disposed to respond to his call. For others, it is as if
no one had rung. 35 Even the most surprising visit of a fellowman can be
encompassed in the project of my existence, just as in science eve disturbing new fact gives occasion to rearrange the givens. The unusual becomes
comprehensible. The disturbance of order elicted by the visage and the
30

Proximite 381.
"Partant de 1'approohe, la description trouve le prochain portant la trace d'un
retract qui l'ordonne visage ... "La trace ou s ordonne le visage ne se reduit pas au
signe ...", Substitution 503/4, see also DE 199, 201; "Trace qui luit comme visage du
prochain ..." AE 274. The last passage reminds one of Exodus 34 : 33 ff., which says
that the face of Moses shone after he had spoken with God. Derrida gives a fine description of this relation: "Le visage n'est ni la face de Dieu ni la figure de 1'homme: il en
est la ressemblance", l'Ecriture at la Difference, Paris 1967, 161.
la manifestation - est un
3 "L'exte'riorite' de l'illeite, refractaire au de'voilement et
devoir-etre dans le visage d'Autrui ..." Proximite' 38820 .
33 DE 216; HAH 58, 63. "Mais le visage, tout ouvert, peut, It la fois, etre en luimeme, parce qu'il est daps la trace de l'illeite. 1'Ill. it6 est l'origine de 1'alterit6 de 1'etre ..."
34 proximite 387.
35 DE 208.
31
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visitation of the other is thus not a disorder as contrary to order. 36 Levinas
uses the term `anarchy' to describe this kind of disorder. Perhaps we best
approximate Levinas' intention when we say that this `summons' can no better be integrated into the order of our daily life than it can be — by way of
the "naturalistic fallacy" — deduced from it.
III.
The concept of `self-alienation', which has played so great a role in
modem philosophy since Rousseau, has also a central place in the thought
of Levinas. This concept is interpreted by (ontological) philosophy as a
limitation of freedom. Not so with Levinas. For him, the evil in self-alienation rests not in freedom's limitation, but in its arbitrariness. It is the visage
of the Other that calls for a halt to this arbitrariness and converts freedom
into service. Sometimes this relation to the Other is referred to as `alienation . 37 But the term is then borrowed from ontology, for which freedom
consists of the self-identification of the Same (le Meeme) and alienation consists of being necessarily limited or dominated by another individual consciousness. The shock that the Same experiences by the confrontation with
the Other is not a suppression or repression, but a call to service. It profoundly disturbs the self-sufficiency of the ego, but does not destroy the
ego; it, in fact, deepens interiority. 38 To the degree that the 'I' puts itself in
the place of the other, one can say with Rimbaud that "I is another" (Je est
un autre). 39 But this is not alienation but precisely an awakening from the
dream of egoistic existence, a coming to oneself. 40 The visit of the stranger
abolishes alienation by making me a stranger. According to the Bible, man
is a stranger a `settler' because he attends God, has heard his commands. 41
"Paradoxically, it is as an alienus as stranger and other — that man is not
alienated". 42
Such an (ethical) interpretation of originally ontological concepts is
often found in Levinas' works. For example, he deduces uniqueness (unicit6), about which the humanistic `human sciences' (Geisteswissenschaften)
are concerned, from responsibility. No one can be responsible in my stead;
"this responsibility that the `I' cannot evade — the `I' that cannot be substituted by the other — denotes the uniqueness (unicite') of him who cannot be
replaced". 43 This inexchangeability consists precisely of the fact that I put
—

3t* Substitution 489, chaos, just as order, belongs within the sphere of being or
intentional knowledge; see note 12 above.
37 Le temps et l'autre in: Le Choix-le Monde-l'Existence, Grenoble-Paris 1947, 171 ff.
38 See note 20 above.
39 Substitution 502.; HAH 91.
40 TI 13, 58, 77 the 'possession par le Bien' (see note 14) is also an arriver
la possession de sai; "Le reve et l'illusion - c'est le jeu d'une conscience sortie de l'obsession,
touchant l'autre sans etre assign par lui. Jeu de la conscience-semblance", Proximite
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3786 .
41

HAH 97; see Leviticus 25, 23 and Psalm 119, 19.
"Paradoxaleanent c'est en tant qu'alienus - etranger et autre - que l'homme n'est
pas
", Le Dit et le Dire, Le Nouveau Commerce, 18/9 (1971), 48.
43 "cette responsabilite
laquelle le Mai ne pout se derober - moi qui l'autre ne
pent se substituer - design ainsi l'unicite de l'irremplacable" HAH 99; cf. TI 222 ff.;
DE 196.
42

alien
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myself in the place of everyone else. 44 This responsibility as substitution is
a recurring theme in Levinas' most recent artic es. He sets himself the task
of viewing man from the perspective of the final meaning of this responsibility, from the perspective of the 'self' in considering oneself responsible,
of being an hostage or pledge (otage) for the other. 45 Here it could be said
the program is formulated for a philosophical anthropology that takes
account of the pre-philosophical experience of responsibility, of being my
brother's keeper. Levinas undoubtedly makes his most impressive attempt
at formulating this in "La Substitution", which is perhaps the most concentrated article he has ever written.
Levinas criticizes the traditional view that subjectivity and consciousness
are the same. According to such a view, it is characteristic of the `I' of consciousness that it is a product of self-identification. It is a manifestation of
the ego's self-interest, which in its being is concerned about its being", as
the well known formulation of Heidegger goes. "The identification of A
with A is A's inquietude about A. The subject's subjectivity is an identification of the self in its concern about the self. It is an egoism". 46 Opposing
this pagan conception of the self, Levinas posits the experience of the pledge
(otage) for the other, which he describes as "a recurrence to self, on this
side of self (recurrence a soi, en deca de soi)." A does not return to A as in
the relation of identity, but goes back behind its point of departure. 47 Thus
the subject breaks through identity, is "without i entity". 48 There is a noncoincidence of the `I' and the self: "this difference that divides the `I' from
the self is a deep non-indifference for mankind". 49
Self-identification is not only characteristic of the existentialism of Kierkegaard, but also of Hegelian and existential phenomenology, for which the
openness of the spirit in the 'ec-stasies' of time is the pre-requisite for the
disclosure of the world.
For phenomenolo y the essence of consciousness is time. 50 The subject
loses itself in time, but through memory it finds itself again. Having conquered the past, it reaches autonomously toward the future. But if time is
the essence of man, the conceptual tools with which to handle responsibility are lacking. In time the `I' is considered as arche, in the double sense of
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44 "il faut penser l'homme
partir du soi se mettant malgre soi la place de taus,
substitue tons de par son noninterchangeabilite meme" HAH 99; Substitution 501.
45 "il faut penser l'homme
partir de la responsabilite plus ancienne que le conatus
de la substance ou que l'identification interieure ... it faut penser l'homme partir de
la condition ou de l'incondition d'otage ..." HAH 99; "Le sens ultime d'une telle responsab' 'te' consiste penser le Moi dans la passivite' absolue du soi - comme le fait
meme de se substituer 1'Autre, d'en etre l'otage" thus ends the extended version of
Signature in Het Menselijk Gelaat, Utrecht, 1969.
46 "Existenz and Ethik", Schweizer Monatshefte,
te, 43 (1963), 171.
47 "une recurrence
soi, en
de sol, A ne revient pas comme dans une identite'
A, mais recule en arrie're de son point de depart", Substitution 499, cf. Proximite' 379 9 ;
the concept `recurrence' as return behind oneself (soi-meme) toward the self (soi), stands
over against the `retour soi-meme' of reflection. Of the latter, Levinas says, "Le retour
soi se fait detour interminable", HAH 97. He calls now `recurrence' the most radical
"transcendental reduction". Here, in a radical way, being is "put between brackets",
Substitution 489; HAH 95; AE 271 (see also note 12 above).
48 "Sans identite" is the title of a chapter in HAH.
49 "La difference qui bee entre moi et soi, la non-coincidence de l'identique, est une
fonciere non-indifference 1'e'gard des hommes ", HAH 97.
50 "Avoir conscience, c'est precise'ment avoir du temps", TI 140, 214.
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beginning and power. The ego is here both principiumn and princeps. In substitution, however, I accept responsibility for the mistakes of others.
Another's deed however, can never find its beginning in my freedom.
Responsibility for the freedom of others — which is realized whenever Cain's
question is answered in the affirmative — escapes the grasp of my freedom. 51 The obligation to one's neighbour is `older' than any initiative of
mine, and to the degree that this is the case, the obligation is both anachronistic and an-archic. There is neither space, nor time for the `I', to
distance and to voluntarily engage itself. I am `affected' by the other, without ever being able to seize ile source of his call. We cannot reduce the
shock of consciousness to the consciousness of the shock. The presence of
the other is an `obsession' a `trauma', and a `persecution', that cannot be
included in our free projct. This presence breaks through the power of our
giving meaning (Sinn^etung), like God set to nought the plans of Jonah.
The relation to one s neighbour (proximity) is not opened by consciousness; rather, this relation is presupposed by the intentional openness of
consciousness. It is an openness for true exteriority that is not disclosed
(in the sense of 'seinlassen') through me and is thus the "experience par
excellence". 52 It is the openness of being exposed, of the susceptibility and
vulnerability of an open city before an advancing enemy. 53 This suffering
not as the magical or myth ical expiation of evil, but as the ultimate experience of responsibility 54 — is a passion that is more passive than things, to
which the category of passivity is usually applied. Even the materia prima
has a certain potency with which the demiurge must comply. The passivity of
suffering lies on this side of the ontic categories of activity and passivity. 55
—

51 AE 273; HAH 78. That this cannot be thematized is precisely the `illeite' of the
other, AE 275, see above p. 24 note 32.
52 TI XII, XVII.
53 There are three kinds of openness (ouverture) : in the order of things there is the
relation of the third analogy of experience in the Critique of Pure Reason; in the order of
consciousness there is the extasy of intentionality; in the relation to the Other there is
..."la denudation de la peau exposee a la blessure et a l'outrage ... la sensibilite ...",
HAH 92; see also note 18 abo ve and the end of this article. This last openness is that

of turning the cheek of the Lamentations of Jeremiah 3 : 30 and Isaiah 53; HAH 50, 93;
DE 196. This last openness is the foundation of the intentional relation: "La since'rite'
intellectuelle, la veracite, se reefe're de'ja a la vulne'rabilite, se fonde en elle", HAH 93.
54

DL 170, 173; Substitution 500/501.

55

Substitution 495; HAH 10817 , also see note 16 about creatio ex nihilo.
In several places, Levinas characterizes his philosophy as reflection on a prephilosophical experience. Substitution 503, AE 282, "Entre deux Mondes" (Biografie
spirituelle de Franz Rosenzweig), La Conscience juive, Paris, 1963, 211. Should not these
passages about suffering be seen as a philosophical assimilation of the experiences be-

tween 1933 and 1945? In his autobiography, `Signature', Levinas says that this life has
been dominated by first the premonition and then the memory of the Nazi terror. This
period of time, which meant death and misery to millions, was for the Jews a period of
total abandonment: "Ils connurent une condition infe'rieure a celle des choses, une
experience de la passivite' totale, une experience de la Passion. Le chapitre 53 d'IsaIe y
epuisait pour eux tout son sens", DL 25. In a world ruled by instincts, Levinas, quoting
Yossel ben Yossel, says that it was natural for these who were instructed by God and
who stood firm for the Goad, to become victims, DL 173. During the racial persecution,
boundary situations became reality; institutes of law objectively guaranteeing morals
were suspended, and one could rely on only the voice of subjective conscience. After so
many centuries, morals returned to its mould. Left to itself, subjective conscience could
be victorious only in suffering, a `justice without triumph' DL 174, an `honour without
flags', to use the title of one of this articles, Les nouveaux Cahiers, 6 (1966), 1-3.
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It is thus that Levinas comes to a conception of a responsibility that precedes freedom. 56 Because this responsibility cannot be measured by the
yardstick of freedom, it is unlimited. Only this solidarity can be the basis
of a universal brotherhood of men.
If this brotherhood were rooted in free choice, then it could not reach
beyond the circle of friends I select. The election to service founds a universal responsibility. Whereas, if the free subject were to arrogate to himself universal responsibility, he would have to be the origin of the world. 57
With this view Levinas goes counter to the whole tradition that deduces
responsibility from freedom, that considers reflection — the presence of the
spirit to itself — to be the ultimate startingpoint of philosophy. Is the
strangeness and obscurity of his thought perhaps only the shadow cast by
our own traditional presuppositions? It is Levinas' opinion that one must
delve more deeply than the fact of reflecting consciousness. He wants to be
more critical than any kind of existing critical philosophy, no matter how
radical it be. As far as the `I' is the subject of the reflecting ego's critical
gaze, it escapes this gaze. As far as the `I' is object of reflection, it is a product of identification, and thus can be compared with the identity of the
object of external perception, which also is constituted through a synthetic
activity of the `I'. To the extent that the `I' as object of reflection is the
result of self-objectification, it is a declination, the accussative of the T.
Behind this `I' as object of reflection lies the `I' that knows itself accused.
This latter `I' is the atomic, unsplittable, pre-synthetic unity of the self; it
is the 'self' involved in putting oneself in the place of the other. Being a
fundamental non-indifference for the other 59 , it is a `contraction and a
`crispation of a `subject' that does not coincide with itself.
Subjectivity is subject in the original, etymological sense of the word.
It is u'IToKE 1 &&vov, subjected to all, and is therefore the carrier of the universe.
"It is as reposing on the self subject to being, subject to all being — that
being is constituted as the unity of the universe". 6°
In his book De l'Existence a' l'Existant Levinas described the birth of
consciousness in the anonymity of existence (eftre); he calls this proces `hypostase'. This `emergence' is a `revolution in being', because through the
experience of time the preceding is changed to the thereafter. a This is the
origin of intentionality and meaning (essence). Being elected to responsibility is a second `Copernican revolution' `outside being' (hors de l'etre). 62
At the level of consciousness the meaning of the subject's interiority can
only exist in its own development and enrichment through the disclosure of
Substitution 501.
See note 21 above.
58 Proximite 385.
59 Substitution 493, 499, 500; AE 271; see also note 49 above.
1'etre, sujet tout 1'etre - que I'etre se
60 "C'est comme reposant sur le soi - sujet
fait unite de 1'univers", Substitution 500, cf. TI 222; see above note 21; cf. also the
statement of Vollenhoven: "being-subject-to-God is naturally very different than 'subjectivity' in the sense of arbitrariness", op. cit. note 1.
61 TI 25, 144.
62 HAH 82.
56
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the world. 63 In such a `meaningful' world, suffering can be understood only
as the results of one's own deeds. Thus think Job's friends. 64
Somewhere Levinas asks if it is not tragicomic to consider man as the
ultimate goal of the world, in light of the fact that he has been abandoned
to destruction. 65 We do not find the meaning of the world within bein
(titre, essence). If finite existence were the last horizon, then existence woul
indeed be a 'Sein zum Tode' (being for death). For him who `fears murder
more than death', however, existence is a `being for beyond death' (etreour-au-dela-de-la-mort). 66 The `ontology of war' is at a loss with suffering,
but for the `eschatology of messianic peace' it is suffering that reveals the
meaning of the world, `beyond being'.
30th October 1972. (translated by P. B. Long)

DE 213.
Substitution 505.
HAH 81/2; cf. . Proximite 376; AE 267. That man is not the end or goal of the
world, Levinas calls the ingenious intuition of structuralism, Substitution 507.
66 DE 191; Substitution 508.
63
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PROBLEMS OF TIME : AN ESSAY
BY

HENDRIK HART
1. INTRODUCTION

If anything, St. Augustine's famous saying about not quite knowing what
to say if asked "what is time?" points up time's resistance to analytic scrutiny,
while at the same time implying that this does not mean that in such a case
we don't really know what we are talking about. We know quite well what
time is all about, but we have a hard time defining it. Of course, defining
here tends in the direction of placing something within logical limits. An
we probably know just enough about time to sense that the encompassing
character of temporality envelops analysis, rather than the other way
around. If all of this is correct, we immediately land in a nasty complex
of problems. For example: should time be analytically impenetrable, then
it does not make much sense to regard the problem of time (granting for a
moment there is such a problem) as a theoretic problem. For theory winds
its way through our civilization primarily along paths of analysis. However,
if it makes no sense to approach time theoretically, we are somewhat embarrassed with the record of Western intellectual history, which indicates
that throughout its ages the problem of time has occupied the best of
academic minds. So to what conclusion does this lead us? Is there a real
"problem of time" for theory, or is that suggestion merely an illusion, a
pseudo-problem?
1.1. Time in philosophy

Even if the whole burden of reflection on time in the course of Western
philosophy has been one of delusion, a marked change appeared around
the beginning of the last century which makes for a lot of urgency in
renewed attention to a now very real problem of time. If I am allowed the
oversimplification of a schematic generalization, the following observation
appears to be largely correct. Time in Western thought has always been
placed in the context of becoming, of the finite and the mutable, of change
and contingency and often of individuality. The temporal world thus became contrasted with an eternally constant, universally necessary, infinite
and immutable world of being. Many individual thinkers and schools of
thought have throughout history presented important variations of or
strong deviations from this theme. However, the contrast just noted, or at
least the distinction, can be seen as a significant background trend in our
history of ideas. Further, one more feature is noteworthy, viz. that up to a
century and a half ago the pressures of time and temporality were never
strong enough to undo for any significant period in history the strong bias
in favor of the non-temporal. Temporality was not unknown, but neither
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was it much appreciated; perhaps not really understood either.
Today it appears that the preference has basically shifted to the other
side. A thinker like John Dewey noted with appreciation that, according
to him, from the late eighteenth century onward progress and evolution in
history and nature have blessed time and change. The kind of time Dewey
has in mind is not really different from what it has generally been throughout history: all things perish in time, time means uncertainty and mutability,
uncontrollable change and even destruction. So far, nothing new except the
difference in appreciation. What is new too, is that the other co-ordinate
in the old distinction is no longer a reality, even though it does still play
some role. The eternal and immutable are characteristics of the consummation of certainty, but in fact certainty will never be consummated. It will
always beckon as an ideal. What is really real is individuality, the historically unique source of unpredictable temporal development. Time is the
mystery of individuality.
Dewey is characteristically modern in these views. Globally speaking it
can be said that our age relates to the old tradition on time in three ways:
the bias has shifted from one pole to the other, the strength of the bias
threatens to cancel out the formerly favored co-ordinate, and the basic
concept of temporality remains what it has always been under the old
regime. It is exactly the last of these three features which presents the
problem of time to us as a genuine and legitimate concern. For if it is true
that temporality and all that goes with it is deeply appreciated in our age
and if it is true as well that the basic impulse for our understanding of time
comes from a period almost hostile to this phenomenon, then it would
appear that the question as to what time is really all about should be
investigated anew. From enemies of time we learned that in a temporal
world there is no room for constancy, to mention one example. Is that
really so?
1.2. Time in the sciences

However, not only the history of philosophy gives us an indication of the
importance of studying the problem of time. Various concerns in sundry
fields of science point to the significant role that time plays in all manner
of theorizing. Astronomy and branches of the life sciences are working
backward in time toward the original condition of existence, futurology is
concerned with time in the opposite direction, history and temporality are
inseparably interwoven and more of these examples could be mentioned.
Now, it seems, generally speaking, to be the case that in scientific concerns, people are said to be working with a concept of time that is supposed
to be non-philosophical. Rather, it is claimed, the concept of time used here
is a scientific or physical one. And it is likely that what is meant here is a
concept of time such as is used in the physical sciences, the famous one
that is co-ordinate with space (the space-time world, the space-time continuum, etc.) and that is measurable and to a great extent subject to control,
experiment and prediction. The genuine "problem" involved here, however,
is that what in this way is so often understood to be "real" time may very
well be a costly reduction of our experience of time in reality. Who is to
say, for example, that our emotional experience of time (five minutes of
waiting for a jury verdict may last a lifetime) is less real. Is it true that
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"only" five minutes cannot "really" last very long? And besides the difficulties that arise when one compares the physical understanding of time with
our knowledge of it in other dimensions of our experience, physics itself
has experienced internal difficulties with its own concept of time that came
to the fore in the problem known as the clock paradox. I believe that these
states of affairs also indicate that there is sufficient cause to speak of a
problem of time.
1.3. Time in our circle
In view of the above-made observations it is gratifying to note that this
journal has from its very beginning paid close attention to the problem of
time. The first year of publication 1936) saw a major article on time appear
in its second issue, and more followed later. Further, many of the pivotal
thought patterns developed within the philosophic movement sponsoring
this journal are closely connected with this movement's ideas about time.
In spite of this, however, relatively little systematic analysis of the problem
of time has emerged in print. Almost all of the basic resources come from
the pen of Dooyeweerd, who wrote two substantial articles on time in this
journal between 1936 and 1940 and who summarized his views in various
places in his New Critique in the fifties. Beyond 1940 he did not publish
any sizable account of the problem. What he has published has remained
a theory in its early stages of development, which is not generally accepted
by his fellow adherents in the movement, and which is not void of a number
of difficulties. Only three noteworthy attempts by others have been made
since 1940 to deal with the problem of time. Spier (1953), besides presenting
both a systematic and historical survey of the problem, limited himself to
a critical discussion of the problem of supra-temporality in Dooyeweerd and
advanced his own suggestion on that score in his proposed idea of religious
time. Neither Popma (1965) nor Mekkes (1971) made an attempt to deal
with time in terms of further positive systematic elaboration of the theory..

Professor Vollenhoven, whose 80th birthday we celebrate with this
issue, disagrees with Dooyeweerd on significant points in his analysis of
time. The importance attached by both to this disagreement can, for
example, be gleaned from a long footnote in the New Critique (I, 31) and
from the fact that only about five years ago (March 1968) Vollenhoven
devoted an address to it entitled Problems of Time in Our Circle. In view
of this I offer this attempt at further analysis of the problem of time as a
token of deep appreciation for that side of our celebrant's work which is
so little known and yet so significant: his own elaboration of a positive
philosophic systematics. The essay will proceed as follows. First a brief
summary of some of the main points of Dooyeweerd's theory of time. Next
a critical discussion of this theory. Finally certain proposals for alternative
ways of looking at the problem.
2. SUMMARY OF DOOYEWEERD'S THEORY OF TIME

One of the fundamental givens for Dooyeweerd's theory of time is that
all temporality points beyond itself. Reality that is temporal is restless
reality, driven to point beyond itself to find rest. The drive to find rest is
concentrated in man's heart, which finds rest neither within time nor in
itself, but only in God. (1936: 79) By placing this given at the foundation
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of his theory Dooyeweerd will be able to preclude any self-sufficiency in
creation. It enables him to show that absolutes are not creaturely and that
autonomy is not a phenomenon of temporal reality. In time nothing is or
can be original, rater all that is in time is ex origine beyond time. And
the reverse side of this feature of the theory of time is that it makes room
for a meaningful position from which to avoid the pitfalls of a relativistic
historicism. This is worked out further by placing it within the framework
of the theory of the correlation of law side and subject side in reality, giving
rise to the imaginative proposal that time, too, has a law and a subject side
and that therefore it makes every sense to conceive of constant structures
even in a temporal cosmos.
A second fundamental given to be noted before I go into the theory in
a bit more detail is the coherent diversity of experience of time. Dooyeweerd claims, and he gives much support to his claim, that we do not
basically have one notion of time, a physical one. Rather, he tries to
demonstrate that there is an immense variety in our experience of time and
that many moments of that variety are even irreducible to one another.
Nevertheless, that variety of experience also shows a coherence that can
be due to nothing less than a fundamental unity. Because this feature of
the theory has so far withstood the test of time better than some other
aspects of it, I will not have much occasion to refer to it. Therefore it may
be opportune now to present a random list of expressions of time, thereby
suggesting that our everyday experience would so far tend to be on Dooyeweerd's side when he makes so much of the idea that the phenomenon of
time cannot be treated by reducing its character to basically one side of it.
Neither our physical experience of it (clock time, measurable time), nor our
sensitive reaction to it (duration), nor any other one side from which we
get to know time is sufficient to give an adequate insight into the problem.
Here follows the list:
time to go
time will tell
time heals
the time of Plato
I have no time
time goes fast
not now, later
before my time
ahead of his time
the fulness of time
my hour has come
at the same time
too much time
doing time
before time began
too late
retroactive
no time left
you waited too long
do that first

it cannot last
waste time
time on my hands
time slipped by
I have time
I have the time
the tooth of time
time table
to time someone
time study
timely
now is the time
some other time
a sense of time
temporarily
lost time
time difference
it took no time
a day is as 1000 yrs
time stood still

after you
3/4 time
timeless beauty
only a moment
never
always
till death do us part
out dated
revolutionary
a short speech
a loan
indefinitely
it took forever
without end
skip a week
to quit
to insist
fighting time
contemporary
bad/good times
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be on time
early

your time is up
time is money

I believe that anyone who will seriously contemplate the rich variety of
temporality pointed to in these expressions, and who is at the same time
open to the suggestion that not every one of those expressions that cannot
be explained by use of a stop watch is therefore a metaphor, that any such
person will be rewarded with a study of Dooyeweerd's theory of the modes
of time. I also believe that a careful student of this list will be struck by
the fact that all of these expressions presuppose that we know what time
is, while not one of them tells us what it is. This curious feature will demand
our attention later on, when it becomes apparent that this is also the case
with Dooyeweerd's theory. In that theory time is used to explain other
phenomena and time is also put within the framework of certain structures.
But what time is, is almost continually presupposed. And I hope to show
that this difficulty as well as a number of others result from the way in
which the first fundamental given is interpreted. But first a more detailed
summary of the theory.
Time cosmically holds together all meaning diversity in a continuous
coherence. It must be noted that time does not hold together all meaning:
just all meaning diversity. Also: all temporal reality is within universal time,
is universally within time. (1936: 66, 6) Again note, not all reality is temporal. Only all temporal reality is within time. Consequently, time and
reality are not co-extensive: (1939: 1) From the start one must be aware
that Dooyeweerd leaves room for reality that is not temporal. Even creaturely reality and temporality are not co-extensive, for there may be creatures having no temporal existence. (1940:193) If Dooyeweerd ever comes
close to trying to say something definite about time in terms of defining it,
then here is one of the areas. For time is seen perhaps as a medium (reminiscent of a Platonic receptacle?) within which we find enclosed most of
created reality, viz. that which is temporal. (N.C. I, 30; II, 552) When time
is also referred to as the successive refraction of meaning (N.C. I, 106) this
may not seem to support the idea of time as a something, a medium. But
the same notion is sometimes expressed by saying that the unity and totality
of meaning become broken up or diversified in time. (N.C. I, 16)
The article of 1940 seems to contain one of the key statements on this
problem (197). Restating it in simple schematic terms gives us something
like this. Creation is always to be conceived in terms of the correlation
law side and subject side. This creation (with that correlation) is temporal
in so far as it is a coherent diversity of meaning. So, again, creation as
temporal reality is creation as diversity, be it coherent diversity. At the
same time creation is also (not non -temporal, but) trans-temporal, supratemporal or transcendent, viz. in so far as it displays unity, totality or
fulness of meaning. Dooyeweerd does not make the argument quite so
neatly distinct as I have reproduced it here, but I think that this schematic
rendition is unavoidable and is generally correct. So what we get is a
possibility to speak of law side and subject side correlations both in a
transcendent and a non-transcendent sense. It is well possible that this is
the notion that later (1959) gave rise to the distinction between creation and
becoming. In the case of temporal reality this correlation provides a basis
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for saying that the law side is both constant and temporal. In this context
again, Dooyeweerd comes close to providing us with some insight into
what he considers time to be. One could summarize what he says as follows:
time is the continuous order of coherence in the duration of reality, without
exhausting reality in it. And it is noteworthy that the idea of a medium is
less noticeable in this description than it was earlier. Transcending this
cosmic time in creation are, on the law side, the fulness of the law and on
the subject side, the fulness of meaning in the radical religious point of
concentration of meaning, the human selfhood radically one with all mankind concentrated in Christ. Again, time is not to be seen merely as continuous change and becoming. These are processes that happen in time,
while time also conditions them. (1936: 67) The old pair of being and becoming are really problems of the supra-temporal and the temporal, though
now the supra-temporal almost soups like supra-creatural. And it is perhaps
worthwhile to observe that in this case there are shades of the old and
timeworn Western tradition. (1939: 10)
For the moment this brief resume of certain important features of Dooyeweerd's theory of time will suffice to provide a background for the discussion which is to follow. Before this happens, however, it is only fair
to mention that a number of other features of the whole theory are not
necessarily affected by a critical revision of the portion just outlined. As
already noted before, the very rich theory of the modes of temporal meaning
seems capable of lasting. But there are other, equally rewarding studies.
The theory of individuality of temporal meaning, the advanced insights into
the process of the opening of meaning in time and the elaborate analysis
of the temporal subject-object relation need not be set aside as a result of
finding shortcomings in the features to be discussed now.
3. DISCUSSION OF DOOYEWEERD'S VIEWS

The easily most critical feature of the manner in which Dooyeweerd has
treated the first fundamental given for his theory is the way in which he
connects the duo of law side and subject side with the duo of the temporal
and the trans-temporal. These have become related in such a way that a
basic dualism becomes unavoidable in the view of creation, because somehow created reality must be more than temporal reality. It is likely that
Dooyeweerd was stimulated to develop his thought as he did by the desire to
do complete justice to the temporality of reality with its origin beyond itself,
as well as by the desire to give an account of structural constancy as a temporal phenomenon without landing in a limitless relativism. In this way both
theoretic autonomy and structural historicism were avoidable. Further,
agreement could be found with the rationalist emphasis on the constancy
of order and with the irrationalist on the temporality of constancy. And
both trends could at the same time be criticized for making too much of
a good thing. However, we have to ask ourselves whether this solution is
acceptable. Can we accept the dualism which seems to become unavoidable
when one posits a dimension of creation which transcends time? At the
same time, is it necessary to conceive of the law-subject correlation in such
a manner as to conceive the law always as a side of creaturely reality?
The latter question is certainly important, for without it the threat of
dualism would not have been so severe.
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3.1. Some of Dooyeweerd's arguments
First let us take a look at the arguments, or at least some of them, which
Dooyeweerd gives for making the transcendent /non -transcendent distinction within created reality. An important argument is often found in the
idea that unity and totality do transcend diversity and coherence. This idea
is commonplace and generally accepted in philosophic circles. It is not
unrelated to the equally well accepted suggestion that the whole is more
than its parts. The reason for mentioning the latter is that Dooyeweerd's
argument Tmight capitalize on a fairly innocent meaning of the term transcendent, while it actually intends to say much more. To use the term
"transcend" in order to point out that the totality of anything goes beyond
or is more than merely all of its diversity is not illegitimate, of course. But
it should then be remembered that the meaning of transcend in this instance
does not necessarily have "trans-temporal" significance. Dooyeweerd is
aware of that, as is evident from his mention of temporal unity and totality
(1940: 198, 219), but it appears that he has nevertheless been sidetracked
from time to time by analogical word usage. So long as temporal individuality of meaning and temporal unity and totality expressed in temporal
coherence and diversity belong to the possibilities of a theory, it can never
be argued by itself that the unity and totality of temporal meaning must
transcend time. Theoretically speaking that argument, if used alone, is not
sound.
Another argument appeals to the diversity of modal aspects as a temporal diversity. If all aspects are within time and are temporal in their very character,
their point of concentration must lie beyond time, because that point is the
concentration of every moment of meaning alike (gelijkelijk). (1940: 179,
N.C. I, 31) This argument has two problems. One has to do with the difficulty of grasping the meaning of the term geli/kelijk. Seeing that we are
dealing with temporality, one might at first be tempted to read itsmeaning
as indicating simultaneity. But not only is that not the semantic meaning
not well be
of the term, it would also be too obvious that simultaneity
a characteristic of supra-temporal unity. However, this only gets us further
into our difficulty, because now we still are faced with the question of how
a fully equal, unified, total representation of essentially temporal phenomena can as its essential feature exhibit non-temporality. For this difficulty
no easy solution seems available. But it does lead to the second difficulty,
viz. that in this argument the first mentioned argument already functions
as an almost axiomatic assumption: diversity is equal to temporality.This
assumption reappears throughout Dooyeweerd's writing on time and it
unfortunately never becomes convincingly established that there must be a
correlation of diversity and temporality. Thus, what is given the appearance
of a ground is actually a demonstran um.
In the third place we can mention the argument that time could never
become a problem unless it were transcended, since only then would there
be the necessary distance for the emergence of a problem. (1936: 66, 1939:
1, 1940: 160-162,198, N.C. II: 472-475) This argument, especially when analyzed into its various components, lacks clarity. The main difficulty is that
Dooyeweerd is using the term problem in its technical theoretical sense.
Once that is the case, we are reminded that time in its integrality cannot
be theoretically known. Further, the theoretical problem requires a distance

can

PROBLEMS OF TIME: AN ESSAY

37

of a kind which is exactly missing in the trans-temporal kind of knowledge.
It strikes me that this difficulty can be stated as follows: Dooyeweerd claims
that time cannot become a theoretical problem unless transcended, while
the theoretical attitude depends on a temporal diversity.
A fourth way in which Dooyeweerd attempts to appeal to the reader is
to posit that there can be no time consciousness if we did not transcend
time. (1940: 162/3,181, 208/9) For those who are aware of Dooyeweerd's
presentation of the need for an Archimedean point in philosophy, this
argument will have at least its initial appeal. But here again, the correctness
of the point is posited, not demonstrated. Why should we have to transcend
time if we want to be conscious of it, if we do not need to transcend ourselves in order to be self-conscious? For reasons similar to those advanced
in the case of the first argument, this one is not conclusive and not convincing. At least theoretically it is not an argument that is made to stick.
A fifth argument appeals to the fact that man's death is not his end, so
that one could say that man transcends his temporal body. (1940: 181, 216;
N.C. III: 65, 783) To many Christian believers this argument will undoubtedly have natural appeal. Indeed, who among them would seriously contend
with the idea that there is more to man than his body? However, once that
is said, does that mean that whatever is more than the body is also more
than temporal? Further, there are believers who would say: man dies and
man will be raised; the dead man will be raised, not the body (Nicea?).
The various times that this issue has been discussed in Correspondentie
Bladen should be ample warning that anyone's way of looking at this problem does not present a conclusive argument for man's transcending time.
3.2. Dooyeweerd and Vollenhoven

In retrospect, one mi^ht say that Dooyeweerd has not actually tried
to argue his theory mans transcendence of time. It may be more correct
to say that he has given an elaborate analysis of what according to
him is involved in this theory and what he means by trans-temporal. His
position has been presented, not defended. And my conclusion is that
without further argumentation, the position does not seem to recommend
itself as naturally as one might expect. I believe there is sufficient reason
to review that position. And indeed, within his own close environment
Dooyeweerd has always been aware that other positions had been taken
on this score, in order to overcome the threatening dualism within creation.
Vollenhoven, though agreeing with Dooyeweerd that unity and totality
"transcend" the coherence of functional diversity, tries to avoid the dualism
and the time transcendence by speaking of the unity of man as pre-functional. Dooyeweerd rejects this and appeals to our lack of experience of
something pre-functional within time. (N.C. I: 31) The argument backfires,'
however, for we have as little experience of our own transcendence in this
way. And if we read pre-functional as meaning little more than the fact
that the unity and totality of what we experience in a coherence of functional diversity goes beyond that diversity (trans-functional perhaps?), then
I believe we do indeed experience that implicitly all the time. As a matter
of fact, this very thing seems strongly suggested in the very first sentence
of the New Critique.
It is quite certain that this difference between Dooyeweerd and Vollen-
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hoven hangs together with the difference between them in the appreciation
of the place of the law. Vollenhoven always speaks of a basic three-some,
Gods law and cosmos, whereas Dooyeweerd is more inclined to speak of
God and the cosmos (with a law-subject correlation in the latter). The
specific difficulty we are now discussing seems to be capable of a solution
more readily on Vollenhoven's terms. For when Vollenhoven speaks of
a pre-functional unity in man, he does not need to transcend time, nor does
he need to break the law into a temporal and a trans-temporal order, so
that his creation can also stay in one piece. But since for Dooyeweerd the
law-subject correlation is an unbreakable one within the cosmos, he seems
forced to break that cosmos before he can break that correlation.
Now, is it really necessary to say more about the radical unity of meaning
subjectivity than that it transcends the coherent diversity in which we
always experience it? Is there a problem such that it forces us to put a
temporal horizon within creation which is transcended by that very creation. So much so that even in the case of the law, the line of demarcation
between God and cosmos, there must be an incision? Further, is it necessary
to connect this problem (that of unity and diversity) so intimately with the
problem of time? Must they be analyzed in terms of each other? And if so,
must they be further connected with the law-subject correlation? Must time
be so treated that the impression is often given that time is "a something"
rather than a trait or character of something? Could the problem of time
be limited to considerations of continuity in coherence? It may then still
have to be analyzed in connection with the law-subject correlation, but
perhaps not in the way Dooyeweerd has done it. Especially on this point
it may be possible also to bring in some shifts of attention with regard to
the God-law-cosmos or God-cosmos controversy. It is possible that Dooyeweerd has been too demanding on his concept of law. Not only does he
want to avoid a dualism in the law-subject correlation so that he does
not, like Vollenhoven, recognize a law-cosmos distinction), but he also
wants the law to be both temporal and supra-temporal and both constant
and plastic, as well as both directional principle and concrete positivization.
It seems that the avoidance of one feared) dualism has in this process
simply created another.
4. OUTLINE FOR AN ATTEMPT AT FORMULATING
AN ALTERNATIVE VIEW

Dooyeweerd's theory is, of course, much more elaborate and complex
than the presentation of it just given. Unfortunately, the scope of this article
does not allow a more thorough discussion and analysis. However, I do
believe that we have come to a point where the problem seems sufficiently
elaborated to begin to propose certain alternative approaches. I will attempt
to do so by means of a reformulation that starts off with presenting six
points for consideration, on the assumption that prima facie they look
acceptable. After that I will examine some of them in some more detail, to
see if this claim will hold up also after further examination.
4.1. Provisional reformulations

4.1.1. The unity of any totality transcends its cohering diversity, without
transcending itself. To say that the unity and totality of temporal reality
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transcend that reality is to say something incomprehensible, if not impossible.
4.1.2. The created cosmos (the creation) is thoroughly temporal in its
character. Its unity is a subjective, temporal unity.
4.1.3. The extension of whatever is intended in terms such as temporal,
creaturely or subjective is alike in every respect.
4.1.4. Law and subject are correlates in the sense that one of them is
meaningless without the other, i.e. is not, or is not to be without the other.
But it is not correct to say that both are sides of one and the same unity
and totality, viz. the cosmos or the creation.
4.1.5. Since there is order in a creation subject to conditions, it still
makes sense to speak of a temporal order, though this must now be distingu shed from the law order.
4.2. What is time?
It is obvious that if the above theses are to be somewhat correct, they
imply a different look at time than was the case with the views of Dooyeweerd. On the other hand, important features of his theory will not only
have to be retained, but form the starting point and building blocks of what
follows. Notably the idea of the continuous order of coherence in the
duration of things is what proved to be a very fruitful suggestion. For if
we reflect upon the meaning of time, coherence and continuity we soon
discover that in any continuity of coherence there is a continuity of
relationship involved. And relationships in turn confront us with functionality in terms of a continuous shift of constancy and variability. Now, a deepening of our understanding of functionality in this context has contributed
to our modern notion of relativity. Relativity in at least one important sense
has to do with the shifting points of orientation in the context of functional
constants and functional variables. And relativity is definitely connected
with what men have always experienced as temporality. Relativity is also
an integral characteristic of all creation, since within the latter no resting
point, no fixed point of orientation, no absolute can be found. Creation if
left to itself is so thoroughly relative, relational, referential and relative
that within it no relation has an absolutely constant point of reference.
I believe that this provides us with an important clue the temporality
of continuous coherence.
More should be said, however, before this can become sufficiently clear.
For we also recognize that in a creation which is relative and relational,
i.e. a creation whose character is temporal meaning, there exist relative constants. The latter are relative points of reference for a coherent continuity
of functional diversity, which display the character of units. Such unity in
a coherent diversity then displays a relatively durable totality character.
How durable? The answer to this question, it seems to me, introduces us to
the crux of the matter. The answer which most directly suggests itself is:
that depends. Depends on what? On the conditions. For now it must be
pointed out that transcending the entire field of unity in a totality of coherent diversity there are conditions that must be met. Whether anything
endures at all depends on whether or not the conditions for it are met. And
how long it will endure depends on the conditions as well. The variant
functional relationships with their relatively constant points of reference
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can it appears, be understood as patterns of response and units of response.
The problem of individuality will, within this context, be regarded as the problem of responsibility. The problem of universality then becomes the problem of universal validity of conditions. Individual response to universal
conditions, or subjective relativity is a characteristic of creation that we
experience as time. Things endure or continue to exist depending on how
they subject themselves to the conditions. Time is what we experience when
we experience the subjectivity of meaning. Our temporal expression „never"
is a term indicating non-existence, whereas „ever" indicates existence that
will not give way. Existing forever is existing without conditions, not
subjected to conditions. Being from and to all eternity is being the origin
of creation and of its conditions. And when we think of temporality we
think of the continuity of subjective existence within limiting conditions.
Meaning is temporal because it is subject to the Word which transcends it.
Whether any relationship or totality displaying a coherent diversity of
relationships will or will not continue to exist and for how long, depends on
its response to or its subjection to its limiting conditions. Those conditions
are constant. Constant then means that the creator of those conditions
stands by them, so that in the genesis of such a diversity of relations as the
creation is, creatures can indeed depend on these conditions. At the same
time, the conditions are not absolute.
4.3. Checks on the proposed alternative
At this point it will be clear that, although a reformulation in some respects has taken place, the continuity with Dooyeweerd's original theory of
time is still very much there. It is also clear that the proposed reformulation
has not been argued sufficiently. It has at most been somewhat elucidated.
And although an elaborate testing of this alternative proposal falls outside
the scope of this essay, it will nevertheless be useful to test a few points
here and there. For that purpose I will briefly go through the five points
presented earlier for consideration, followed by a few remarks about whether
or not the problems around the transcendence of man are put in a more
satisfactory light.
4.3.1. The real point to be made, as can now be better seen, when we
talk about transcendence and totality, is not merely that it is self-defeating
to conceive of any real whole in terms of a unity which transcends it. On
this point alone it will be clear that any totality in which there is a coherent diversity and a transcending unity is conceived dualistically. However,
besides this it can now become clear as well that the matter of transcendence
is not that of "part" of a subjective whole transcending the rest, but a matter
of the subjective whole being transcended by its conditions. The unity and
the totality are then a matter of conditioned unity and totality which exist
subjectively because the conditions have been met.
4.3.2. From this it clearly follows that all subjective unity must as a
matter of course be temporal. For subjective unity is dependent unity and
relative unity. The unity of the creation can indeed not be completely
a matter of that creation in itself, precisely because there is no creation in
itself. This does not mean that the unity must temporally transcend the
diversity, but that the condition for such unity lies beyond the subjective
response. Neither does this mean a law-cosmos dualism. The correlation
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between the two is a correlation of a duality in which either one is cornpletely meaningless without the other. I believe that this correlation, rather
than being enhanced, becomes threatened when the two become sides of
one cosmic totality. For in the latter case we again become confronted with
the self-defeating idea of a totality which contains both its conditions and
its responses within itself.
4.3.3. That creation is thoroughly and totally temporal, because it is
subjective meaning, follows without further analysis from the proposed
analysis of time. This implies, of course, that the law is not temporal, which
means that it is constant and not, as in the case of creation, relatively constant. At the same time, the law is not absolute, because it is given by the
creator. As such it provides a constant boundary between God and creature
as well as a constant point of orientation for creation for its dependence.
Creation depends on the law and can depend on it. Neither is the law nontemporal. It can simply better be referred to on its own terms, viz. by saying
that the law is the limit.
4.3.4. Most of this proposition has already come up in the above. It
should be remarked yet that when it comes to speaking of the unity and
fulness of the law there is a barrier through which theory cannot hope to
penetrate, limited as theory is to temporality. Any sensible word on these
points must approach confessional language and is thoroughly dependent
on confessional revelation. More on this point is reserved for the conclusion.
4.3.5. Perhaps the most sorry threat to many readers will be that on the
views developed here the problems of historicism and relativism loom large
again, because a temporal order can now no longer belong to the picture.
But I believe that it can. For what prevents us from ` speaking of a temporal
order? Certainly a creation subject to law order is a creation displaying
order. The order which the creation concretely displays in its functional
coherence and diversity is temporal, not constant. It is at most relatively
constant, depending on the conditions. Thus we get a correlation of on the
one hand a constant order of law, or principle which is universally valid
and on the other hand a temporal order of structures that are plastic and
that are positivized specifications. The one is a law order of invariant and
constant principles for the creation, the other is a temporal order of concrete structural relations of creation, exhibiting relatively durable plasticity.
Now, even if the entire foregoing presentation is somewhat satisfactory,
the problem of the temporality of man still remains as possibly a formidable
obstacle. Have we now moved all the way from the eternal and immortal soul
to a relative unit of response in time? Is man then totally temporal? Indeed,
on the view of time here presented that would seem to be the case. And
besides that seeming to be unavoidable, it also seems quite satisfactory. If
the heart of temporality is subjection to conditions, dependence on response
to the law, how could man possibly transcend temporality? For this would
mean that he would transcend his conditions. And however lofty may be the
place of man, we do not believe that to be the case. It is likely that this
aspect of the problem, upon further analysis, will yield newer insights that
necessitate further revision. However, I personally feel more comfortable
with man as a thoroughl temporal creature than with the idea of a supratemporal point of radical concentration.
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5. EPILOGUE

The last paragraph almost naturally leads us to the question of whether
the Scriptures are a legitimate source of information for a study of this kind.
After all, the primary, deepest and most meaningful awareness of what is
meant by the law, by temporality and by the creatureliness of man comes
from our believing response to that revelation of God's Word which we find
in the Scriptures. And some of the things that have been said above could
not have been said otherwise. How does that go? We do not generally
believe that one can treat the Scriptures as providing or at least intending
to provide information for theory. On the other hand, we do want to let
our believing response be functionally active in an integral way as well as
to let what the Scriptures say play a basic role. An exact formulation of
this problem is not easy. But for the moment I would suggest that the
immediate depth awareness of the meaning of something in faith should
serve as a test for a different awareness of it elsewhere. What is already
known with certainty in our confessional experience then becomes at most
theoretically unfolded and further understood philosophically. And it seems
to me that, be it with care and reverence, there can be no other way of
checking such integrality of theory and faith knowledge than by seein
whether the theory is open to the Scriptures and whether in the framewor
of the theory the Scriptures stay open to speak for themselves.
The point of these remarks is that in sensing the difference between
Vollenhoven and Dooyeweerd in their theory of time transcendence and
of the law-subject relation, it seemed to me that Vollenhoven's account
with respect to the difficulties I have tried to understand in this essay came
closer to being sensitive to this confessional depth awareness than Dooyeweerd's. And once the main difference between the two men on this score
pointed me in the direction of Vollenhoven, while Dooyeweerd was more
attractive for the constructive outworking of the theory, the combination
of the two infuences almost naturally resulted in the views presented.
Indeed, the Bililcal record on these two points seems to be quite clear.
So much so, that a theory which would have man transcend his temporality
would have him transcend the law. At the same time, the law, always understood as conditioning the creation in its subjectivity, is not really reConfessionally speaking one could say that
vealed as a side of creation. Confessional
what we call the unity and fulness of the law in philosophy is called the
Word in the Scriptures, whereas what we mean by its diversity is what the
Bible refers to as laws, testimonies, ordinances, ways and statutes of the
Lord. (1940:197) And the place of the law, which in our theorizing we
have called limiting boundary, may confessionally be understood as mediator. Hopefully the alternative formulation of the problem of time here
advanced will be helpful in allowing these confessional givens to set the
direction in further analyzing the many problems that undoubtedly remain.

CALVIN AND NEO-CALVINISM
ON NON-CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY
BY

Dr. J. KLAPWIJK
Christian faith and non-christian thought

In the following article 1 I examine a theme which, through the centuries,
has been of central importance for many Christian thinkers and which, as
will be shown, has occupied Professor Vollenhoven's deepest reflective
powers: the question of the relationship between Christian faith and nonchristian thought. The history of philosophy and theology supplies ample
evidence that this problem is extremely complicated and almost impossible
to oversee. Since some kind of selection is necessary I will focus on this
problem as it is dealt with in calvinistic circles.
An investigation into this matter confronts us immediately with three
urgent questions: 1. Is the problem of the relationship between Christian
faith and non-christian thought a truly relevant one? 2. Is the problem as
stated here correctly put? 3. Is the problem not too narrowly formulated if
limited to the calvinist reformation? The scope of my topic will become
evident if I begin by giving short answers to these three questions.
Peripheral or central problem?

1. When one considers how philosophy is increasingly becoming a tool
of language analysis or an engaged critique of social structures and at the
same time how Christian faith is increasingly experienced as an ineffable
private experience — then the question arises inevitably: Is the theme
presented here indeed relevant? Is not the relation of Christian faith to
philosophy of peripheral concern when compared to the gigantic problems
our world and century are faced with?
This is certainly not the case! In the first place it will have to be admitted
that this so-called peripheral problem has been a basic issue of western
culture from the Iste century after Christ until the 18th century. The 2nd
century "Wanderphilosoph" Justin Martyr early met the earnestness of this
problem when he was converted to Christ and wrestled with the problem
of how the truth of Christianity could be harmonized with the results of
worldly philosophy. And I believe Justin's problem will continually con1 This article was originally a speech given at the annual closing conference of the
Philosophy Faculty of the Free University on June 5, 1972. The general theme of the
conference was "The relationship between Christian faith and non-christian thought in
the history of philosophy". For the sake of liveliness I have retained the "speech forni"
in the final revision. I owe Drs. G. E. Morbey a great debt of gratitude for the rendition
into English.
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front the Christian conscience so long as the church does not become
sectarian and a cultural drop-out.
Nor has the problem lost its urgency outside the Christian camp. I realize
that many with a secularized view of science will hardly be interested in
this issue because it does not seem to concern them. However, modern
thought is ambiguous in casting aside the Christian faith. For it still continues to bear the stamp of Christianity. Present-day philosophy is not nonchristian but ost-christian. This is not only true ofphilosophy! The whole
world in which we live is the cultural product of Athens and Jerusalem, of
pagan culture and the Christian church, of worldly wisdom and biblical
truth with all their indelible characteristics. Profane, secularized thought
can never fully rid itself of its own historical roots. If it wants to know
itself then it will have to know its own past and, accordingly, the mysterious
relationship and interwovenness of Christian faith and non-christian philosophy.
An existential problem

2. Is it correct to establish an antithesis between Christian faith and
non-christian thought? Does not such a formulation conceal a double contrast between what is Christian and what is non-christian and between faith
and reason? If considered systematically this argument is indeed valid.
When considered historically, however, it is necessary to add some additional remarks. Of course it is possible for one — including the historian —
to treat the contrast between Christian faith and non-christian faith and the
relationship between faith and reason separately. But history shows that
these problems are always interrelated an just here manifest their existential depth. History witnesses to men who put their trust in Christ and as
a result were forced to face the question: How to deal as Christians with
previously obtained philosophical insights? Does the acceptance of the
Bible as the authoritative Word of God involve saying farewell to the
dialogues of Plato, to the organon of Aristotle, or, if you like, to the works
of Kant and the writings of Marx? Or do these philosophers still have an
independent worth or perhaps only a subordinate worth?
These questions can be likened to those arising in the confrontation
between Christian belief and non-christian morality. Many missionaries
have experienced how the acceptance of Christianity by heathen tribes
undermines such customs as polygamy and slavery and opens then to discussion: Is the Christian faith a refinement or an corroboration' of pagan
standards of life, or is it a change of course, perhaps even a total rejection
of heathen morals? These questions, arising from the tension between
Christian belief and pagan morality, reverberate in the conflict area between Christian faith and pagan philosophy and that with even greater
urgency, because of the Bible's less explicit pronouncements about philosophy .
Yet in my opinion it is incontestable that the radiance of God's Word
lights also non-christian thought and philosophy. The apostle Paul expressed
it graphically as follows: "Casting down reasonings, and every high thing
that is exalted against the knowledge of God, and bringing every thought
into captivity to the obedience of Christ" (2 Cor. 10 : 5). Reading only the
first sentence — about every high thing that must be cast down — it ap-
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pears as a simple sentence of destruction spoken against all worldly wisdom.
However, the second sentence — about human thought that must
be brought into captivity to the obedience of Christ — it appears that the
relationship between Christian faith and non-christian thought cannot
simply be understood in terms of negation and exclusion. And so the
problem of Justin and Augustine, of Thomas and Bonaventure, of Calvin
and Pascal and of so many others, remains.
Splendida vitia?
3. It may also be asked whether or not our theme is too narrowly defined if we confine it simply to the tradition of the reformed faith and
chiefly to Calvin, Groen van Prinsterer, Kuyper and their adherents. That
I pay special attention to these men is not, let us say, out of pious consideration for the reformed tradition. Rather, I am concerned with something
completely different. There is a truly conclusive reason that an examination
of our problem concerns itself with a separate study of the calvinist reformation. The reformers cast the problem in a new form and had therefore
to find a new solution for it. The basis for this new attempt is found in the
reformed teaching on sin and grace.
Luther and Calvin rediscovered in the Bible the totalitarian character
of sin. They read primarily in the letters of Paul how sin was much more
than a human defect, that, on the contrary, it revealed itself as rebellion
against God, as lawlessness, apostasy and unwisdom. In their view sin
manifests itself in an unholy standard of conduct, in a misguided reason
and in corrupt desires. It is an evil which festers in man's heart and in all
his living. The reformers taught the corruptio totalis, the total corruption
of human nature. This view is echoed in the Heidelberg Catechism where
it states that man's nature is ".. , wholly incapable of doing any good, and
inclined to all -evil". 2
The doctrine of corruptio totalis was not, as some have suggested, a
sample of calvinistic "sin-pessimism". The reformers — and this goes for
Luther just as much as for Calvin — were men with a liberating message.
But they saw this liberation only in terms of the community of faith with
Christ. Jesus, who himself rose from death to life, wants also to resurrect
those who are slaves of sin and give them new life. And all this He does
freely, purely out of grace, not as a divine reward for possible human
merits. In short, the reformers considered corruptio totalis and sola gratia
as complementary ideas.
It is self-evident that the idea of corruptio totalis also implied that human
reason was corrupted and that it must therefore play a vital role in the
consideration and judgment of non-christian thought. Did not the radical
reformed doctrine of sin and grace lead inexorably to the conclusion that
the world outside of Christ wandered in darkness, that there the lamps of
wisdom and insight were completely extinguished? Must this not lead to
the bizarre view (as far as I know incorrectly attributed to Augustine) that
2 Heidelberg Catechism, Lord's Day III, 8. That the corruption of sin is total in
fallen man certainly does not mean that all sin is equally bad. The Bible speaks of lesser
and greater sins and even of mortal sins. It does mean, however, that there is no area of
life which escapes the grip of sin. Cf. G. C. Berkouwer, Sin (Grand Rapids: W. B. Eerdmans, 1971), p. 285 ff.
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the virtues of the heathen are nothing more than "splendida vitia", i.e.,
splendid vices?
We are placed here before a complex of deeply involved problems. It is
for this reason I claim that everyone who himself knows the perversion and
pervasiveness of sin and who has perceived for himself in "sola gratia"
the voice of our gracious Lord will want to focus his attention on the
question of how precisely on the basis of this biblical-reformed conviction
the worth of non-christian philosophy is judged and is to be judged.
It is clear that in this article I must limit myself to a few central issues.
If I refer only to Calvin, Groen and Kuyper cum suis, it does not mean that
others such as Luther, Melanchthon, Schleiermacher, Vinet, Bavinck and
Brunner are of less or no importance to our study. I believe, however, that
the work of the first mentioned is especially suited to show in which
direction the views have developed and in which direction we too must
look for an answer.
Calvin against scholasticism

Let me first say something about Calvin. Calvin turned resolutely against
the classical medieval view that up to a certain point human reason retained its self-sufficiency and ability to discover truth. "All parts of the
soul", so he states, "were possessed by sin after Adam deserted the fountain
of righteousness". 3 He also believed that human reason was radically corrupted. Thus he called the lumen naturale, the natural light of reason,
"blind". 4
Calvin fought medieval scholastic dualism with these and similar phrases.
Scholasticism, as is generally known, distinguished between a natural and
a supernatural realm. Even though human nature was considered soiled
and damaged, still, it was not corrupted at its root. It remained more or
less `right side up". On the other hand, after the Fall in paradise, the
original righteousness of su ernature was completely lost to man. It could
only be restored through the sacramental administration of grace by the
Catholic church. Calvin rejects this scholastic dualism of nature and supernature because he feels it misjudges the totalitarian character of sins
Calvin's view of sin as a corruption and perversion which pervades man's
total being has far-reaching consequences for our study. It implies that in
matters concerning the highest knowledge, i.e., the knowledge of God,
human reason is so darkened that only muddled notions are produced.
Calvin considers this all the more remarkable since God through his general
revelation manifests himself in his whole creation and before the eyes of
all. Man remains imprisoned, however, in ignorance and superstition. On
account of this, says Calvin, besides his general revelation in creation God
has again explicitly revealed himself in Scripture. Calvin calls Scripture
3 Calvin: Institutes of the Christian Religion, ed. John T. McNeil (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1960), II, i, 9.
4 Ibid'., p.13.
5 Cf. H. Dooyeweerd, A New Critique of Theoretical Thought, Vol. I (Amsterdam:
H. J. Paris, 1953), p. 516. Calvin distinguishes more than once between the natural and
the supernatural although he usually means by this the distinction between natural life
(born of earthly parents, etc.) and spiritual life (born of God, regeneration, etc.). I don't
mean to defend, however, the total absence of scholasticism in Calvin's terminology.
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"the s ectacles" which help us again to see the true God in the world
around us. 6
Has Calvin condemned, then, all non-christian and unscriptural thought?
This is by no means the case! He definitely states that there are still some
sparks of light to be found in man's degenerate nature.? This applies above
all to human reason. Calvin considers it incompatible with both Scripture
and common sense to condemn reason to permanent error and blindness.$
Granted, reason achieves very little where it directs itself to God and
heavenly things. It is more competent when it directs itself to earthl y
affairs. And to these earthly affairs Calvin reckons politics, art and science. 9
Even science! Calvin, who himself had a great knowledge of classical antiquity, declares that the light of truth in the works of heathen authors
"shines wondrously" and that apostate reason "... is still clothed and
ornamented with God's excellent gifts. "' °
Calvin's attitude to all non-christian culture and science appears therefore
to be exceedingly nuanced. On the one hand, he does not want to depreciate
or ignore the gifts which God has distributed outside his church. That
would be a deep ingratitude to the Giver. " 1 On the other hand, he does not
want to consider these gifts merely in themselves and esteem them as pure
human achievements. Calvin continually occupies himself with how these
gifts function in man. Do they serve to satisfy individual ambition and
insight or do they tend to the service and glory of God? It is precisely in
the latter that man on his own falls short. All human gifts are by nature
affected with sin. No one can reap glory from them. This applies also to
human reason. Human comprehension and understanding, says Calvin,
"... is an unstable and transitory thing in God's sight, when a solid foundation of truth does not underlie it." 12
Hence Calvin speaks of God's "common grace" to avoid denying human
depravity or misjudging God's work outside the circle of faith. "Common
race" in the sense that the Lord God has allowed human nature many
benefits even though man is deprived of the true good. 13 "Common grace"
such that the Lord bridles the power of sin and holds it in check in those
who have not been purified of sin so that no one can give full rein to his
evil desires.
Common grace and general revelation

One thing must be kept in mind, however. Although Calvin sometimes
speaks of "common grace" he does not use it in a fixed technical sense as
was done in later reformed theology, for example by Kuyper 1 4 Calvin
Institutes, I, vi, 1. Cf. The Belgic Confession, art. 1.
Ibid., I, v, 14.
8 Ibid., IV, ii, 12.
9 Ibid., II, ii, 13.
10 Ibid., II, ii, 15.
11 Ibid.
12 Ibid., II, ii, 16.
13 Ibid., II, ii, 17.
6

7

14

A. Kuyper's remark that the doctrine of common grace is a calvinist dogma in

his Lectures on Calvinism (Grand Rapids: W. B. Eerdmans, 1968), pp. 59, 118, or that
it is "an indispensable item of the Reformed confession" has been justly criticized.
Calvin nowhere presents this doctrine as an independent tenet of faith. In the reformed
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speaks just as easily of God's kindness, of his mercy or indulgence, 15 of
his particular grace to all or to a f ew 16 or again simply of God's providence
through which he still presents gifts to the individual or all humanity and
restrains the outbreak of sin. 17
That Calvin's views on this matter were brought together at a later stage
and systematized under the heading of "common grace" has had benefits
as well as definite draw-backs. For what is God's purpose in restraining sin
and bestowing gifts of grace? Calvin mentions widely divergent motives.
It has to do with God's upholding of his creation, of caring for the human
race, 18 or of preserving his church in the world. 19 Indeed, there is still more.
Through the agency of his blessings God wants to bring the unbeliever to
repentance. 2° He wants to display his goodness — every day anew — even to
those who scorn it. 21 The intention of God's benefits can even be to brand
the conscience of the ungodly, to impress him of his ingratitude and rebellion, his guilt and deserving of punishment, to remove his every excuse. 22
God, the gracious Father, stresses Calvin, is also the sovereign judge.
This last point is especially important. Calvin appeals here to Romans
1 : 20. This text states that God reveals himself in the works of creation
and thus removes from fallen man every excuse for saying: I have never
noticed anything of God!
Hence for Calvin, this motive of "inexcusableness" is one of the most
important reasons why God not only upholds nature (cf. Acts 14 : 17) but
also culture and science. Endowed with so many gifts and possibilities,
man will never be able to prove either before the judgement seat of God
or before the forum of his own conscience that God diEI not reveal himself
in his goodness.
It is striking, therefore, that Calvin relates the idea of Cod's "common
grace" to the idea of God's "general revelation". (I will stick to these accepled terms for the present.) Both have to be understood, according to
Calvin, in relation to the "inexcusableness" theme in the first chapter of
Romans. How Calvin further develops the mutual relationship between general revelation and common grace is not relevant to our problem. For that
confessions "common grace" is at the most here and there presupposed: Belgic Confession, art. 13, 14, 36; Canons of Dordt, II, 5, 6, III and IV, 4, 8/9; Westminster ConIC
ession, V, 6. See also note 64. The doctrine, however, quickly spread in reformed
theology and was defended with all sorts of variants and further distinctions, again
frequently making room for a scholastic nature-grace scheme.
15

Institutes, I, v, 14; III, iii, 25; II, ii, 17.

Ibid., II, ii, respectively 14, 17. Calvin states in paragraph 17 that some men
excel others thanks to God's special grace, so that it may appear that his grace is not
bound to any. That is, God has given his gifts to all but not in the same way and in
the same measure; ibid., II, iii, 4. Cf. J. Bohatec, "Das Naturrecht and die innerweltlichen Ordnungen nach Calvin", Publicaties van de Reunisten-Organisatie van N.D.D.D.,
no. 8, pp. 4, 8.
16

17

Institutes, II, iii, 3.

18 Ibid., II, ii, 16; II,
19 Ibid., I, xvii, 11, 7.
20

iii, 4; III, xiv, 3.

Ibid., III, iii, 25; I, v, 14.

21

Ibid., III, xxiv, 2; III, xx, 15.

Ibid., I, iii, 1; III, iii,. 25; I, v, 14; III, xxv, 9. For a more extended discussion of
the purpose of common grace in Calvin see: H. Kuiper, Calvin on Common Grace (Goes:
Oosterbaan & Le Cointre, 1928), pp. 206-212; and for the subtle details: J. Douma,
Algemene Genade (Goes: Oosterbaan & Le Cointre, 1966), pp. 234-257.

CALVIN ON NON -CHRISTIAN PHILOSOP H Y

49

matter, Calvin outlines the idea of common grace as loosely as he does the
relation of this idea to the idea of general revelation. I'm simply noting here,
that what we usually understand by general revelation and common grace
has for Calvin a similar intention and therefore a close mutual affinity.
I hope to return to the connection between general revelation and common grace at the close of my article. I will confine myself here to a short
summary of what has been remarked about Calvin up to now. 23 1. Sin
ervades total human existence as perversion and corruption. 2. God has
is own reasons for restraining sin in man and society. 3. God still blesses
the unconverted with all sorts of creaturely gifts including the gift of
knowledge and understanding. 4. Non-christian thought, therefore, does not
witness to a partially remaining goodness or self-sufficiency of human
nature, as Scholasticism maintains. 5. If it witnesses to anything, then it is
to a God who not only upholds his goodness and grace but also his sovereignty and righteousness in a sinful world.
`

Groen and scholastic dualism

Now I come to the Dutch historian and statesman Groen van Prinsterer.
This involves a big step: from the 16th to the 19th century. Naturally, this
time difference has left its mark in Groen's work, however much he wished
to concur with Calvin.
In Groen, just as much as in Calvin, we meet with a sharp opposition to
scholastic dualism. Agreeing with Calvin, Groen rejects the view that man
on the strength of his own reasonable nature can attain knowledge of an
eternal, divine being, while Christianity on the basis of revelation gives the
necessary supernatural addition. 24
Groen's argument is nevertheless new. He calls the scholastic view "antihistorical". 25 There is, he says, such a thing as a "natural" knowledge of God
and this knowledge is also "reasonable" but it is not drawn from the reasonable nature of man. 26 It has, in reality, arisen from some historical religion.
Thus, Aristotle's doctrine of God developed from ancient Greek folkreligions, and the deist's natural idea of God can be traced back to the
Christian faith. Here we encounter a general thesis of Groen, namely, that
philosophy is in essence a derivative of religion. 27
23 For a broader outline of Calvin's position on this point see: J. Klapwijk, "Calvijn
over de filosofie", Correspondentie-Bladen Ver. Gale. Wijsb., 36 (March, 1972), 13-20.
I also discuss there Calvin's idea of "christiana philosophia" and his view of "lex naturalis".
24 G. Groen van Prinsterer, Beschouwingen over Staats- en Volkerenrecht, Vol. I
(Leiden: Luchtmans, 1834), pp. 36, 80. My analysis relies mainly on Groen's Beschouwingen. This youth work is the most systematic treatment of Groen's philosophical
position. It retained its value for him and in 1858 he had it reprinted in shorter form.
25
26

ibid., p. 36.

The philosophical tenets in question are not reasonable in the sense of the selfsufficient reason, ibid. In what way are they reasonable then? They are only such in so
far as all science reasons from higher truths or first principles which require faith: faith
(belief) is "the beginning of science", p. 5. Touchstone for all such faith is God's word,
p. 2. Reason applies general truths or faith-demanding principles to the various areas of
science, p. 2. Christian science can be called "applied Christianity", p. 93.
'27 Ibid., 76:
"Philosophy has always been inseparable from and dependent on religion." However, Green does not reject the possibility that non-christian philosophy
surpasses non-christian religion in value. Sometimes it is able to separate critically the
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Philosophy a derivative of religion! The real purport of this thesis only
becomes clear in connection with a second thesis: that all religions are in
essence derived from Christianity. In Groen's words, "Christianity is the
source of all religious enli htenment". 28
This thesis is also remarkable. Groen does not simply mean that the God
who has revealed himself in Christ has also made himself known in his
work of creation to the heathen world. That would be completely in line
with Calvin's doctrine of general revelation. Granted, Groen does have a
doctrine of general revelation but he interprets it in a strongly, if not fully,
historical fashion. For him, the light of God's general revelation is the light
of the primordial revelation in paradise. 29 God made himself known to man
in paradise. This was in fact or at least in principle the beginning of the
Christian church. 30 The various religions, through tradition, still bear knowledge of this in so far as their knowledge of God does not refer to God's
new revelation in his Word. 31 It is for this reason that all religions and
indirectly all philosophies can be seen as derivatives of Christianity.
The picture of Groen so far presented is certainly not complete. What has
been said up till now would place him in league with Christian romantic
historicism. It would label him an adherent of Herder, Schlegel and Schelling and thinkers of that strain. But there is also another Groen: Groen the
follower of Calvin, indeed, the one who takes seriously the biblical doctrine
of the radical corruption of sin. Not only for historical but also for scriptural
reasons the idea of a natural knowledge of God is an absurdity for Groen:
"Enmity against God, that is the natural religion of a depraved nature." 32
Groen then, just as Calvin, is profoundlyaware of the power of evil in
man. Primordial revelation has everywhere become degenerate. Nevertheless,
there is at the same time astonishment that so much good can be observed
in the life and thought of the nations even where Christ is not served. Groen
wants to acknowledge this good even in the enlightenment philosophy of
unbelief, against which he fought his whole life. For did not the deists and
atheists of the 18th century teach morality, immortality, freedom and
equality? 33
This feeling of wonder leads Groen to thankfulness and critical distance!
Thankfulness, because, light still shines from its source in original revelagold of original revealed truth from the dross of superstition (e.g., where it concerns the
unity of God or the immortality of the soul, p. 37, cf. p. 79) .
28 Ibid., p. 34. In combination with the first thesis Groen can now go further and
posit Christianity central for all philosophy. "So we have seen in Christianity the only
source of religious and philosophical enlightenment", p. 97.
29 Groen, under the influence of the romantic-historical philosophy of religion of
Herder, Schelling, etc., appears to interpret Rom. 1 : 19, 20 (ocn6 KT(QEG3S Koo^tou)
not so much in terms of a natural but an historical (from the paradise tradition) knowledge of Cod, cf. Beschouwingen, p. 37.
30 Here Groen can appeal to the Belgic Confession, art. 27, Beschomwingen, p. 27.
31 Groen says that his thesis that Christianity is the source of all religious enlightenment, is a "completely historical remark", ibid., p. 34. And in another place: "All
religion is traditional", with the understanding that Christianity also knows of God's
Word-revelation as the "recording and development of original revelation", p. 37.
32 Ibid., p. 36.
33

Ibid ., p. 42.
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tion and also at a later stage from the Word revelation, through the nonchristian religions and in the philosophical dogmas derived from them.
There is truth then in non-christian thought!
But Groen would not be Groen if he did not at the same time maintain
a critical distance. The heathen religions originated through the influence
of sin. The lie has followed the truth and not only mixed with it but also
taken advantage of it. Indeed, the more truth added to the lie, the more
power the lie gets! Yet in spite of themselves the religions witness to the
truth while holding it down. 34
Hence Groen recognizes the relative worth of apostate philosophy. But
his appreciation is coupled with this warning: "that all the good and excellent becomes corrupted through the direction given to it." 35 A ainst this
background, I now dare to cite Groen's words which by themselves could
lead to a source of misunderstanding: "On a Christian basis one can be an
eclectic thinker in a good sense". 36 Groen can maintain this because he
believes that all scientific truth has a religious and ultimately Christian
origin. As we noted before, this origin lies in paradise revelation and also
possibly in the later added biblical revelation. Therefore, Christian research
does not have to reject all non-christian philosophy but should guide it
back to its own true, but hidden from itself, origin. 37
Groen and Kuyper

Abraham Kuyper, the famous Dutch statesman, theologian and founder
of the Free University, was a devotee of Groen. Their congeniality lies not
only in the fact that after their conversions they both consciously adopted
the calvinist tradition of faith but they were also influenced to a certain
extent by 19th century romantic historical idealism. I have touched on this
point before where I mentioned that Groen considered all non-christian
religion and its philosophical-scientific development and application to the
various areas of reality to be fruits of the historical tradition originating in
paradise. One finds related ideas in the work of Kuyper. Yet his view is
more original, broader, with more nuances and certainly more complex.
In addition Kuyper works out his own interpretation of Calvinism.
Here, of course, we are concerned with all these motives only in connection with our topic, the relationship between Christian faith and non34

ibid., p. 39, 41.

35

Ibid., p. 42. The views of enlightenment philosophy with respect to morality, immortality, freedom and equality, so he says here, are pernicious because they have been
broken away from their original Christian life-principle, "whereas, in proper relation to
higher truth, they are as beneficial as they are undenia ble ." In ancient philosophy the
hidden root of self-exaltation and egoism must be discerned, p. 81. Therefore, he also
rejects the view of Christian romantics like De Maistre and Schlegel who saw the
ancients as "la preface htmaine de L'Evarl
as "die
wissenscha tliche Einleitun g
"
^'e" or^
in die christliche Offenbarung", p. 79. Essential for Green is that outside Christianity
no knowledge of the origin of evil, the way of salvation or Christ as mediator is possible,

p. 80.
36 Ibid., p. 36. Gruen quotes with approval Goschel: "In der ... heidnischen Philosophie ... ist nur so viel wahr als christlich ist," p. 90.
37 "Every science, correctly pursued, witnesses to the truth of Revelation (1); incorrectly pursued, it still exalts the highest truth against its will through aberration and
fallacy (2). Careful study returns it to the general source of light and life (3)", ibid., p. 95.
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christian thinking. Kuyper is supVosed to have said: "The church could be
better, the world could be worse. ' This saying betrays Kuyper's inclination
to expect more from the church and less from the world. This is to a certain
extent understandable. Kuyper's starting-point is the reformed doctrine of
the radical and total corruption of sin and with it the reformed confession
of complete salvation given through Christ to his church. Kuyper initially
(about 1874) wanted to explain the apparent success of the world, despite
this doctrine of sin and grace, on the basis of the "natural knowledge of
God" seen as a fruit of general revelation. 38 Contrary to his original startingpoint Kuyper in elaborating this viewpoint has not in my opinion remained
free of scholastic influence. This is especially apparent where he interprets
the natural knowledge of God as a "bridge" between church and word or
as a point of contact for f a.ith. 39 Enclosed in the image of a "bridge" or of a
"point of contact" lies the view that man, in spite of his sin, is already
advancing along the path to salvation on his own strength and ability. Half
a century later, Karl Barth in the famous controversy with Emil Brunner
justifiably rejected such a viewpoint. One can regard Barth's exclusive
reliance on the Word revelation as fundamentally insufficient (see below)
yet in my opinion he has correctly seen in the idea of a "point of contact" an
inevitable step in the direction of a scholastic theologia naturalis. 4 °
Common grace: its extent, nature, purpose and ground

The problem under consideration is placed in a new and much broader
framework when, at a later stage (1895f, Kuyper writes his most characteristic study De Gemeene Gratie. The title gives the framework: the doctrine
of common grace.
,

38 On the one hand, Kuyper understands the natural knowledge of God to be the
still unconscious innate knowledge of God (Calvin used the terms "sensus divinitatis ",
"semen religionis", etc.). On the other hand, the acquired knowledge of God is that
which originates through the influence of nature, the human world, history, tradition
and personal life-experience based on the innate knowledge of God. Evidently Kuyper
takes much more into consideration than the paradise revelation about which Groen
spoke. Yet Kuyperdoes believe that general revelation originated in paradise. Hence,
he can speak of particular revelation in Israel and general revelation among all nations
as two separate streams which flow together in the final revelation of God in Christ.
— The natural knowledge of God retains its value for the church even though it lives
within the sphere of particular revelation. Consequently the reformed fathers are supposed to have built a bridge to the world. Neglect of this possibility has opened a deep
split between world and church and brought about a complete animosity between
science and faith. See Het Zondagsblad (Aug. 2-15, 1874), bound in Uit het Woord,
Series I, vol. III (Amsterdam: H6veker & Wormser), pp. 167-225.
39 Yet at the same time Kuyper emphasizes the deep taint of sin. However, sin
cannot destroy the natural knowledge of God because the latter belongs to the nature of
man. "Their moral degeneration changes the relationship in which they stand to God,
but does not remove their awareness of God ... Hatred of God is unthinkable, unless
the sinner is restlessly occupied with an awareness of God's existence and holiness."
If one agrees with this, however, the question arises as to how a bridge between church
and world or a point of contact for faith can be found in such a perverted knowledge
of God. Cf.: Uit het Woord, series I, vol. III, p. 170.
40 K. Barth, Nein, Antwort an Emil Brunner (Munich: Kaiser, 1934). Indeed also in
later years Kuyper still spoke of a "natural knowledge of God" and even of a "point of
contact". He now feels the problems more sharply. He calls the heathen's natural knowledge of God "deranged knowledge of God", and even an "anomaly"; Encyclopaedie der
Heilige Godgeleerdheid III (Amsterdam: J. A. Wormser, 1894), pp. 449, 452; cf. also
II, P. 249 ff.
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Like the English word „grace", the Dutch word "genade" is open to
confusion. It can refer either to common grace or to special (particular)
grace. Kuyper revived the archaic form "gratie" for common grace in order
to avoid any misunderstanding. It was his opinion that one usually understands "genade" to mean saving grace. But saving grace is particular. Salvation is something personal. Kuper was afraid that if he introduced the term
"common race' using "genade" he would be understood as defending the
doctrine of universal salvation. To avoid this he uses "gratie" for the second
term in the concept "common grace". 41
Kuyper posited emphatically that his usage of common grace has a
broader scope and a different content, purpose and ground than particular
grace. It has a greater breadth because it is common: it applies to the
whole world and the whole of humanity.
Common grace also has a different nature and content. 42 The content of
particular grace is deliverance from sin and the gift of salvation. The content of common grace is a temporal blessing of grace for man and creation.
Kuyper explains this as follows. In paradise God had said that man would
surely die if he sinned (Gen. 2 : 17). Sometimes grace is extended to those
under the death-sentence. In the same way God has extended grace to fallen
humanity. Grace in the sense that the punishment (eternal death) was postponed until the last day. Grace in so far as room is made for the long
drawn-out history of mankind. Grace in that the deadly poison of sin in
humanity is restrained, indeed turned back in the whole creation. 43
The purpose of common grace also differs from that of particular grace.
Particular grace for Kuyper is the mysterious reality of God's gracious intervention in the human heart, through which a man gets a new life, becomes
a citizen of the kingdom of heaven. This re-birth is of a supernatural order,
something which is not simply given with creation, an eschatological reality
in so far as the believer here on earth may already taste the powers of the
world to come (Hebr. 6 : 15). Re-creation, re-birth is not something totally
new if compared with the original creation. And yet it can not be explained
from the old. Particular grace and its fruits (new life and finally the new
heaven and the new earth) goes beyond the natural creation order. 44 The
goal of particular grace, therefore, is the anticipation of the new heaven and
the new earth.
Particular grace means: God makes a new beginning. Common grace:
God perpetuates the old. The aim of common grace is both negative and
positive: negatively as the restraint of sin or conservation of the creature.
41
42

De Gemeene Gratie, Vol. I (Kampen: J. H. Kok, 1931), p. 8 f.
"Common grace ... by itself contains no single kernel of saving grace and is,
consequently, of a totally different nature." Ibid., p. 9.
43 Ibid.,
pp. 243 ff., 265 ff. Kuyper says himself: "The doctrine of "common grace"
did not arise from philosophical reflection, but from the confession of the deadly character of sin ... Apparently, this did not square with reality. There was so much good in
the sinful world, also outside the church ... This placed one before the choice, either to
deny all this good ... (... the Anabaptists ...); or to consider that fallen man has not
fallen so deeply (... Arminian heresy ...). Yet here lies the solution ... , that grace works
also outside the church ... not eternal or saving grace, but temporal, checking the
depravity that lay hidden in sin." Gemeene Gratie I, p. 11. Cf. also Lectures on Calvinism, pp. 121 if.
44 Cf. Gemeene Gratie, Vol. I, p. 243
f. with vol. II, p. 613 f.
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Positively as referring to the yet to be developed possibilities placed in
creation by God, or the opening process of creation. 45
Serious difficulties attend this contrast between earth and heaven, creation and recreation, cultural activity and salvation of the soul. There is in
all of this the threat of a spiritualizing dualism which expresses itself in a
separated directedness to the hereafter and to the present. 46 Only rarely
does Kuyper know how to connect both spheres centrally. Yet there are
moments that it dawns for him: the cross of Jesus bears the future but also
the present! To Jesus Christ is given all power in heaven and on earth
(Mt. 28. 18). Then he honours Christ as king also in the sphere of common
grace. Then he can proclaim the lofty utterance: "There is not a square inch
of our whole human existence of which Christ, who is sovereign over all,
does not say: Mine!" 47
Mostly, however, the tensions in Kuyper's cultural theology remain. These
tensions reflect themselves also in Kuyper's person. In part his work echoes
the mystery of the born-again heart, the sigh of the weary pilgrim who
longs for his eternal home. In part he is driven by an extraordinary vigour
to work at the unfolding of God's creation in state, society and science.
And even here his ideas diverge. At times he sees the creation mandate as
a common human task in and non-christian stand shoulder
to shoulder. Then again he is sure that the great cultural mandate must be
translated into a program of organized Christian action in all areas of life
including philosophy and science. 48
Common grace and science

This brings us back to our main theme again. Thinking, science and philosophy are grounded in God's creation order. Science is "God's own creation". 49 Hence science is also to be seen as a fruit of common grace. Sin has
darkened the understanding and it follows that all science would end in
deceit and self-deception if there had been no common grace. God's grace
is the cause that men such as Plato, Aristotle, Kant and Darwin(!) have
shone as "stars of the first magnitude". 50 The conclusion is that Kuyper can
appreciate pagan and profane thought. The appreciation is not added to the
account of sinful man, however, but to the grace of God.
Yet Kuyper will also say that science is seriously affected by sin. Kuyper's
opposition to non-christian science is much stronger than his appreciation
of it, despite his theory of common grace. 51
45

Ibid., II, pp. 616-623.
This is also one of the main reasons why Kuyper, despite his "architectonic critique" of society, has received so little understanding and appreciation in the newer
theology.
47 Souvereiniteit in eigen kring (Amsterdam: J. H. Kruyt, 1880), p. 32. See also S. U.
Zuidema, "Common Grace and Christian Action in Abraham Kuyper", Communication
and Confrontation (Assen: Van Gorcum, 1972), p. 95. Kuyper has great difficulties with
a radically christocentric view of culture. For, whole-heartedly devoted to emancipating
culture (fruit of common grace) from the control of the church (institution of particular
grace) he fears that a christocentric view might lead to a new ecclesiastical domination
over political and social life.
48 One can find a condensation of this in Pro Rege (Kampen: J. H. Kok, 19 11 / 12) .
49 Gemeene Gratie, Vol. III, p. 495.
46

,

50

51

Ibid., p. 498.

Kuyper can also give grounds for this. What does it mean that our thinking is
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Kuyper acknowledges a difference between the sciences. He thinks that
in the natural sciences general validity and common acceptance is to a
largeextent possible because so much depends on exact, objective observations. On the other hand, in history, philosophy and the other humanities,
the subjectivity of the researcher is at stake, since questions arise concerfling the origin, connection and purpose of things, questions which cannot
be solved through observation. 52 With respect to the physical sciences, therefore, Kuyper does not want to place an opposition between what is
Christian and what is unchristian. However, with respect to theology and
the rest of the humanities (including the philosophy of science) things are
different and two kinds of science become possible. Here a truly christian
science is demanded. The born-again mentality rather than the consideration of Scriptural data determines the distinctive character of christian
science. 53
Hence Kuyper's position with respect to non-christian thinking is clearly
ambiguous. Sometimes he stresses the gifts which God in his goodness
permitted to humanity. Then he can speak with admiration of Plato, Kant
and others. More often, however, he stresses that only a regenerate man
can "compare spiritual things with spiritual" (I Cor. 2 : 13). Then the necessity of a particular Christian science and philosophy seems to be required
by his theology of rebirth. Then sides are taken: "the science of the new
birth" versus "the science outside the influence of the new birth." 54 Then
the idea of common grace functions no longer as the basis for appreciating
non-christian conceptions but rather as the basis for justifying Christian
initiative.
Antithesis in the sciences

This trend has continued in Kuyper's famous Stone Lectures on Calvinism
given in 1898. In the chapter "Calvinism and Science" a few sentences are
adressed admiringly to the "treasures of philosophical light" found in
ancient Greece and Rome — based on common grace. 55 Yet immediately
darkened by sin? Not that we can no longer think logically or observe with our senses.
It means that we no longer see things in their mutual connections and divine origin.
Context and origin is not simply read off from things. Our spirit could still sense these
relationships as long as it stood in a living relation with God, but just this property
is lost because of sin. We can still see various parts of creation but we no longer understand its unity, origin and purppse. Here we can cite one of Kuyper's famous images:
Man has become like an insane architect who, shut up in a cell, peers out the window
and stares at the walls and spires of his building without being able to understand the
motive of the structure, ibid., p. 499. Thus, the darkening of the understanding means
for Kuyper not only the end of natural theology and its philosophical ascent to God., but
also the impossibility of reaching a true knowledge of creation, ibid., p. 499 ff.
52
53

Ibid., pp. 508, 512.
Ibid., pp. 514, 521. That the born-again man also takes account of the Holy Scrip-

tures is for Kuyper an indispensable and yet incidental difference. Indispensable, because
it is just the Bible that sheds light on the great questions concerning the origin, government and purpose of things. And yet incidental, firstly, because man must be reborn in
order to understand the Scriptures and secondly, because Scripture is properly concerned
with particular grace and is directed to the salvation of the elect. And yet, if Scripture
sheds its light also on creation, then this is a welcome and indispensable reinforcement
of the dim light of common grace, ibid., p. 515.
54
55

Ibid.
Lectures an Calvinism, pp. 121, 125.
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following is a program of Christian scientific activity still more universal
and radical than in De Gemeene Gratie. More universal, because Christian
and non-christian activity "both cover here the complete field of human
knowledge ... They dispute with each other the whole terrain of life." 56
More radical, because the starting-point is now tout court, that two mentalities are involved: the regenerate and the unregenerate. And these two are
not the same! 57
It is a striking difference for Kuyper. The unregenerate mind believes
the existing cosmos is normal. The regenerate knows that because of the
intrusion of sin the world is abnormal and can only reach its goal through
recreation. In this way the antithesis is marked out in science between "the
normal" and "the abnormal": "two absolute starting-pints which allow
no comparison." The normalists and the abnormalists `cannot desist from
a persistent attempt to completely break down each other's systems and
presuppositions." 58 Even with all their spiritual affinity Kuyper is here far
removed from Groen's "eclecticism"!
The Van Peursen-Dooyeweerd discussion

In the light of our discussion of Calvin, Groen and Kuyper it is perhaps
ssible to make a few clarifying comments on the well-known discussion
between Van Peursen and Dooyeweerd found in Philosophia Ref ormata
(1959-1961). 59 One of the most important points of difference between them
was their evaluation of non-christian philosophy. In the short remarks that
I make here I am of the same time seeking for an evaluation that concerns
the other thinkers we have discussed.
Dooyeweerd and Van Peursen both want to give a positive evaluation
of unbiblical thinking. However, the degree of appreciation apparently
differs. But of more importance yet is the fact that the ground of their
evaluation differs. Dooyeweerd thinks that non-christian philosophy can

r

56 Ibid., p. 133. Hence, a common ground for the "lower", natural sciences is no
longer acknowledged!
Ibid., p. 137. One will understand the intent of these words if one considers that
for Kuyper regeneration, just as the incarnate Christ and the Holy Scriptures, are abnormal means (ibid., p. 134) which really, as already noted, represent a supernatural
order and anticipate the new creation.
58 Ibid., p. 130 ff. It is remarkable that Kuyper again stresses common grace in his
view of art which makes it possible to enjoy the art of unbelievers and then (appealing
to Calvin!) rejects the tying together of art and regeneration. Why? Because, he says,
art does not belong to believers alone and must not remain ecclesiastical. In short, art
is not a product of particular grace, but belongs to the natural gifts, ibid., p. 161. Kuyper
tries to show with rather ambiguous arguments that Calvinism was not allowed to develop
its own Christian art style, p. 139. It is, however, not clear why just here the aesthetic
conciousness of the regenerated must follow other ways than scientific thinking. One
cannot escape the impression that apologetic ad hoc arguments are introduced here, e.g.,
there was a Free Christian University, but no Christian art academy. In his Gemeene
Gratie, however, Kuyper touches on the problem when he speaks about artistic expressions "inspired by the spirit of the abyss" and those "inspired by the spirit of rebirth"
and in connection with the latter speaks of a "gap in the life of Christianity", Gemeene
Gratie, Vol. III, p. 570 f.
59 C. A. van Peursen, "Enkele critische vragen in margine bij `A New Critique of
Theoretical Thought'," Philosophia Re f ormata, 24 (1959), 160-168; H. Dooyeweerd,
"Van Peursen's critische vragen bij `A New Critique of Theoretical Thought'," Philosophia Reformata, 25 (1960), 97-150; C. A. van Peursen, "Antwoord aan Dooyeweerd",
Philosophia Reformata, 26 (1961), 189-200.
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and ought to be appreciated inasmuch and insofar as it appears to be
confronted with "states of affairs which conform to the law-structures of
creation" which, as it were, force themselves upon every man. Van Peursen
does not recognize such "states of affairs" because the "affairs" accordin
to him are never static but always move within human-meaning-giving an
inter-human patterns of interpretation. 60
Where then does Van Peursen find a ground for his evaluation of nonchristian thinking? He speaks of God's presence in all human thoughtactivity, meaning, apparently, God's general revelation (his appeal) even
among the heathen nations. However, it is here that Dooyeweerd disagrees
because he is convinced that in all non-christian thought-systems not God,
but only an apostate ground-motive is present, a motive which stands in
"radical antithesis" to the biblical group -motive. 61
The overpowering truth
I would like to add my own comments to this controversy over "states of
affairs" and "God's presence". Concerning the first point, it seems to me
that Dooyeweerd deserves support when he speaks of incontrovertible states
of affairs. Granted, man does on occasion have the faculty to give new
meaning or significance to certain affairs. But the possibility to give such
a meaning is always limited and never arbitrary. Human meaning-giving
is always effected within the framework of divine meaning-stipulation. If
God is creator, is he then not also the final law-giver and meaning-giver
of creation?
Here lies, I believe, the great worth of Kuyper's teaching on common
grace. With this doctrine Kuyper wanted to give expression to the fact that
God, in spite of sin, upholds the world by his "creation ordinances." 62 He is
and remains the sovereign law- and meaning-giver. But Kuyper has not
stressed nearly enough that all this is done for the sake of Christ. He has
not made it clear enough that not only the earth bears the Cross but primarily the Cross bears the earth. His common grace doctrine is not Christocentric enough, that is, not sufficiently based on particular grace.
It is the great merit of Dooyeweerd that he has reformulated Kuyper's
view on a Christocentric basis. 63 The common grace doctrine, anchored
Chistocentrically, offers, according to me, the possibility of correctly evaluating non-christian thought. But this is true only provided something else
is taken into consideration! With the "something else" I mean the point that
Van Peursen has brought into the discussion.
The theme of "God s presence" is, to my mind, closely related to the
question of the structural nature of all religion. I believe that every religion
has an "answer-structure". Religion is religion inasmuch and insofar as it
60 Van Peursen, Philosophia Reformcta, 24 (1959), 162 f., 168; Dooyeweerd, Philosophia Re f orinata, 25 (1960), 105 f., 150.
61 Van Peursen, Philosophia Reformata,
ormata, 24 (1959), 168. See also his Filoso f ische
Orientatie (Kampen: J. H. Kok, 1964), p. 134 ff.; H. Dooyeweerd, Philosophia Ref ormata, 25 (1960), 144 ff.
62 Cf. Gemeene Gratie, Vol. I, pp. 243, 259.
63 Dooyeweerd solves Kuyper's problem (how to arrive at a christocentric and yet
non-ecclesiastical oriented view of culture) by making a sharp distinction between
religion and faith. His view of culture and science while religiously rooted in Christ,
would still not imply any direct tie with ecclesiastical articles of faith.
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responds to an appeal from God's side, that is to say, to God's revelation in
his Word (specisrevelation) or in his works (general revelation). The
answer that man gives in his religion is always one of surrender or rebellion.
Whatever the answer, there always echoes in it something of the original
call of God! "Adam, where art thou?'
I heartily agree with Dooyeweerd that a radically apostate ground-motive
functions in non-christian thinking. Yet this in no way contradicts God's
presence in this apostate thinking. On the contrary, the apostate motive is
always religious, a self-willed cry to heaven, a holding down and twisting of
the truth which nevertheless continually confronts the unregenerate.
Here lies, I believe, the merit of Groen. I do not share his view of general
revelation as being mainly or merely a working out of original paradise revelation nor do I share his one-sided derivation of philosophy from religion.
I support him, however, where he discerns, in line with Calvin, the ambiguity of all pagan religion, and from this the ambiguity of all pagan philosophy.
We must always bear in mind, in connection with the above, that although
the human lie is mixed with divine Truth, this does not tend to weaken the
satanic power of the lie. Rather it confirms the superior power of the Truth.
"For we can do nothing against the truth, but for the truth" (II Cor. 13 : 8).
God's voice and the voice of facts

I have argued in support of Dooyeweerd's so-called "states of affairs".
I have also argued for Van Peursen's view of God's presence. Now, I fear
that the impression may arise that, in this cardinal matter, I am halting
between two opinions or striving for a bad compromise.
Neither impression is correct. In my opinion we will only be able to
advance further in this matter if we realize that both emphases directly
refer to each other and form an original unity. Stated in another way: I fear
that an exclusive appeal to universal states of affairs or to an equally universal presence of God will still ensnare us in a spiritualizing dualism a la
Kuyper, as long as the connection between both is not discerned. For this
reason I drew attention to the teaching of Calvin in which general revelation and common grace are joined together, although, as far as I know,
Calvin never developed this position. 64 God's action upon the heart of man
and his upholding of creation structures cannot be separated from one
another. God's voice and the voice of facts are indivisible. The Bible says
that God reveals himself to us in the works of his hands. If the voice of God
was no longer heard in all the world, the voice of facts would also be
silenced. 65
64 The relation between general revelation and common grace has been continually
under discussion in the history of reformed theology. However, its elaboration was often
quite unsatisfactory, e.g., a falling back into the scholastic idea of a "lumen naturale",
etc. The Canons of Dordt III/IV are curious in this connection with their rejection of
the Remonstrant doctrine of "common grace" (through which they understand the light
of nature) in article 5. This is the only place in the reformed confessions where the
words "common grace" are mentioned expressis verbis.
65 As a consequence of this, non-christian thinking cannot simply be understood
in terms of apostate religious ground-motives such as form/matter, nature/freedom, etc.
Similarly, there ought not to be spoken without further qualification of a radical anti-
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Vollenhoven's opposition to synthesis

Recent developments in Professor Vollenhoven's thinking are extremely
interesting for our discussion. From the outset he has taken a firm stand
against the spirit of accommodation and compromise. According to him,
Christian thinkers, without regard for the totalitarian character of sin, have
tried to unite human wisdom and divine truth either through a Hineininterpretierung of pagan philosophy in the Bible, or b a paradoxical acceptance of "double truth", or else by re arding profane philosophy as the
vestibule of the temple of Christian theology. The choice for or against such
a synthesis has been of such cardinal importance for Vollenhoven that already in the earliest editions of his history of philosophy syllabus 66 he divided
the history of philosophy into a pre-synthetic, asynthetic and a post-synthetic (anti-synthetic) period. He regarded the latter period as taking either a
reformational or a humanistic direction.
thesis between religious ground-motives, as if non-Christian thinking flows from these
motives in an analogous way as Christian thin king flows from the "biblical groundmotive". The biblical witness to the enmity between "the seed of the woman" and the
"seed of the serpent", between Christ and Satan, must not be detra ed from (Gen.
3 : 15). Yet the religious
attitude
of the
non-Christian can only
^ Y
be
understood
in terms
of both. In other words, non-Christian thinking is certainly ruled by an apostate groundmotive in whatever way this is expressed. This, however, does not alter the fact that
non-Christian thinking precisely in its apostate ground-motives ought to be examined in the
light of the Christian ground-motive. Dooyeweerd has touched on this problem himself
when he says: "the biblical ground-motive in the revelation of the Fall embraces and
discloses them in their true nature", Philosophia Reformata,
ormata, 25 (1960), 146. I agree with
this but think that the Christian ground-motive (I would rather say "the biblical Wordrevelation") is still much more penetrating. The Word-revelation "discloses" not only
through the revelation of sin but also through the revelation of creation and of grace:
it makes clear that non-Christian thinking is not only driven by the power of sin but also
continually influenced by God's revelation in creation (so that even sayings of heathen
sages and philosophers are present and sanctified in the Old and New Testaments) which
in turn is an expression of God's grace in Christ. It also seems to me necessary to realize
that common grace is not only revealed in the world of culture and science (e.g., in the
moments of truth when apostate thought is able to give its interpretation of incontrovertible "states of affairs"), but also, even in the first place, in the religion and heart of man.
Calvin has already said that everywhere in general revelation "scintillae" (sparks) of the
Knowledge of God are kindled (Institutes, I, v, 14) and that a "sensus divinitatis" (awareness
of divinity) has been implanted in all men and, "Ever renewing its memory, he repeatedly
,^

sheds fresh drops." And thus "... they are condemned by their own testimony because
they have failed to honor him and to consecrate their lives to his will." (Ibid., I, iii, 1.)
I ask: "Would the history of philosophy and religion only witness to human depravity
and not at the same time to this unceasing activity of God? Kuyper has said that God
has checked the corruption of sin also in the heart of man (Gemeene Gratie, Vol. I, p.
250). Elsewhere he remarks that the history of mankind proves, "that although on the
one hand the terrible law of sin ruled, on the other hand a law of grace broke the power
of sin (ibid., pp. 250, 253). See also J. H. Bavinck , Religieus besef en christelijk geloof

(Kampen: J. H. Kok, 1949).
66 In his Conspectus Historiae Philosophiae from 1931 (mimeographed) Vollenhoven
already distinguishes these three periods: "I. History of the pre-christian philosophy;
II. The period in which the attempts dominate to synthesize (Dutch: `tot verbinding
van') philosophical moments in the Gospel with the ancient non-Christian philosophy;
III. The period in which the impossibility of the former synthesis (verbinding) is perceived." This periodization in the syllabi from 1931, 1932, etc., is the more remarkable
as it stands for a division in which even the Eastern philosophies (from Egypt, Mesopotamia, Persia, India, etc.) are involved.. See also D. H. Th. Vollenhoven, Het Calvinisme
en de Re f ormatie van de Wijsbegeerte (Amsterdam: H. J. Paris, 1933), p. 111, 200 and
"De waarheid in de godsdienst-wijsbegeerte", Vox Theologica, 13 (1942), 113-123.
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This standpoint has had sweeping consequences. Historically, Vollenhoven
made it his task to expose the continuity of pagan thought forms in every
type of synthesis philosophy. Systematically, it brought him to a new formulation and an original solution for most of the basic philosophical problems, even when this approach led to a certain isolation. 67
Yet such an isolation is not the last word for Vollenhoven. This has become increasingly clear in the last few years. When asked in 1970 "what,
according to him, the background reasons were for the present changes
taking place in our solidarity with each other" he gave a remarkable but not
easy to grasp answer in the Mededelingen. He explains the "divergences",
"tensions" and "oppositions" within the Association for Calvinistic Philosophy in terms of classical Greek thought-structures tenaciously dominating
the reformed world. These thought-structures have to be distinguished as
artly dualistic, partly monistic. According to Vollenhoven, Kuyper and
is followers would side more with the dualistic type of thinking, while in
contrast, J. Woltjer and his followers would seek more the side of monistic
thinking, notably, of the so-called theory of interaction (among others, formulated by the Church (Father Gregory of Nazianzus).
Surprisingly, however, Vollenhoven gives a very different evaluation of
Kuyper than he does of Woltjer, even though he considers both their views
to have roots in pagan types of philosophy. Vollenhoven has serious objeclions to Kuyper's dualism which takes man to be a combination of something higher and something lower, something immortal and something tempora . He denounces this dualism as "speculative semi- mysticism". 69 His
judgement of Woltjer, by contrast, seems quite mild. Although Vollenhoven
also rejects monism as being incompatible with the biblical belief in creation, yet he thinks that Woltjer was never "speculative" and mentions (apparently with approval) that Woltjer's starting-point is "that man totally is
and ought to be image of God".
Conformity and ambivalence

Now, in the last few years this view of Vollenhoven's seems to have
become more defined. This can be gathered from the remarks he has made
on more than one occasion that he sides with Gregory of Nazianzus and
Woltjer. And so we return again, as if by magic, to the problem of our
67

Cf. J. Klapwijk, "Over mogelijkheden van christelijk filosoferen", Meded. Ver.

Calv. Wiisb. (September, 1971), 7. Account must also be taken of the fact that Vollenhoven always expressed himself in an extremely cautious manner whenever he spoke of
the idea of common grace. He was certainly influenced in this matter by the radically
critical attitude of K. Schilder with whom he drew up a minority report in 1939
entitled Van "Oorzaken en Redenen" for the General Synod of the Gereformeerde
Churches in the Netherlands, of which the first part treated "common grace".
68 See also for the following D. H. Th. Vollenhoven, "Historische achtergrond en
toekomst", Meded. Ver. Cale. Wijsb. (December, 1970), 2-3.
69 Vollenhoven alludes here to what I have previously called Kuyper's "spiritualizing
dualism". He fears that this dualism has more or less penetrated the Association for
Calvinist Philosophy, namely, I take it, where the soul-body relationship is expressed
in terms of "temporal" and "supratemporal", etc. According to Vollenhoven the soul
(not to be confused with the heart or spirit, which refers to the inner man) is in biblical
terminology "the whole man". It would be interesting to compare this with "The Whole
Man", chap. 6 in G. C. Berkouwer, Man, The Image of God (Grand Rapids: W. B.
Eerdmans, 1962).
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article. Vollenhoven interprets Gregory as a follower of an interaction
theory that originates with the early Greek thought of Anaximenes! Is this
not after all a Christian appreciation of non-christian thought? 70
It seems fitting that I should conclude my outline of reformational
thinking with Vollenhoven. Few have been so averse to all synthesis
thinking as he. He has never attempted to salvage or vindicate pagan
thought by adapting it to a Christian framework. And then he ends, as it
were by surprise, by discovering in retrospect that some thinkers outside
the pale of judeo-christian tradition produced results which agree with his!
May his example be a warning to us not to evade the challenge of nonchristian thought by resorting to the facile "solutions" either of synthesis
schemes or of antithesis formulas. May Professor Vollenhoven himself be
given the opportunity to work out more fully his most recent insights.
The voice of truth has sounded again and again in the history of mankind. He who listens has cause for wonderment and bewilderment. Wonderment at the working of God's Spirit in a world of heathenism and secularism. Bewilderment that this working of God is continually warped
through human arrogance and guilt. The ambiguity and ambivalence of
non-christian thinking always remains. 71 It asks from us complete openness
and total opposition. An opposition that casts down every high thing exalted
against God. An openness to bring all human thought into captivity to the
obedience of Christ.

70 As long as Professor Vollenhoven has not expressed himself publicly and considering the limits of my article, it does not seem fitting to give an analysis and evaluation of his position, which for that matter would also have to include an evaluation of his "consequent probleem-historische methode" as such. For the sake of clarity
I will mention that although Vollenhoven places himself in the tradition of Anaximeness,
he does so with strict reservations. In any case, with respect to the various conceptions
within this line of tradition, he wants to note separately where the biblical belief in
creation has replaced the monistic view of origin. But, notwithstanding, there still remain,
according to him, certain agreements with reference to the structure of man and cosmos.
71 Berkouwer states regarding the problem of "theologia naturalis" and Calvin: "I
thought that Calvin preferably would have used the word `ambivalent'." G. C. Berkouwer et al., Ketters of Voortrekkers (Kampen: J. H. Kok, 1970), p. 43.

NATURE AND SUPERNATURE ACCORDING TO DUNS SCOTUS
An analysis of the first part of Duns Scotus' prologue to his "Ordinatio"
BY

Dr. H. VAN DER LAAN
Introduction

Many theologians and philosophers of our century are not interested in
medieval or scholastic theology and philosophy, because thought in that
form is out of date, objective, not engaged, rationalistic and not existential.
Besides, the term "scholasticism" has become an invective; no one likes to
be called a scholastic scholar, for that means that he uses a method of
thought which is out of date and not existential.
Although this idea influences the scientific activity of many scholars,
there are other scientists who believe that the medieval period in the history of philosophy and of theology is very important. The immense activity
concerning critical editions of the works of medieval scholars, such as
Bonaventura, Albertus Magnus, Thomas Aquinas, Johannes Duns Scotus,
William of Ockham and others, originates not only from a historical interest,
but also from the idea of a philosophia perennis and a theologia perennis,
as a basic motive for the study of the doctores ecclesiae.
Scholars who question this, have only to turn to the four volumes of the
acts of the second scholastic congress held on the doctrine of Johannes
Duns Scotus.' Furthermore the importance of this basic motive would be
better understood, if more attention is given to the publication of the
critical edition of Duns Scotus' works by P. Car. Balic: 2
1 De Doctrina Ioannis Duns Scoti, acta congressus scotistici internationalis Oxonii
et Edinburgi 11-17 september 1966 celebrati:
vol. I Documenta et studia in Duns Scutum introductoria
vol. II Problemata Philosophica
vol. III Problemata Theologica
vol. IV Scotismus decursu saeculorum,
cura commissionis Sootisticae, Romae 1968.
2 Doctoris subtilis et mariani Ioannis Duns Scoti, Opera Omnia, iussu et auctoritate
Rmi P. Pacifici M. Perantoni, studio et cura commissionis scotisticae, ad fidem codicum
edita praeside P. Carob Bali, Civitas Vaticana 1950- . Up to now the first six volumes
have been published as well as vol. XVI and XVII. Cf. about this edition P. Petrus
Capkun-Delic, OFM, Commissio omnibus operibus Ioannis Duns Scoti entice edendis,
in De doctrina Ioannis Duns Scoti vol. I p. 361-373;
Charles Balic, The life and works of John Duns Scotus, in John Duns Scotus 12651965 ed. by John K. Ryan and Bernardine M. Bonansea p. 1-27, Washington D.C. 1965;
Charles Balic, The nature and value of a critical edition of the complete works of
John Duns Scot, in John Duns Scotus 1265-1965 op. cit. p. 368-379;
De Ordinatione I. Duns Scoti disquisitio historico-critica, in Ioannis Duns Scoti Opera
Omnia vol. I p. lx-329x, Civitas Vaticana 1950.
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The importance of Duns Scotus today is a religious one. But we have
also to consider his ideas for its life- and world-view and its philosophical
and scientific standpoint.
Pope Paul VI has stressed the study of Scotus because from his theology
we can choose the weapons to fight against the pitch black clouds of
atheism. 3
There is also the possibility for using Duns Scotus to open a dialogue
between the Catholic Church and the Anglican community, 4 as well as
with other English christian communities.'
Koser supposes that the present progress of sciences, the new problems
of philosophy and most of the problems of theology demand a more profound investigation about the validity of the scholastic doctrines The works
of Duns Scotus comprehend eternal richness.? One of the main problems in
modern theology is the pastoral problem. There is a lack of insight in this
problem. We need Duns Scotus' pastoral theology to understand modern
pastoral problems,$ because the structure of theolo gy is pastoral 9 and
Duns Scotus gives us a good example.
Other scholars stress the dialogue-character of Duns Scotus' theology.
Balk writes that Scotus was always in dialogue with Henricus Gandavensis
3 Epistula apostolica Alma Parens "Nobis prorsus persuasum est ex theologico thesauro Ioannis Duns Scoti, magni sane pretii, lucida erui posse arma ad impugnandam et
amovendam piceam atheismi nubem, quae aetati nostrae caliginem offundit" in De doctrina Ioannis Duns Scoti vol. I p. 36-37, Romae 1968.
4 Epistula apostolica Alma Parens " "ut inter Ecclesiam Catholicam Romanam et
Communionem Anglicanam sedulo imstituantur colloquia, quorum, veluti fundamenta sint
Evangelium et antiquae traditiones utrisque communes, quaeque ad illam unitatem, pro
qua Christus oravit, in veritate perducant." " o.c., p. 37.
5 Epistula apostolica Alma Parens "Ad contexenda eiusmodi serena colloquia inter
Ecclesiam Catholicam et Communionem Anglicanam aliasque Magnae Brittanniae
Christianas Communitates, Scoti doctrina aurea fortasse potent ministrare subtegmina."
o. c., p. 37.
6 P. Constantinus Koser, Litterae Encyclicae: "Profecto tantum abest ut hodierni
scientiarum, progressus, recentiora philosophiae problemata ac perplures sacrae theologiae quaestiones usum doctrinae scholasticae excludant in re philosophica et theologica,
ut contra postulent profundiorem investigationem in vim quae eidem inest: nimirum
inquisitionem qua perfecta melius quam olim discernatur inter elementum obsoletum,
a condici-onibus mediae aetatis pendens, et vitale, quod omnino est servandum." in De
doctrina Ioannis Duns Scoti vol. I, p. 42.
7 P. Constantinus Koser, Litterae Encyclicae: "Pro certo quoque habetur, ut verba
Doctore Subtili finiantur, eius opera divitias perennes continere, quae si pro nihilo putarentur, inutilis redderentur pars aliqua perspicua thesauri quern Ordo seraphicus Ecclesiae nostris diebus erogare debet. Propterea, Duns Scoto dum praeconium tribuimus,
maximi interest non ut eum mere historice commemoremus, sed ut elementa eius doetrinae adhuc valida recognoscamus et patefaciamus, quae quoad plurima problemata,
inter huius temporis disceptationes, proprium iter signare et lucem effundere possint."
o.c., p. 42-43.
8 P. Constantinus Koser, Litterae Encyclicae: "Agnoscendum tamen est theologian
nostris diebus ita steriliter saepe exooli, ut parvum vel nullum influxum in spirituali-tatem et actuositatem pastoralem habeat." "In hac rerum condicione, cum sensus pastoralis, progressui theologico impedimento esse videtur, doctrina Duns Scoti de natura
practica theologise maximum habet momentum ideoque opportune est in lucem prof Brenda." o.c., p. 44.
9 P. Constantinus Koser, Litterae Encyclicae: „Theologia universa - non tantum
elementa faciliora et planiora, sed etiam difficiliora et altiora - est practica sua propria
natura, non propter finem vel aliquid aliud extrinsecum." o.c., p. 46.
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and always tried to give the best interpretation of the ideas of others."'
Theologically, Duns Scotus is important concerning the relation between
Scripture and Tradition, the idea of Christ as centre of the cosmos (Teilhard
de Chardin) and the nature, function and power of the bishop. 11
At the end of the 19th century and the bçØnning of the 20th century,
Duns Scotus was presented as the precursor of modern philosophy either
in his stress on freedom and diversity, or as the promotor of pantheism,
scepticism, subjectivism and modernism. 12
In general, his idea of individuality (haecceitas) gives his work a link
with modern philosophy in that it stresses the concrete and the individual
in their uniqueness.
Beraud de Saint-Maurice sees a relationship between Duns Scotus and
modern science in his psychological approach, his idea of personality and
his idea of love. In this connection the names of Bergson, Descartes and
Kierkegaard are mentioned 14
Other authors see a relationship with phenomenology; e.g. Martin Heidegger, 15 who supposes that there are Husserlian elements in Duns Scotus'
thought. Niccholl supposes that Duns Scotus is the ablest exponent of the
phenomenological method. In his opinion, Heidegger's philosophy is a
secularized Scotism. 16
It is not our purpose to investigate the significance of Duns Scotus'
thought for current theology and philosophy. Neither will we give an apo10 P. Carolus Balic OFM, De methodo Ioannis Duns Scoti: "... cum magno Aquinatis
adversario Henrioo Gandavense continuum dialogum habere" in De doctrina Ioannis
Duns Scoti, vol. I, p. 411;
,,Duns Scotus quantum sibi possibile est, semper in melius conatur interpretari dicta
aliorum." o.c., p. 419.
But Duns Scotus' judgment about Muhammad is not friendly: he is a very contemptuous swine. "Quid saraceni, ililus vilissimi porci Mahoineti discipuli ... ", Ioannis Duns
Omnia vol. I Ordinatio, Prologus pars 2 quaestio unica n. 109 p. 71 linea 16
Scoti
- p. 72 Inea 1.
11 E. Hyginus, The significance of the apostolic letter "Alma Parens" of Pope Paul
VI, in De doctrina Ioannis Duns Scoti vol. I p. 5 77-59.
About the role of Jesus Christ see North Fr. Robert SJ, The Scotist Cosmic Christ,
in De doctrina Ioannis Duns Scoti vol. III p. 169-217.
12 E. Hyginus o.c., p. 55.
13 E. Hyginus o.c., p. 55.
Fr. Eric Doyle OFM, Duns Scotus and Ecumenism: "The concrete character of Scotus's philosophy finds its most telling evidence in his metaphysics of the individual.
Individuality gives reality to things in the full sense. It is the individual that is most
truly being and one", in De doctrina Ioannis Duns Scoti vol. III p. 638. Here is a relationship with modem existentialism in its idea of personal dignity, o.c., p. 641-642.
14 Be'raud de Saint-Maurice, The contemporary significance of Duns Scotus's Philosophy, in John Duns Scotus 1265-1965 p. 345-367, Washington D.C. 1965.
15 M. Heidegger, Die Kategorien- and Bedeutungslehre des Duns Scotus, Tubingen
1916.
16 D. Nicholl, Recent Thought in Focus, London 1952 p. 91.
D. Nicholl in I.M. Boc'henski, Contemporary European Philosophy, Los Angeles 1956
p. 155 translators note.
M. de Gandillac in Le mouveanent doctrinal du XIe au XIVe siede, e'd. par Aime
Forest, F. van Steenberghen et M. de Gandillac, Paris 1956, writes also about "Scotisme
et Phe'nomenologie" in relation with the idea of intentionality. He criticizes Heidegger's
interpretation of Duns Scotus; o.c., p. 358-359.
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logy on the general importance of medieval theology and philosophy, nor
on the meaning of Duns Scotus' ideas specifically. We do not believe in
apology.
On the contrary,we will focus on Duns Scotus as a fellow-christian of
centuries ago, who had to live in a religious and cultural situation, in which
he met with philosophers and theologians from outside the christian world
and from before the christian era. He remained within the tradition of those
christians who thought about the problem of the relationship between the
content of the revelation in Jesus Christ, according to the Scriptures, and
non-christian philosophy or theolo y. It is the age-old problem of synthesis
between christian faith and non-christian culture. Here arises the problem
of the valuation of pagan and humanistic philosophers.
The framework in which thirteenth century philosophers and theologians
have tried to resolve this problem is the religious basic-motive of nature
and supernature as a form of synthesis. Duns Scotus accepts this form of
synthesis for his christian theology.
We will try to understand the structure of this form of synthesis in Duns
Scotus' thought by investigating the first part of the prologue to his main
work Ordinatio or Opus Oxoniense.
The Problem

The Ordinatio of Duns Scotus is a form of systematic theology, and the
prologue, as introduction to that theology, gives the necessary conditions
or this system: the necessity of revealed doctrine, the sufficiency of Holy
Scripture, the object of theology, theology as a science and theology as a
practical science. 17 In this framework, Duns Scotus develops his idea of the
natural and the supernatural by means of controversial discussions between
philosophers and theologians.
The problem concerns the necessity of supernatural inspiration of a
special doctrine for a man during his lifetime as a wayfarer, which doctrine
namely he cannot achieve by the natural light of his intellect. 18
This formulation of the problem gives it a gnoseological setting: the
natural intellect has boundaries, so that, if there is something beyond the
capacity of this intellect to reach, human beings need an inspiration of a
special doctrine, which inspiration transcends the natural powers of the
intellect. As a wayfarer, man needs to be given a special knowledge from
a supernatural origin. The ontological background of this problem is the
structural deficiency of the human intellect. In this setting the problem
arises concerning the structure and reality of nature and supernature. Duns
Scotus posits that there is a discrepancy between philosophers and theologians about this problem.
The philosophers defend the perfection of nature. They deny a super17

Ordinatio, prologus: pars I de necessitate doctrinae revelatae
pars II de sufficientia Sacrae Scripturae
pars III de obiecto theologiae
pars IV de theologia ut scientia
pars V de theologia quatenus scientia practica.
18 Ordinatio, prologus pars I quaestio unica: Quaeritur utrum homini pro statu isto
sit necessariumaliquam doctrinam specialem supernaturaliter inspirari, ad quam videlicet non posset attingere lumine naturali intellectus. cf. Lectura I Prologus pars I quaestio unica, in Opera Omnia XVI p. 1 1. 7-8.
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natural perfection. The theologians know the defect of nature, the necessity
of grace and the supernatural perfection. 19
According to the philosophers, the structure of reality is natural with a
natural perfection; according to the theologians, reality as natural reality
is not perfect but needs grace and a supernatural perfection, so that reality
in its fullness is natural and supernatural.
What are the implications of these ideas?
The answer of Philosophy

According to the opinion of the philosophers, there is no supernatural
knowledge necessary for a man in the present state, for it is possible to
acquire all knowledge that is necessary for him through the action of natural causes, i.e. necessary knowledge originates from natural causes. 2 o
We understand this origination from Aristotle's ideas about the structure
and activity of the human soul in relation to the structure of being as reality.
By nature the human soul possesses an intellectus agens and an intellectus
possibilis, both of which are not impeded. 21 The first is active; the second
passive. These active and passive intellects, the potentia naturalis activa
and the potentia passiva naturalis respectively, are always together; the
potentia activa always corres ondents with the potentia passiva, without
exception. Only because of this togetherness, necessary action exists, i.e.
there is knowledge.
intellectus possibilis by nature longs for knowledge of all what is
knowable. This intellect receives its perfection naturally by means of knowledge. For that reason it is a receptivus for each understanding. 23
The theoretical attitude of the human intellect investi ates being in its
wholeness in mathematics, physics and metaphysics. There is no other
theoretical attitude outside of this one. The same holds for the intellectus
practicus. 24
19 Ordinatio prologus pars I q. un. numerus 5 pagina 4 linea 14-17: In isto quaestione videtur controversia inter philisophos et theologos. Et tenent philosophi perfectionem naturae, et negant perfectionem supernaturalem; theologi vero cognoscunt def ecturm naturae et necessitatem gratiae et perfectionem supernaturalem.
20 O.c. n. 5 p. 5 1. 1-6: Diceret igitur philosophus quod nulla est cognitio supernaturalis homini necessaria pro statu isto, sed quod omnem cognitionem sibi necessariam
posset acquirere ex actione causarum naturalium.
21 O.c. n. 6 p. 5 1. 7 -15: Primo illud III De anima ubi dicit quod "intellectus agens
est quo est omnia facere, et possibilis est quo est omnia fieri". Ex hoc arguo sic: activo
naturali et passivo simul approximatis et non impeditis sequitur actio necessario, quia
non dependet essentialiter nisi ex eis tamquam ex causis prioribus; activism autem respectu omnis intelligibilis est intellectus agens, et passivism est intellectus possibilis, et
haec sunt naturaliter in anima, nec sunt impedita. Patet. Ergo virtute naturali istorum
potest sequi actus intelligendi respectu cuiuscumque intelligibilis.
22 O.c. n. 7 p. 5 1 16 - p. 6 1. 2: Confirmatur ratione: omni potentiae naturali passivae correspondet aliquod activism naturale, alioquin videretur potentia passiva esse
frustra in natura si per nihil in natura posset reduci ad actum; sed intellectus possibilis
est potentia passiva respectu quorumcumque intelligibilium; ergo correspondet sibi
aliqua potentia activa naturalis.
23 O.c. n. 7 p. 6 1. 2-5: Minor patet, quia intellectus possibilis naturaliter appetit
cognitionem cuiuscumque cognoscibilis; naturaliter etiam perficitur per quamcumque
cognitionem; igitur est naturaliter receptivus cuiuscumque intellectionis.
24 O.c. n. 8 p. 6 1. 6-14: Praeterea, VI Metaphysicae distinguitur habitus speculativus in mathematicam, physicam et metaphysicam; et ex probation eiusdem, ibidem,
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This natural theoretical knowledge concerns the principles and the implicit conclusions which become clear by means of the rogical syllogism.
This is necessary and evident knowledge. 25
The whole philosophical answer originates from the idea of being and
the knowability of being by way of theoretical knowledge. The intelligibility
of reality in its wholeness and the theoretical knowledge of this reality
down to the present, form the background of the idea of natural perfection.
This natural perfection comprises all possible knowledge and perfection for
human beings, because the human soul possesses the structural possibilities
to enquire and to know without impediments.
The criticism 0): Theology

According to Duns Scotus it is impossible to demonstrate to a viator,
with the natural mind, that there is something supernatural and that there
is a supernatural perfection. For that reason it is impossible to use the
natural ratio against Aristotle. All the arguments come from faith and are
persuasiones theologicae, 26 i.e. Duns Scotus gives theological criticism and
theological answers to questions about the place, value and truth of philosophical questions and answers.
The doctor subtilis lets the theologians argue from five rationes principales.
The first argument arises from the teleological character of our knowledge. We act — also in our knowledge — to attain to an end. But man cannot know his own end from natural things, thus he needs a supernatural
knowledge about his end. 27 This is clear e.g. from Aristotle, who had no
certain knowledge about the end of man. 28
non videtur possibile esse plures habitus esse speculativos, quia in istis consideratur de
toto ente, et in se et quoad omnes partes. Sicut autem non posset esse aliqua speculativa alia ab istis, sic nec posset esse aliqua alia practica a practicis acquisitis activis et
factivis. Ergo scientiae practicae acquisitae sufficiunt ad perficiendum intellectum
practicum, et speculativae acquisitae sufficiunt ad perficiendum intellectum speculativum.
25 O.c. n. 9 p. 7 1. 1-9: Praeterea, patens naturaliter intelligere principium, potest
naturaliter cognoscere conclusiones inclusas in principio. Hanc conclusionem probo,
quia scientia conclusionum non dependet nisi ex intellectu principii et deductione conclusionum ex principio, sicut patet ex definitione `scire' I Posteriorum; sod deductio est
ex se manifesta, sicut patet ex syllogismi perfecti definitione I Priorum, quia "nullius
est indigens ut sit vel appareat evidenter necessarius"; igitur si principia intelligantur,
habentur omnia quae Bunt necessaria ad scientiam conclusionis. Et sic patet maior.
26 O.c. n. 12 pp. 9 1. 2-10: Nota, nullum supematurale potest ratione naturali ostendi
inesse viatori, nec necessario requiri ad perfectionem eius; nec etiam habens potest
cognoscere illud sibi inesse. Igitur impossibile est hie contra Aristotelem uti ratione naturail: si arguatur ex creditis, non est ratio contra philosophum, quia praemissam creditam
non concedet. Unde istae rationes hie factae contra ipsum, alteram praemissam habent
creditam vel probatam ex credito; ideo non sunt nisi persuasiones theologicae, ex creditis ad creditum.
27 O.c. n. 13 p. 9 1. 11 - p. 10 1.2 : Primo sic: omni agenti per cognitionem necessaria
est distincta cognitio sui finis. Hanc probo, quia omne agens propter finem agit ex appetitu finis; omne per se agens agit propter finem; igitur omne per se agens suo modo
appetit finem. Igitur sicut agenti naturali est necessarius appetitus finis propter quem
debet agere, ita agenti per cognitionem - quad etiam est per se agens, ex II Physicorum
- necessarius est appetitus sui finis propter quem debet agere. Patet ergo maior.
Sed homo non potest scire ex naturalibus finem suum distincte; igitur necessaria est
sibi de hoc aliqua cognitio supernaturalis.
us O.c. n. 14 p. 10 1. 3-10: Minor patet: primp quia Philosophus sequens naturalem
m separationem aut ponit felicitatem esse perfectam in cognitione acquisita substantiarum
,
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Furthermore we cannot conclude naturally, from actions in our present
state, that our convenient end is the vision of separated substances. 29 Even
if it were true that our ratio has the power to demonstrate that the vision
and fruition of God is the end of man, yet our ratio cannot demonstrate that
this end has an everlasting continuation for the perfect man as soul and
body . Here too we need a supernatural doctrine. 30
The second rational argument is about the knowledge of what is necessary in order to attain to an end. We must know how to attain to such an
end, the means needed for that end and thirdly that all these means are
sufficient for that end." It is not possible for a man, who is in via to know
all these t%ngs with his natural intellect, for we know that the beatitude is
given by as a reward for the merits which God accepts as worthy of
this reward. This beatitude does not follow our action necessarily. It is a
contingent gift from God. 32 That we cannot know of this matter naturally
is also clear from the fact that the philosophers usually erred, for they posited that all which comes immediately from God, comes so with necessity.
This is not true; it depends on the will of God that we receive the beatitude
as our proper end. 33
The criticism against these two rational arguments is not conclusive.
It is not true that a human being knows his end naturally, while he
ratarum, sicut videtur velle I et X Ethicorum, ant si non determinate asserat illam esse
supremarn perfectionem nobis possibilem, aliam ratione naturali non concludit, ita quod
soli naturali rationi innitendo vel errabit circa finem in particulari vel dubius remanebit;
unde I Ethicorum dubitando ait: "Si quod est deorum donum, rationabile est felicitatem
esse".
I r
29 O.c. n. 15 p. 10 1. 11 - p. 11 1. 4: Secundo probatur eadem minor per rationem,
quia nullius substantiae finis proprius cognoscitur a nobis nisi ex actibus eius nobis
manifestis ex quibus ostenditur quod tails finis sit conveniens tali naturae; nullos actus
experimur nee cognoseimus inesse nostrae naturae pro statu isto ex quibus eognoscamus
visionem substantiarum separatarum esse convenientem nobis; igitur non possurnus
naturaliter cognoscere distincte quod ille finis sit oonveniens naturae nostrae.
30 O.c. n. 16 p. 11 1. 5-17: Hoc saltem certum est quod quaedam condiciones finis
propter quas est appetibilior et ferventius inquirendus non possunt determinate cognosci
ratione naturali. Etsi enim daretur quod ratio sufficeret ad probandum quod visio Del
nuda et fruitio est finis hominis, tamen non concludetur quod ista perpetuo convenient
homini perfecto, in anima et corpore, sicut dicetur in IV distinctione 43. Et tamen
perpetuitas huiusmodi boni est condicio reddens finem appetibiliorem quam si esset
transitorium. Consequi enim hoc bonum in natura perfecta est appetibilius quam in
anima separata, sicut patet per Augu$tinum XII Super Genesim. Istas igitur et similes
condiciones finis necessarium est nosse ad efficaciter inquirendum finern, et tamen ad
eas non sufficit ratio naturalis; igitur requiritur doctrina supernaturaliter tradita.
31 O.c. n. 17 p. 11 1. 18 - p. 12 1. 4: Secundo sic: omni cognoscenti agenti propter
finem necessaria est oognitio quomodo et qualiter acquiratur tails finis; et etiam neeessaria est eognitio omnium quae sunt ad ilium finem necessaria; et tertio necessaria est
cognitio quod omnia ilia sufficiunt ad talem finem.
32 O.c. n. 18 p. 12 1. 12-17: Sed haec tria non potest viator naturali ratione cognoscere. Probatio de primo, quia beatitudo confertur tamquam praemiurn pro meritis
quae Deus acceptat tamquam digna tali praemio, et per consequens non naturali
necessitate sequitur ad actus nostros qualescumque sed contingenter datur a Deo, actus
aliquos in ordine ad ipsum tamquam meritorios acceptante.
33 O.c. n. 18 p. 12 1. 17 - p. 13 1. 7: Istud non est naturaliter scibile, ut videtur, quia
hic etiam errabant philosophi, ponentes omnia quae sunt a Dec immediate esse ab eo
necessario. Saltem alia duo membra sunt manifesta: non enim potest sciri naturali ratione
acceptatio voluntatis divinae utpote tamquam contingenter acceptantis talia vel talia digna
vita aeterna, et quod etiam illa sufficiant; dependet mere ex voluntate divina circa ea ad
quae contingenter se habet.
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depends by creation on a cause per se, so that, via an argument of causation
from his own nature and not from his acts, he knows that he is directed to
God as his end, and he knows the means to this end. 34
It is true that our nature or our intellective power is knowable to us naturally, but then only "sub aliqua ratione generali, abstrahibili a sensibus".
According to such general reasoning "non convenit ordinari ad ilium finem,
nec posse capere gratiam, nec habere Deum pro obiecto per f ectissimo". 35

It is also true that God is the natural end of man, 36 but we cannot attain
to God naturally, only supernaturally, although we possess a natural desire
for God. 37
The third ratio principalis is about the knowledge of separated substances. According to Aristotle this knowledge is the noblest, because it is
about the noblest genus. The knowledge of their characteristics is also the
noblest and most necessary, for these characteristics are more perfectly
knowable than the characteristics which are in common with sensible
things. But Duns Scotus maintains that we cannot know the characteristics
of separated substances "ex puris naturalibus tantum". 38
He gives three arguments: first, only the science of metaphysics should
investigate them, but this is impossible. In his book Duns Scotus has cancelled the reason: quia ista non includuntur virtualiter im primo subiecto
metaphysicae, scilicet ente. 39

He continues his reasoning with a quotation from Aristotle that knowledge of the wise is about universals, not about particulars; 4o
secondly, these characteristics cannot be known in this way because their
own subjects cannot be known naturally;
thirdly we also do not know their characteristics by an argument of cause
and effect, for this lands us in absurd errors. 41
34
3
36

O.c. n. 19-21 p. 13 1. 8-15; p. 141. 1-8; n. 26-27 p. 161. 7-17.
O.c. n. 28 p. 17 1. 4-14.
O.c. n. 23 p. 15 1. 3-6: Item, homo naturaliter appetit finem ilium quern dicis

supernaturalem; igitur ad ilium finem naturaliter ordinatur; igitur ex tali ordinatione
potest concludi finis ille ut ex cognitione naturae ordinatae ad ipsum.
37 O.c. n. 32 p. 19 1. 6-11: Sod in quantum adducitur contra illam responsionem de
fine supernaturali et naturali, respondeo: concedo Deum esse finem naturalem hominis,
sed non naturaliter adipiscendum sed supernaturaliter. Et hoc probat ratio sequens de
desiderio naturali, quam concedo.
Duns Scotus also stresses that we must have in mind the nature of our facultas naturalis i.e. in the state of the Fall: "Saltem tamen respectu viatoris pro statu isto est dicta
cognitio supernaturalis, quia facultatem eius naturalem excedens; naturalem, dico, secundum statum naturae lapsae. o.c. n. 37 p. 21 1. 13-16.
38 O.c. n. 40 p. 22 1. 14-20: Item tertio arguitur contra opinionem philosophorum
principaliter. VI Metaphysicae: cognitio substantiarum separatarum est nobilissima, quia
circa nobilissimum genus; igitur cognitio eorum quae sunt propria eis est maxime nobilis et necessaria, nam illy propria eis sunt perfectiora cognoscibilia quam ilia in quibus
conveniunt cum sensibilibus. Sed ilia propria non possumus cognoscere ex puns naturalibus tantum.
39 O.c. n. 40 p. 23 note a: because these characteristics do not belong virtually to
being as the first subject of metaphysics.
40 O.c. n. 40 p. 23 1. 3-7: Et hoc est quod dicit Philosophus I Metaphysicae,
quod
oportet sapientem omnia cognoscere aliqualiter, et non in particulari; et subdit: "Qui
enim novit universalia, novit aliqualiter omnia subiecta". 'Sapientem' vocat ibi metaphysicum, sicut metaphysicam vocat ibi `sapientiam'.
41 O.c. n. 40 p. 22 1. 2.1 - n. 41 p. 25 1. 6;
O.c. n. 48 p. 29 1. 13-15: Haec tertia ratio potissime concludit de prima sub-
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The fourth main argument, which Duns Scotus gives is about the disposition to an end. Whoever has been destined to a certain end without disposition to it, must be moved gradually to the disposition of that end. Man
is destined to a supernatural end without disposition to it, so that he must
be constrained to attain to that end by way of a certain imperfect supernatural knowledge.
The last argument is about the instrument of intellectual action.
The general rule is that we cannot use an instrument for an action that
exceeds the nature of that instrument. The light of the agent intellect is an
instrument which the soul uses for natural knowledge, so that it is impossible to use that light for an action that exceeds that light. The soul can
achieve knowledge only by way of the senses, so that she has no possibility
of achieving knowledge outside of that way. 43
The last two arguments are not as effective as the first three; for the
fourth argument has validity only if it is true that man is destined to supernatural knowledge and that in the present state the natural knowledge has
no sufficient disposition to achieve supernatural knowledge, and the fifth
argument assumes two presuppositions: first, that there is necessary knowledge of things which cannot be known via the senses; secondly, that the
light of the intellectus agens is bound only to these sensuously knowable
things. 44
The Natural and the Supernatural

In this discussion there arises the question concerning the natural and the
supernatural.
stantia immateriali, quia eius tamquam obiecti beatifici potissime est cognitio necessaria.
42 O.c. n. 49 p. 30 1. 4-10: Quarto sic arguitur: ordinatum ad aliquem finem ad
quem est indispositum, necesse est paulative promoveri ad dispositionem illius finis;
homo ordinatur ad finem supernaturalem, ad quem ex se est indispositus; igitur indiget
paulative dispon! ad habendum illum finem. Hoc fit per cognitionem aliquam supernaturalem imperfectam, quails ponitur necessaria.
43 O.c. n. 51 p. 31 1. 1-10: Quinto arguitur sic: omne agens utens instrumento in
agendo, non potest per illud instrumentum in actionem aliquam quae excedit naturam
illius instrumenti; lumen autem intellectus agentis est instrumentum quo anima utitur
nunc in intelligendo naturaliter; igitur non potest per illud lumen in aliquam actionem
quae excedat illud lumen. Sed illud de se est limitatum ad cognitionem habitam per
viam sensitivamn et viam sensuum; igitur anima non potest in cognitionem aliquam quae
non potest haberi per viam sensus. Sed multorum aliorum cognitio est necessaria pro statu
isto.
The criticism that the lux itwreata is not able to use the intellectus agens as an
instrument for the knowledge of pure truth, because it is not by the way of the senses,
without special illumination, so that the light of the intellectus agens has no action on
the knowledge of pure truth, has been answered by Duns Scotus that this is not true
because this action is more perfect than all intellective thinking. Vide o.c. n. 52 p. 31.
1. 11-20.
44 O.c. n. 53 p. 32 1. 1-10: Istae duae ultimae rations non videntur quam plurimum
efficaces. Prima enim esset efficax si esset probatum quod homo ordinatur finaliter ad
cognitionem supernaturalem (cuius probatio est pertinens ad quaestiones de beatitudine),
et Si cum hoc ostenderetur cognitionem naturalem non sufficienter disponere pro statu
isto ad cognitionem supernaturalem consequendam. Secunda ratio duo petit, scilicet auquorum cognitionem esse necessariam quae non possunt cognosci per viam sensuum, et
quod lumen intellectus agentis est ad talia cognoscibilia limitatum.
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In two ways Duns Scotus characterizes the supernatural nature of revealed knowledge.
First, an agens supernaturale causes knowledge of a natural object. This
is not necessary for we are also able to know this object by nature.
Secondly, there is an agens which takes the position of a supernatural
object. This latter is necessary, for it is not possible to do this naturally. 45
Therefore Duns Scotus supposes that the natural and the supernatural can
be revealed supernaturally.
To make clear what is natural and what is supernatural, Duns Scotus
compares the receptive faculty, on the one hand, with the act which the
faculty receives, and on the other hand, with the "agens a quo recipit".
In comparation with the act, this faculty is natural, violent or neutral. It
is natural if it is inclined naturally, violent if it is against the natural inclination of the object and neutral if the faculty is naturally inclined neither
to the form (actus) which it receives nor to the opposite form. Here there is
nothing supernatural.
But if the receptive faculty is compared wtih the agens from which it
receives the form, then it is possible to speak about the natural and the
supernatural; it is natural when the receptive faculty is compared with an
agens which impresses naturally such a form in the thing that undergoes its
action; it is supernatural when the receptive faculty is compared with an
agens which does not impress naturally this form in the thing which undergoes that action. 46
The problem comprises an agent being, an act and a faculty to receive
the act. In relation to the act which is the form of the faculty, there is no
problem about anything supernatural. It is only a question of being in
accordance with, against, or neutral with respect to the inclination of the
faculty. We cannot speak of excession. But in relation to the agent being,
which gives the form, there is the problem with respect to what is natural
and supernatural. If the agent being, in accordance with its nature, impresses a form on the receptive faculty, is it natural; but if the relation between
agent being and faculty is not a relation of natural impression, then we are
concerned with something supernatural.
In relation to our subject it means concretely that if we compare the
45 O.c. n. 65 p. 40 1. 5-13; n. 57--64 p. 35-40. Text n. 65: Differentia istorum duorum
modorum ponendi supernaturalitatem notitiae revelatae patet, separando unum ab alio.
Puta, Si agens supernaturale causaret notitiam obiecti naturalis, ut si infunderet geometriam alicui, ista esset supernaturalis primo modo, non secundo (hoc est utroque modo,
quia secundus infert primum licet non e converso). Ubi autem est primus tantum, ibi
non est necesse quod sit supernaturalis qui naturaliter possit haberi; ubi est secundus
modus, necessitas est ut supernaturaliter habeatur, quia naturaliter haberi non potest.
46 O.c. n. 57 p. 35 1. 6-18: Ad quaestionnem igitur respondeo, primo distinguendo
quomodo aliquid dicatur supernaturale. Potentia enim receptive conparatur ad actum
quem recipit, vel ad agentem a quo recipit. Prima modo ipsa est potentia naturalis, vel
violenta, vel neutra. Naturalis dicitur si naturaliter inclinetur, violenta si sit contra
naturalem inclinationem passi, neutra Si neque inclinetur naturaliter ad illam formam
quam recipit neque ad oppositam. In hac autem comparatione nulla est supernaturalitas.
Sed comparando receptivum ad agens a quo recipit formam, tunc est naturalitas quando
receptivum comparatur ad tale agens quod natum est naturaliter imprimere talem formam in tali passo, supernaturalitas autem quando comparatur ad agens quod non est
naturaliter impressivum illius formae in illud passum.
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ssible intellect with the actual knowledge in se, there is no supernatural
knowledge for this intellect, because the possible intellect gets its perfection
by each knowledge naturally, and inclines to each knowledge naturally.
But knowledge is supernatural which originates from an agent subject
which is not destined to move the possible intellect naturally to such knowledge. sn
In other words, each knowledge in the framework of the structure of
knowledge is natural. Knowledge which is outside this framework is supernatural. The origin of this knowledge is not the possible intellect with its
inclination, nor the actual knowledge, but an agent being which is not
destined naturally to cause this knowledge.
According to Aristotle the possible intellect has been destined to obtain
knowledge through the agent intellect and sense perception, so that only
that knowledge is natural, which is impressed by the agent intellect and the
sense perception. This is the way of receiving natural knowledge in the present state.
For that reason, it is possible to possess all knowledge, which a man
receives, in accordance with a general law during his present lifetime, about
what is uncomplex.
It is also possible that God causes a special knowledge about what is
uncomplex by revelation, but such a supernatural knowledge is not necessary according to a general law. 48
The question also arises with respect to complex truths, because many
complex things will remain unknown and neutral to us, even though there
is a total action of the agent intellect and of the phantasms and although
their knowledge is necessary. For that reason it is necessary that we obtain
knowledge about them supernaturally, because it is impossible to obtain
this knowledge naturally. It is also impossible to convey this knowledge to
others by teaching.
The first tradition of such a doctrine is revelation. The latter is supernatural because this revelation originates from an agent being which does
not move the intellect naturally in the present state.
This form of supernatural knowledge is about objects which can be known

U

47 O.c. n. 60 p. 37 1. 8-14: Ad propositum igitur applicando, dico quod comparando
intellectum possibilem ad notitiam actualem in se nulla est sibi cognitio supernaturalis,
quia intellectus possibilis quacumque cognitione naturaliter perficitur et ad quamcumque cognitionem naturaliter inclinatur. Sed secundo modo loquendo, sic est supernaturalis quae generatur ab aliquo agente quod non est natum movere intellectum possibilein
ad talem cognitionem naturaliter.
48 O.c. n. 61 p. 37 1. 21 - p. 38 1. 2: Et ideo licet Deus possit per revelationem
specialem cognitionem alicuius incomplexi causare, sicut in raptu, non tamen talis cognitio supernaturalis est necessaria de lege communi.
49 O.c. n. 62 p. 38 1. 3-15: De complexis autem veritatibus secus est, quia, sicut
ostensum est per tres primas rationes contra primam opinionem adductas, posita tota
actione intellectus agentis et phantasmatum, multae complexiones remanebunt nobis
ignotae et nobis neutrae quarum cognitio est nobis necessaria. Istarum igitur notitiam
necesse est nobis supernaturaliter tradi, quia nullus earum notitiam potuit naturaliter
invenire et earn aliis docendo tradere, quia sicut uni ita et cuilibet ex naturalibus erant
neutrae. Utrum autem post primam doctrinae de talibus traditionem possit alius ex naturalibus assentire doctrinae traditae, de hoc in III libro distinctione 23. Haec autem
prima traditio talis doctrinae dicitur revelatio, quae ideo est supernaturalis, quia est ab
agente quod non est naturaliter motivum intellectus pro statu isto.
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naturally and about objects which can be known only supernaturally. The
latter knowledge is necessarily supernatural, because we receive it by revelation only.
Another form of supernatural action or knowledge originates from an
agent being which performs the role of a supernatural object. Such an object
which has been destined to cause knowledge about terms such as "God is
triune", and the like, is the divine essence, known in accordance with its own
nature. The object is a supernatural one. 50 The truth about such an object
is evident.
If this agent being performs the role of the object perfectly, this knowledge is perfect; if this knowledge is imperfect, then this imperfect knowledge contains perfect knowledge virtually about that object. 51
In this way Duns Scotus uses the jud ent "God is triune". The revelation of this jud ment causes a certain knowledge about this truth in the
human mind, although obscure, because it is about an object which has
not been known in its own nature. If this object has been known in its own
nature, the knowledge of this truth is perfect and clear. 52
In as much as this obscure knowledge is and is included eminently in
that clear knowledge, as the imperfect is in the perfect, in so much the
agens, which reveals or causes this obscure knowledge, takes the place of
the object that causes clear knowledge. This is so mainly because the agens
is able to cause knowledge of a certain truth only if it takes the place of
an object. 53
If our interpretation of this position of Duns Scotus is correct, it means
that the agens which reveals or causes that knowledge, performs the role
of the object, so that this object will be known only as revealed object and
in so far as it is revealed.
The agens is also not able to cause knowledge of truths about that
object, so that it takes the place of an inferior object that moves our intellect naturally, because such an object does not include virtually clear or
obscure knowledge of such truths. In some way it must take the place of
a supernatural object. 54
50 O.c. n. 63 p. 38 1. 16-20: Aliter etiam posset dici actin vel notitia supernaturalis
quia est ab agente supplente vicem obiecti supernaturalis. Nam obiectum natum causare notitiam huius `Deus est trinus', et similium, est essentia divina sub propria ratione
oognita; ipsa sub tali ratione oogno-scibilis est obiectum supernaturale.
51 O.c. n. 63 p. 38 1. 20 - p. 39 1. 7: Quodcumque ergo agens causat notitiam aliquam veritatum quae per tale obiectum sic cognitum natae essent esse evidentes, illud
agens in hoc supplet vicem illius obiecti. Quod si ipsum agens causaret perfectam
notitiam illarum veritatum qualem obiectum in se cognitum causaret, tune perfecte
suppleret vicem obiecti; pro quanto imperfecta notitia quam facit, virtualiter continetur
in illa perfecta cuius obiectum in se cognitum esset causa.
52 O.c. n. 64 p. 39 1. 8-12: Nam revelans hanc `Deus est trinus' causat in mente
aliquam notitiam huius veritatis, licet obscuram, quia de obiecto sub ratione propria non
cognito, quod obiectum si esset sic cognitum, natum esset causare perfectam et claram
notitiam illius veritatis.
63 O.c. n. 64 p. 39 1. 12-16: Pro quanto ergo est haec notitia obscura et in illa clara
includitur eminenter, sicut imperfectum in perfecto, pro tanto revelans hanc obscuram,
vel causans, supplet vicern obiecti, illius clarae notitiae causativi, praecipue cum non
possit notitiam alicuius veritatis causare nisi ut supplens vicem alicuius obiecti.
54 O.c. n. 64 p. 39 1. 16 - p. 40 1. 4: nee veritatum talium de isto obiecto notitiam
causare possit ut supplet vicem objecti alicuius inferioris naturaliter motivi intellectus
nostri, quia nullum tale virtualiter includit aliquam notitiam veritatum illarum, nee claram
,
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Last of all Duns Scotus gives some arguments for the first three principal
reasons from authorities. He uses some sentences from Au ustine's De civitate Dei, a book in which Augustine criticizes the philosophers, who do not
know the end, and the means to the end, of human existence. 55
Conclusions

Evaluating Duns Scotus' doctrine about nature and supernature we
draw the following conclusions.
1. First, the ideas of Duns Scotus, in the prologue of his Ordinatio, are
the ideas of a man, who remains in the double order of nature and supernature. From this position Duns Scotus states what nature is and what its
boundaries are. He criticizes the philosophers, for they suppose that nature
is perfect and that man has no other destination then the natural end, which
end he receives via his theoretical and practical reason, which reason gives
clear, evident and necessary knowledge.
The order of human life has no transcendental opening to the transcendent end of the whole reality, i.e. the triune God. For that reason the
philosophers do not know that nature in the present state is defective, and
that mankind needs divine grace to attain to his supernatural end.
The reason is that philosophers consider only necessary knowledge, but
the knowledge of the beatitude, i.e. the vision and fruition of the triune
God, is a contingent knowledge given by God's will.
2. The theologians possess the transcendental opening to the supernatural end because they have the supernatural inspiration of a revealed doctrine. This doctrine has a propositional character and gives analytic-logical
information about the present state of nature as defective, and states the
character of the supernatural reality.
Mathematics, physics and metaphysics give knowledge of being in its
wholeness, based on the intelligibility of reality f or the rational and intelligent
human soul. But only if a man stays in the double order of nature and supernature does he understand and attain to his supernatural end.
In this structural order, revelation and theology are supernatural terms.
Duns Scotus does not speak about a natural theology.
This does not imply that there is an absolute gap between nature and
supernature. Mankind possesses a natural desire to attain to a supernatural
end, although he does not know this end, and he cannot attain to that end
in his natural state.
The arguments used by Duns Scotus to criticize the philosophers and
to develop his own ideas are not the arguments of natural reason. He does
etiam nec obscuram; igitur oportet quod in causando etiam illam obscuram suppleat
aliqualiter vicem obiecti supernaturalis.
55 O.c. n. 66-68 p. 41-42 1. 11.
The texts from Augustine are De Civitate Dei liber XVIII cap. 11: Philosophi,
nescientes ad quem finem essent ista referenda, inter falsa quae locuti sunt verum.
videre potuerunt.
liber XI cap. 2: Quid prodest nosse quo eundum sit, si ignoratur via qua eundum sit?
fiber XI cap. 3: Ea quae remota sunt a sensibus nostris, quoniam testimonio nostro
scire non possumus, aliorum testimonio requirimus.
The way in which this tradition er revelation takes place may be different, but is not
important for our problem; cf o.c. n. 69 p. 42 1. 12 - p. 43 1, 2.
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not discuss on the same level with greek and other non-christian philosophers, e.. Aristotle. The arguments Duns Scotus uses are theological persuasions based on faith and revelation.
3. To explain the existence and structure of a supernatural reality, with
its supernatural perfection for mankind, Duns Scotus stresses, in his five
arguments, the lack of certainty, the errors and the doubt in the writings
of philosophers about the teleological structure of our knowledge, the knowledge about the separated substances and the ignorance of the beatitude, as
a contingent reward from God by his will.
4. Duns Scotus develops his theory about nature and supernature in
the framework of gnoseology, chiefly with the help of the structure of the
human soul with her intellectus agens, potentia receptiva and her actus.
First supernatural knowledge comprises objects which are knowable
naturally and supernaturally, e.g. the objects of geometry.
Furthermore this knowledge comprises objects which are knowable only
supernaturally. These objects are, first, objects as separated substances, the
end of mankind, the defectiveness of nature and so on; secondly, the divine
essence in its own structure, i.e. the triune God.
It is impossible for man to possess obscure and imperfect knowledge or
clear and perfect knowledge, about what is supernaturally knowable, if
that knowledge is not supernatural.
5. Balic writes that Duns Scotus is as critical a thinker as Kant, because
he investigates the positions and arguments of the scholars, and their weaknesses. 56 But is it true that Duns Scotus is a critical scholar in the genuine
sense of the word? Does he investigate critically the positions of philosophers and theologians? Is there a critical investigation of his own position?
To be sure, he criticizes the philosophers, but this criticism is a criticism
within the framework of the problem of nature and supernature. In the
present state, the philosophers do not know that there is a supernatural
order of reality, because they do not possess the supernatural tradition of
a supernatural doctrine. This results in a lack of insight into the true situation of nature and the place of nature in the double order of nature and
supernature. It does not mean that they lack insight into the structure of

nature and that their mathematics, physics anc metaphysics are obscure
results of imperfect and false knowledge. Duns Scotus accepts from them
that the true object of these three sciences is being in its wholeness. He
accepts the anthropology of these non-christian philosophers, e.g. Aristotle,
without questioning the religious background of that anthropology. He does
not criticize the idea of being and the anthropology which is based on that

56 P. Carolus Balic OFM, De methodo Ioannis Duns Scoti, in De doctrina loannis
Duns Scoti vol. I Romae 1968 p. 395: Non semel dictum est totam spiritualem tendentiam Duns Scoti esse praeprimis dialectico-criticam: ex una enim parte habetur in eo
summa ars distinguendi, ex altera vero examen acutissimum rationum ac propositionum
praedecessorum suorum; uncle etiam Scotus dicitur ad suos praedecessores referri pari
vel simili modo ac Kant et Leibniz in philosophia recentiore: equidem, Thomas et Leibniz sent potius dogmatici, Sootus autem et Kant critici. Evidenter, ista comparatio unius
criticismi ad alterum tolerari potest, quatenus tendentia Scoti praecipue est positions et
argumenta perscrutandi, infirmitatesque investigandi, - nequaquam vero in sensu alicuius scepticismi.
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idea. He has no fundamental critical remarks about Aristotle's idea of
science. On the contrary, he accepts this idea.
Last but not least there are no critical remarks or investigations about
the idea of the natural and the supernatural. The whole problem about
christian faith and non-christian life- and world-view, philosophy and science
has not been investigated.
The problem of non-christian culture in the light of the revelation in
Jesus ^Zist, according to the Scriptures, has not been posited.
We can understand it against the background of the thirteenth century.
Duns Scotus lived and worked at the end of a long development, with controverses and ecclesiastical decisions, e.g. the condemnation of 1277 at
Paris and Oxford.
But Duns Scotus is not a critical theologian in the sense that he gives a
fundamental investigation of his own presuppositions. He accepts, without
criticism and fundamental enquiry, the idea of the dual order of nature and
supernature as the structural possibility of a christian synthesis between
(non-christian) philosophy and (christian) theology, from the viewpoint of
faith and theology based on a supernaturally interpretated revelation.

METHODOLOGY AND PRACTICE *
BY

J. P. A. MEKKES
Reformational philosophy (philosophy of the cosmonomic idea) made its
appearance sometime between the two woridwars, At that time the reverberations of neo-idealism, as well as the appeal of phenomenology, still
found ready ears, while the ranks of positivism and pragmatism were
joining forces in the special sciences in order to launch an offensive.
Exponents of reformational philosophy viewed it as their major task to
come to terms with the problems of epistemology (theory of knowledge)
as presented by Kantian idealism; they realized, moreover, that in the
process they would have to do battle with the rear-guard forces of reformed
scholasticism with its unacceptable theory of common grace.
Following upon the last worldwar, "won" as it was by the allied leadership of two materialistic powers (whether materialistic by gradual development or through subjection to top-level control), positivism and pragmatism began to rule the day to the exclusion of other movements. It was
altogether in their interest to gain the willing world of science for themselves in order to deflect attention from the threatening powers that be,
they themselves included. In the process, the theoretical point of view was
reduced to become a "purely scientific" one, while the avenue by which
this goal was to be reached would clearly have to be that of concentration
upon method.
The special sciences were to serve materialist practice. To ensure that
they would in fact do so, a strong guard was to be posted along the highroad of science, viz. philosophy. Scientific conscience would be sure to
acquiesce in the service of materialist practice provided that the guard
posted be equal to the task. A simple permission to the effect that none
but the philosophy presently being prescribed needed further attention
would not serve the purpose, for, structurally, special science too takes its
direction from philosophy. It was incumbent upon them therefore to issue
a proclamation (without employing such a ppjoratively loaded term) as
follows: After a period of primitive wayward "development philosophy is
henceforwards to proceed down one pathway only: it would have to be
channeled so as to become scientific theory, theory of science, the theory,
in fact, which posits the universal validity of method (natural-scientific in
origin) only.
As has been intimated, however, the construction of roads for science is
,

* This article is a (slightly adapted) version of a lecture delivered at the Rotterdam
School of Economics (Economisce Hogeschool), marking the author's retirement as
(special) Professor of philosophy at that School.
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itself philosophical activity of a type that can hardly be clarified by
reference to a term like "channel".
As do other philosophies, proponents of reformational philosophy too
will have to reflect profoundly and often anew about the field in which
they are called to labour, namely the entire field of philosophy. When the
philosophy of the cosmonomic idea first appeared on the scene, the phenomenological movement was on the increase while neo-Kantianism was still
strong. The questions to be faced at that time did indeed seem to be
centrally those of epistemology.
Before all else, reformational philosophy relinquished a faith, no longer
believing that theoretical thought alone possessed universal validity. Yet
this philosophy could not possibly be reduced to a simple deducting from
some non-scientific point of departure intending to subsequently scientifically guide towards some non-scientific point of destination. The misconce tion which takes this philosophy to be interested in thought-contents
only would have to be unmistakeably and clearly rejected. Reformational
philosophy, wished primarily to raise the question as to the legitimacy, the
competence, of human theoretical thought as such. Particular emphases
and preferences were not its concern. Reformational philosophy made a
clean break with the age-old, yet very much alive, motive of nature/grace,
or nature/super-nature, a pattern that was, and is, itself result of thought,
breaking with that motive in all of its forms, including those of d alectic
or 'Mitmenschlichkeits'-theologies.
However, if, as reformational philosophy is well aware, thought does not
and cannot play first fiddle, if it (evidently) cannot determine what place
is to be assigned to the communications of Revelation, nor the place and
competence to be ascribed to scientific activity — then where must we turn
for our orientation with respect to that thought? Is this, or is it not, an
epistemological question? What do we mean with epistemology?
Such a pressing problem cannot and clearly may not be met and answered
in some isolated manner. Also the most fundamental oppositions are oppositions within one mankind for which we share responsibility (certainly
within the area of science which plays such an integrative part among
men). In conflict and concord both, we must think right along with everyone, without forgetting that mankind involves far more than its twentiethcentury members only, or only those of 1972. For when we know, as we do,
that we cannot find our anchorage in theoretical thought, then, certainly,
we cannot expect to find it in some thought of the isolated present either,
notwithstanding the level of perfection of that reflection.
.

After all, mankind has lived and thought in its history and will, in the
most literal sense, go on doing so. At this juncture questions do arise: How
did men gain a hold of that about which they thought? How do they do so
today? How coukd thought possibly consume history, ongoing history, history in which thought itself partakes?
In short: where does that thought, in all its forms, and with all that it has
entailed (or should we say: with all that it has driven out before it?) come
from?
This question confronts us: The thought of mankind, the community of
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men, the history of man ... where can the claim to thought's abiding endurance find shelter, and where the claim as to its `obviously ephemeral'
character? Where, in this context, will we be able to find aguideline?
We must be particularly careful not to trust too much in e.g. faith
in Comte :s three stage rocket of mythology, metaphysics, and plain, straightforward, i.e. positive thought. It so happens that the couplings are jammed;
no stage can really be left behind. After all, resistance To metaphysics alone
allows this faith to stand; in the meantime this faith adopts the entire metaphysical heritage in ifs ontology of facts.
Before all we should now be on guard against the illusion of semanticanalytic purity as though it were the only guarantee for speaking concretely; it too clearly represents a faith that cannot but express itself negatively, against the backdrop of what it rejects. Still, it is a consequential faith,
for if only this theory of science can reveal reality to us as it really is then
it is entirely consistent in prohibiting employment of the term `abstract' to
denote scientific activity.
Once again, since Hegel, the very possibility of epistemology 4cri .ique
of knowledge), perhaps even the very mention of knowledge beyond reference to the confines of the experimental laboratory, is thereby rejected,
as non-sensical.
Before long, utility for the attainment of some goal becomes the only distinguishing mark of truth; however, goals are no more wont to be set in
place by purely analytic means than are bombs. They are suggested to that
pole of the presumed thoughtrelation which was designed to stand opposite thought. How are these (various) goals to be harmonized towards the
great, the ultimate, goal of society?
Illumined by Plato's venerable idea of the good, a most attractive
roposition is made: let us take our bearings in a consensus that is to
be achieved in freedom ... Meanwhile however we find ourselves at
the intersection of three roads where we can choose to follow one or
another.
In terms of Kant's and Fichte's metaphysics (still among us), the question
immediately arises whether this consensus can and may only be achieved
via pure — nowadays: semantic-analytical — reason, technical intellect, or
whether we can and may not forego practical reason in the process.
If this conflict, as is to be expected, will not be conclusively decided,
then what?
:

1

Whatever one may wish to say or think of it, it cannot be denied that
history in its common usage sense (that of metalanguage) is that which in
every period of the communal life of mankind confronts us with different
questions which themselves originate in that history, ever calling forth new
(apparently) comment about that same history.
Where the western community of thought has not yet unreservedly identified methodical analysis with reality, and where it has not yet come to
adopt elitist-dictates stemming from the eastern-european countries, there
one will (find willing ears for news from the 19th century prophet, Karl
Marx. Not that they wish to adopt Marx in either his early or late development so much as that they wish to let him speak according to the criteria
now current.
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We can best present the difficulties to be faced by philosophy in its
interpretation of Marx in a schematic way, against the backdrop in terms
of which those whom we have in mind (who wish to maintain western interphilosophical contact) think to be justified in taking Marx to be a materialist
in a qualified sense) who continues to build upon, even while reacting
t theidealism of Kant, Fichte and Hegel. The idea, absolute spirit
, is idealism's concern. In Marx nature takes precedence, and
that 'as a process which at once produces both the natural human being
(man), and his natural surroundings. Nature is taken to be actively (gegenstaiindlich) engaged in man whereas the `Gegenstande' are naturally `an sick'.
They can become object for man, but not for some transcendental consciousness, as Kant would have it, but rather for the actual labour of what Marx
calls the concrete 'Menschengattung'. Marx describes labour as a process of
metabolism 'by means of which man reproduces his life. It occurs between
su" ject ve nature inside, and objective nature outside of man. Labour
is man's transcendental manifestation of existence. Man meets up with the
concrete `ad hoc' of this process in the history of his society from which the
practical synthesis of the two natures takes its various forms. All idealistic
judgements formed along logical lines must miss the mark; the process of
production appears in its stead; not logic but economic life is decisive.
Industrial development is guide to history; however pature continues to
display a substantial kernel which defies disclosure " despite the steady
progress of industrial development. By contrast, the subject of society continues to change according to the measure of his technical ability, taken
up as that is in his very activity.
Unlike Kant, with his transcendentally initiated process of thought,
Marx is concerned with activity as structurally determined by man's physical
organization. No longer does thought as transcendental consciousness take
ecedence; instead, the subject of production, as he forms himself in and
by means of history, now looms large. True, the laws of nature are still
there, but the form in which they confront us depends on the condition of
the forces of production. In this sense history amounts to the accumulation
of technical experience.
When compared with objective nature it is clear that most change occurs
on the side of the subject of society. That subject creates his identity over
against nature by belabouring (erarbeiten) it, and does so as a unity in
the multiplicity of productive activities, as an identity therefore, as worker,
as consciousness of being worker.
Marx, in the meantime, despite his frequent use of Kant's view of theoretical dialectic, has practically and dynamically bypassed Kant in his
emphasis on the labouring, struggling subject. Yet Marx does not posit, as
did Fichte, a free, absolute ego. He posits, rather, a historical `Menschengattun ' which is only absolute in relation to historical change. That `Gattung', however, is his concern; it is progressive `Selbsterzeugung' through
labour. Marx's use of the Kantian theoretical synthesis only serves to give
that 'Gattung' theoretical form. It cannot serve to account for Marx's
deepest concern, however, which is to inspire towards, and to begin the
battle in the area of industrial relations, presumably the only way in which
the `Gattung's Selbsterzeu ungsakt' could ever hope to be directed towards
its consumation. Kant had very consciously made a sharp distinction be-
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tween theoretical and practical reason. Fichte had placed theoretical reason
in a position subordinate to practical reason, the absolute ego. Marx,
clearly, could not permit himself to do so, for it would bring him into dire
straits in view o his principle, viz. materialism. His idea of `Selbsterzeugung' does, however, introduce the dynamics of Fichte's practical reason,
and that as 'arbeiten'. The question remains open, nonetheless, whether his
transformation of Kant's synthesis of the understanding into technical
labour only, given Marx's intentions, does not help to pave the way for a
merely pragmatic kind of materialism that takes the grit out of every form
of resistance to those who lust after power whether ideologically or positivistically.
One neo-Marxist critic observed, and not without some reason, that
sufficient knowledge of man's process of metabolism could in the final
analysis be systematically transformed into a personalistic type of control,
just as natural science is transformed easily to become technical control.
The critic stated that it was therefore necessary to reach beyond Marx's
logico-historical synthesis a la Kant-Fichte, to Hegel's idea of `Bildung',
though not without some Marxist adaptations (not to mention his own).
Bildung', with its stages of reflection, progressing through the history of
the production-process, was to set us on the track of self-reflection; `Selbsterzeugung' is to make way for 'Selbstreflektion'. Synthesis through labour,
it was recognized, needed a second dimension. "Die ingeniose Vereinigung
von Kant and Fichte geniigt dann nicht linger".
That, indeed, is true. With that, we have returned to the junction, and
we have discovered that the roads of practical and theoretical reason (even
if `interested') leave us in a quandary, and in danger of their consequences,
even when they are combined.
That we are not out to tell Marxism what it must do needs no adstruction,
but the debate to be followed in these circles is instructive. Despite the
prevalence of religious reverence for theoretical thought in these circles,
the debate forces us to pay attention to the primacy of the practice of life,
to the practical position of responsible subjectivity, to his struggle, and to
his reflection about reflection, viz. reflection upon himself.
No longer may we limit our concern to an idea of science, be it transcendental or positivistic in orientation; such an idea for its own sake may
no longer be our concern. Natural science has already been incorporated to
serve the interests of technology. In turn, the combination of these two
already stands to serve `Bildung' with its progressive reflection. These three
together, moreover, stand to serve, presumably, the `Gattungsgeschichte' as
such. We hear of 'Arbeit and Interaktion', the latter term referring to the
reflective organization of a marxist-human(e) society. The confluence of
both the instrumental and the social interests into most intimate intertwinement serves to disclose man's reasonable self-consciousness as progressively
emancipative.
It is of the greatest importance that this modern trend recognizes that
insight into the variegated collective activities of men is sorely needed before the route(s) and categories for the formation of knowledge can be
traced out and shaped in further detail. So much is admitted not under the
inspiration of theoretical knowledge, but under the inspiration of the ever-
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beckoning ideal of emancipation.
For philosophy this point of view entails that it may not suffer herself
to be pushed from the scene (despite one last regretful positivistic sigh),
nor may she claim to be the all-encompassing science called to speak the
first and the last word; instead, she must pervade each new intellectual
reflection in critique, continuall y .
We should, I think, be happy to notice that western man is growing
aware, once again, of a reality, which for so long had been slighted as
scientifically woefully unattractive. I mean the reality of the priority, the
precedence, which man's practical distinguishing as caught up in communal
action, takes (according to set order) over his theoretical systematizing.
These prior distinctions are the ones which, gradually, among other things,
give rise to systematization in science also. Systematization in geometry and
natural science has displayed the highest degree of precision possible. That
the questions of human society must for that reason be analyzed in the
self-same way, and that, by general consensus, we have to seek the very
dwelling-place of truth-concrete, in that method, appears to me to amount
to a faith-speculation that will not be able to hold its own in view of the
sober-minded neo-marxist conception of 'Erkenntnisinteresse'. Whether this
neo-criticism is capable of achieving its goals may well be doubted. It
thinks itself to be safe-guarded against the 'vitium originis' of Marx's onedimensional idea of social synthesis-through-labour through the introduction
of Hegel's 'Bildung' into the interactional superstructure. Such two-story
constructions lose sight of the integral character of human reality just as
Marx did. Critical philosophy, founded as it is to be here upon continuous
reflection is, after all, in no position to cleanse itself of materialist technicism, for without the latter as substructure this 'Reflektion' is without its
supports, while with it `Reflektion' is bound to lose out against the computer
which, of course, it fears.
No dialectic offers escape from the dilemmas and antinomies which
threaten western man's lie in practice, the practice of science (nolens
volens) included.
Reformational philosophy too emphasizes the priority of activity in the
widest sense of the term. If that philosophy wants to know how best to
serve practice in its service of science, then before all else she must sense
the need to call attention, not to some self-isolating kind of theoretical
thought, but to the dynamics of time, which, through men's actions, drives
the world on.
Time's dynamic consists of two intimately related dimensions. One of
them is proper to each of us whether we pause to take note of it or not.
It is that of the calendar, the clock and the computer; it is that of the 70
or 80 annual revolutions of our earth about the sun during which the material-movement of our body-cells allows us to think, act, and expect. In the
other dimension we are asked, in a continual dynamics, to choose direction
in terms of that horizon which delimits our thought, though not our
knowing.
One can neglect the invitation, thinking that only the dimension which
is natural-scientifically measurable can point out the way, in or out of
league with a Marxist synthesis-through-labour, with or without hope of a
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pretended final realism of universals, with or without operational verificationor-counterpole as decisive criterion. One can try to rise a step to gain a
wider view, by assigning place and function to some practical reason or
critical `Bildung' as well, but the antinomies will continue to accompany us.
He who accepts the invitation knows that he is related to everyone else
within a self-same order of time, but he will, before all else, ask himself
what sort of life-disclosure is expected of him.
Neither Hegel's `Bildung' nor kindred ideas will suffice, for the `Lernprozess' as it is often called, does not take place in some horizontal series
of reflective moments. The latter can never fulfill more than a subservient
function, and they cannot guarantee clear, unobstructed vision. Lifedisclosure demands a continual and persistent ascendance beyond all
horizontal bonds of time in order to do justice to the reality of life, that is,
to the purpose and destination of life.
In the formation of human societal life, whatever the area in particular,
research is not primary, but the life you meet there is. Already Marx had
objected to Comte on this account. The question at hand is: what ought to
be done, and if done, what has been achieved? There is no avoidance
possible. One cannot avoid the historical struggle of the powers as powers
which takes place in and beyond, involving much more than, theoretical
discussion only. The decisive question here is: Which power do we serve?
And that depends on what we intend in our power-struggles. Present-day
methodologism wants to avoid such suggestions; its methods are geared to
what is presumably achievable right here and now through consensus.
Still, despite all hope for consensus, a powerful struggle for power continues, a struggle in which science plays only a pragmatic role, and in which
any goal can be openly or stealthy absolutized. Everyone who in this
struggle strives for some share, some goal, in the world and who thinks it
necessary to tie the world's meaning to his struggle, will be unable to reach
out beyond the situativity of this world, and will be struggling in the grip
of death; for the days of the world, just like those of individual men, are
numbered, and no computer will be able to tally past that fact. When
science becomes onesidedly misdirected, it transforms benefits into their
opposites.
An integral norm of life obtains for the direction of scientific thought,
a norm reaching beyond every dialectic of practical and theoretical reason
no matter how modernized, or camouflaged, and that norm subjects our
`Bildung' to it. It is here that reformational philosophy, persisting in dialogue along immanent philosophical lines, wants to he p find the way
towards that norm, and wants to consider the consequences too, with everyone else. Reformational philosophy cannot, in typically western philosophical fashion, accepting the traditional philosophical and special-scientific
pretensions to originality, posit a norm because this philosophy along with
everyone and everything remains subject to the norm that has been set, for
as long as it is allowed us to speak of LIFE.
,

QUA VIA, PHILOSOPHIA?
BY

N. T. VAN DER MERWE
The first of November, 1972, bears witness to a historic occasion: the
eightieth birthday of Professor D. H. T. Vollenhoven. Rich and varied are
"the days of his years", influential the stimulating perspectives of his
profound scholarship, and remarkable his grip on the essentials of philosophy, even far beyond its bounds. A striking facet of Vollen dven's growing
interest in the main contours of the history of philosophy is the fact that
he did not cling to the fashionable freeways of modern historiography,
where influence is the prime yardstick, but ventured off the beaten track
in search for the roots of Western thought, tracing the footprints of lesser
known philosophers, reconstructing their footpaths with infinite patience,
and sketching the criss-cross patterns of their intellectual endeavours and
cultural contacts within the philosophic tradition of Western civilization.
Over the past decades Vollenhoven has presented his results, almost
without exception, in a strictly chronological perspective. His historical
research on philosophic topics and his personal communications to colleagues and students reveal, however, many fascinating elements that could
be utilized in a retrospective History of philosophy. In recognition whereof,
and as a token of sincere respect for a much esteemed teacher, I gladly offer
a few free-wheeling thoughts on an interesting but often overlooked theme,
namely that of way in philosophic thought — all in all only a fragment from
an exceptionally interesting field of investigation.
Just an ordinary unobtrusive word from our daily vocabulary, it seems,
and something very human indeed. Usually a way is closely related to the
surface of the earth, the habitat of man: a beaten track in the rugged veld,
painstakingly chopped out in the jungle, scientifically construed and built
with technical skill in urban areas. Quickly a ship's passage through the
seas disappears from sight, and soon the course of an aeroplane high up
in the sky evaporates; many a wrinkle, on the contrary, marks the face of
the earth, leaving a characteristic scar ages after the track has fallen into
disuse or has received the official sign "road closed".
Animals, wild and domesticated, find their way to nourishment, shelter
and play, sometimes in an incomparably more ingenious way than man
does. Constructing roadways, whether highways or subways, public or
private, taking a walk, even a journey in vehicles on wheels (that magnificent and consequential discovery!), involves a typically human activity.
Man and his way, they are like the two sides of a coin. Moreover, it is
quite natural to go astray, isn't it? And it is not uncommon in human
experience, nor un-Protagorean, for that matter, to lose one's way in un-
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familiar surroundings, in the midst of complicated time-tables, or with
untrustworthy companions.
A way is recognizable, at least until it falls into desuetude, then subsisting
solely in the memory, and finally sinking into oblivion. As long as it retains
its function of connecting two extremities, however, and as long as it serves
its purpose of leading somewhere, a way can be indicated, its direction
pointed out by signposts, its course mapped out and its distance measured.
Engineers indulge in correlating freeways and subways, maintaining the
upkeep of ttie surface, sometimes forced to resort to deviations, — a temporary technical solution often rendered permanent by circumstances.
Twentieth century man is conversant with well-designed roads, even
streets clinically paved and meticulously scrubbed at regular intervals.
Even today every child has to learn the rules of the road, orientate himself
to his surroundings, and find his way through the maze of life. The core
of education revolves on the wheel of tradition, initiating youngsters into
the ways of the older generation and exposing them to its influence. In the
topsy-turvy world of today, though, the older generation in turn has to
adapt itself as much to the demands of youth. It is inevitable that mature
ideas sometimes have to make way for fashionable new trends still in their
experimental stage; it is a paradox of tradition, however, that the loser often
wins in the long run.
Modern man is familiar with the implications of a right of way; he has
learned to cherish the privilege of having his way, deciding for himself
on crucial matters affecting his future. Modern man is even prepared
to fight his way, competition-mad on the labour market, involving
himself in the intricacies of international relations, dauntless in every
sphere of life. Ironically, modem man is just as determined to find ways
and means of furthering peace on earth, envisaging a righteous society;
yet the end in view seems a long way off — the people of the Way often
complacently relying on their acquaintance with the good message, abstaining
from the practical implications of a life devoted to the way of the Lord.
In Mediaeval times the ascetic ideal of previous ages found religious
expression in organized pilgrimages to holy places and objects of veneration.
Compared with the pilgrim, the wayfarer was then considered to be an
a-social entity.Nowa ays pilgrimages have become either obsolete or commercialized, and globe-trotting a more or less respected pastime. Tourism
has exploited all the glamour of showing the way — the stereotyped way.
A knowledge of paces, peoples, events — that is the quintessence of
modern life. Traces of man's way of life filter through the nuances of his
facial expressions, revealingly disguising the boring interest of past experiences, even a glimpse of his likes and dislikes, a faint echo of the
promptings of the heart.
For a start, then, let us take a contemporary philosopher as a guide, and
see what way he indicates.
I do not here intend to analyse the really pertinent and ingenious but
Heracliteanly obscure thoughts of that brilliant author of Holzwege. Instead, let us obtain a glimpse of modem times by treating ourselves in
Sartrean fashion to the ideas of the grand old man behind Les temps
mod ernes.
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The French scholar and writer Jean-Paul Sartre, a talented and capable
journalist who has exerted great influence in Europe inter alia by his novels
and contributions to the press, is an important representative of the contemporary philosophical current known as Existentialism. His subtle dialectics have given Sartre prominence as an able exponent of present day
Marxism; nevertheless he offers penetrating critique on the philosophical
presuppositions inherent in the theory and practice of various adherents
of communism. As far as religion is concerned, Sartre has proven himself
a rigorous critic of Christianity, especially as represented in the French
Roman Catholic Church.
Space does not permit me to expound the philosophy of Sartre in detail.
The basic elements of Sartre's specific analysis of being in his major philosophic study L'etre et le neant is clearly evident, at least in broad outlines,
inter alia in his rater study Saint Genet, comedien et martyr, which is
particularly pertinent to our inquiry. I shall accordingly limit myself to a
few basic ideas contained in this book.
In his exposition of the intellectual development of Jean Genet, Sartre
draws attention to the significance of the original drama of the lost paradise, whereby Genet is activated into a continual transforming of history
into mythical cate ories. 2 Paradoxically Sartre formulates the corollary of
the rift in Genet's life accompanying this fatal instant as living one's death
and dying one's lif e. 3 The `death' of the innocent child Genet simultaneous
with his discovery of being gazed upon in the act of stealing, and of being
externalized and objectified as 'thief', is attributed by Sartre to maternal
and social rejection. 4 Accordingly Sartre devotes much attention to the
`white ethics' of `respectable', 'right thinking', `decent' folk, represented in
the peasant community concerned, with its accepted system of legal, moral
and religious values; in contrast to this, Genet toys with the idea of a `black
ethics', a pure will willing evil unconditionally.s
There is no way out here, Sartre tells us. 6 Genet can only transform this
1 Sartre, J.-P., Saint Genet, com lien et martyr, Paris, Gallimard, 1952, p. 9 it a
connu le paradis et l'a perdu; cf. also p. 12, 13, 126.
2 Ibid., p. 12.
3 Ibid., p. 9.
4 Ibid., p. 15 ... it trouve que sa naissance coincide avec un geste de refus. On
l'a chasse dans le moment meme oil on le mettait au monde. Plus tard, c'est la societe
entiere qui le rejettera de son sein mais ce refus social est en germe dans le refus
maternel. Cf. also p. 43, 171-2. The saint, Genet, is thus a martyr of society, an outcast of the peasant community, of `white', `secular' (= Church!) society. The attribution of saintliness has an inner connection with his innocence, with the game of the
saint and the criminal, with the mythic couple of the saint and the criminal, cf. p. 87,
21-2 & 183; it is related as well to Genet's inclination towards mysticism and asceticism
(as a-social manifestations), cf. p. 17. i
5 Cf. e.g. ibid., p. 22, 56, 59, 145-6, 171-2. This is corroborated by the dialectics of
an ethic of being and one of doing. Remarkably, in opposition to Roman Catholic
casuistic ethics, and especially Manichaeism with its `convenient idea of evil' and `pride
of being honest', Sartre himself arrives at a kind of `inverted' Jansenism, a too inconvenient idea of the good, with shame and failure absolutized.
6 Cf. ibid., p. 51. Elsewhere Sartre gives a figurative description: les sentiers qui
menaient an bois sont barres (p. 49). Nevertheless, Genet is seeking a way out (p. 183),
and if he often strays from his path, he none the less returns thereto (p. 151). Cf. below
note 19: only one way.
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event into an act of transcendence by a stroke of genius.? The bulk of the
book is devoted to an exposition of Genet's attempts to achieve a free act
originating from a sovereign decision; this expresses itself in three crucial
metamorphoses, namely: a conversion to evil, a metamorphosis into the
aesthete, and finally into the writer.
Genet has, consequently, been regarded and branded as thief by respectable society. Accordingly he chooses being a thief as his destiny. Genet
becomes a thief, a prince of evil. Gradually "there emerges the notion of
a pure will which wills itself unconditionally evil".g In juxtaposition to
Kantian ethics, and no doubt obliquely to Christian values as well, Sartre
formulates the imperatives of this will in four maxims.
The first maxim states the relation between will and event, characteristically incorporating Sartre's idea about treating oneself: "View each event,
even — and particularly — if it is harmful, as if it were a product of your
unconditioned will and a gratuitous gift which you had decided to make
yourself '. 9
The second discloses the philosophy underlying contemporary terrorism
in various spheres of life: "Let you chief motive be, on every occasion, the
horror that your future act inspires in others and in yourself '. 10
The third counters a personalistic ethics of duty by safeguarding the
autonomous untouchability of the sovereign subject, ,a very strange safeguard indeed: cutting one's nose to spite one's face, ' — anticipating at all
costs others doing so. Thus: Act in such a way that society always treats
you as an object, a means, and never as an end, as a person". 11
The fourth pinpoints the sphere wherein these imperatives have to
function, namely crime as a positive (yet parasitic) rejection of the established order of respectable, just society: Act as if the maxim governing
each of your acts were to serve as a rule in the den of thieves". 12
The moral Sartre derives from these imperatives of the will is that since
Genet cannot improve his condition, he has leisure to aggravate it. Once
again it becomes apparent that Sartre liquidates the good as well as progress-on-the-way-towards-good rather conveniently without a struggle to
the bitter end. Rationalistic relics in Sartre's Irrationalistic philosophy, such
as the ideal of purity of will and absoluteness of good and evil, here take
their toll. Why does Sartre in the final instance present us with a `catechism'
of the criminal? Because Sartre has indeed no other way out, having
abandoned the Biblical notion of (1) a radical fall of man 13 not excluding
(2) a positive progress towards a good and virtuous life as well as an
:

-

7 As such Genet proves himself an actor (cam' 'en), playing the role of his destiny
as criminal.
8 Sartre, op. cit., p. 71. Cf. Sartre's reference to the dictum of Socrates "no man
does evil voluntarily" (p. 33); Sartre's position in relation to Socrates, Heraclitus, Descartes and others from a typological point of view is very interesting, but I cannot treat
the subject here.
9 Ibid., p. 71, here quoted in the translation of B. Frechtman, New York, Mentor
Books, 1963, p. 79.
10 Ibid.
11 Ibid.
12 Ibid.
13 In spite of his anthropocentric accentuation of the significance of an original
fall, and in spite of his exposing the myth of infant innocence.
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uncompromising resistance to evil, relative to his own circumstances,
accessible to any individual at any time. It is only in this Christian perspective of the religious command to "love God and thy neighbour as thyself",
that it has sense to appeal to a person in dire trouble not to let "his feet run
to evil" (Prov. 1 : 16; Isa. 59 : 7).
Perhaps as a concession to `decent philosophers'(?), or just in spite of his
own philosophical inclination, Sartre considered it necessary to conclude
his study with a chapter on how to use Genet properly. This hermeneutical
indicator is exceptionally illuminating, and a really unique philosophical
contribution. 1-4
Here you have the gist of his philosophical hermeneutics: "Since this
fanatical challenging o -- all man and all his loves is expressly meant to
shock, then be shocked, do not fight against the horror and uneasiness that
the author wants to arouse in you. You will appreciate this sophist's trap
only if you fall into it ... That is the only way out of hell: you will be
delivered by the horror with which Genet inspires you, on condition that
you use it properly". 15 Sartre's inteipretation confronts the reader with a
decisive choice: either consider this black sheep as a pebble, or as oneself,
symbolic of `Everyman'. 16 The consequence of this conclusion is that Genet
"is our truth as we are his; our virtue and his crimes are interchangeable", 17
and the universal and incommunicable experience offered to all as individuals is that of solitude, a solitude related to the objectification of our
subjectivity. 18
In short: "There is only one path leading down to the solitude of the
unique, the path that leads, through impotence and despair, to error and
failure". 19 Gnly one path; that is the way Sartre indicates: the way of the
saintly criminal. Here the erroneous and infatuated absurdity of Sartre's
philosophy becomes apparent: the unrealistic fancy of his heart that in
nothingness he escapes God, and derives only from himself, since God, the
infinite Being, cannot even conceive nothingness, 2 ° while he himself as a
nothingness thinking nothingness, is his own cause. The final outcome thus
is that he produces no more than appearances, appearance being, mark
well, "satanic because it caricatures being and because it is all that man can
produce by his own means. Hence, evil is the absence of motives ..:: 2'
Motives, however, are not absent in Sartre's philosophy; and of course
Sartre does try to continue to philosophize about being. To achieve this
end he has to have his cake and eat it: wanting "everything at the same
time: to generate Evil ex r ihiloby ' a s'd Vereign decision and to produce it
by natural necessity"; 22 "like the mad needle of a compass, he oscillates
perpetually from act to gesture, from doing to being, from freedom to
14

Cf. especially his summary in the introductory paragraph, Saint Genet, come-

dien et martyr, p. 536.
15 Ibid., p. 537-8.
16 Ibid., p. 539.
Ibid., p. 540.
Ibid., p. 541.
19 Ibid., p. 544; cf. p. 538.
20 Ibid., p. 153.
21 Ibid., p. 154.
Z2 Ibid., p. 65 (Italics Sartre's).
17
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nature, without ever sto ping". 23 Like the mad needle of a compass — that
is the course of Sartre's fascinating dialectic, oscillating between nature and
freedom, magically the same in the imaginative artistry of his philosophic
thought. 24
This apostate-catechism promises us the almighty sovereignty of a free
will, freely acting intentionally-directed towards evil. As circumstances
always vary, contingent situations never being the same, man is continually
committed to fresh decisions, to a transcending self-creation. Man is a traveller
on the road to his own destiny. But there are no fixed courses, he has to
find his way all on his own, he has to pave his own way: man in the role
of a roadbuilder. From whence does the idea originate that man has to lay
the foundation-stone of his existence, and that he has to create the totality
of his way through life? Let us try to pinpoint a few highlights in the
history of this idea.
On the 30th of April, 1845, Soren Kierkegaard, an exceptionally sensitive,
eccentric and sincere believer, published a book in Copenhagen dealing with
stages on the path of life. By stages' Kierkegaard has in mind the various
human attitudes that man takes with regard to himself and with regard to
the Absolute Paradox. From one attitude to the other man takes a leap,
which implies a self-transcendence. According to Kierkegaard the existential
passion reaches its climax in the process of becoming a Christian, in that
stage in which the struggle between faith and vexation is finally determined
before the countenance of God.
It is noteworthy that Sartre could make use of the notion concerning
attitudes of life, at least in as far as its anthropological basis is concerned,
namely human existence in relation to itself; the Absolute Paradox, however, i.e. the relation to God and religiosity, is positively eliminated.
For the time being I shall discontinue further discussion on the theme
of a way of life, and first try to trace the deeperlyin& roots of Sartre's notion
of a free decision grounded in the might of one s own sovereignty, i.e.
Genet's free decision for a life-unto-death as a criminal, which, according
to Sartre, was the only way open to Genet. Of the long pre-history to the
case, I intend to deal with only one decisive phase.
In the second volume of his Memorabilia (of Socrates) Xenophon mentions the idea of Prodicus as to the significance of a forked road. The
passage concerned reads as follows: "The choice of Heracles. Heracles,
aving come to the time when the young choose their way of life, is

E

23 Ibid., p. 75; cf. p. 25, 66, 137. H. Dooyeweerd has brilliantly pinpointed the
nature - freedom dialectics of modem philosophic thought as a basic motive. Such a
`basic motive' - a valuable `indicator' in a Christian philosophy of history - of course
bears witness primarily to the general (intensional) substratum of an entire historic period
within Western thought, and does not smother the distinctive echos of specific philosophical currents or trends, as voiced e.g. in Existentialistic thought by a predilection for
and characteristic elaboration of philosophical themes and motifs such as freedom (formal authenticity, transcendence, etc.) and contingence (concrete failure, situatedness,
etc.), a subject scholarly treated especially by S. U. Zuidema in various articles on
existentialism.
24 Ibid., p. 25.
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confronted by two women, Virtue and Vice, who set before him the rival
claims of the way of pleasure Ind the way of honourable toil". 25
In a fascinating article Bruno Snell has delineated the complexity of
Prodicus' image. 26 According to Snell, Prodicus combined two literary
motifs in his exposition. The first was the judgment of Paris as described
by the famous Greek dramatist Sophocles in his writing 'Krisis', which, alas,
has not survived. The second comprises Hesiodus' admonishing speech on
the two ways, of which one leads towards good and the other towards evil.
We are here confronted with an account of the first beauty competition
in Western history, with, behold, a human being as judge of gods! The
gist of the story is as follows: Alexander, second son of Priam and Hecuba,
was exposed on mount Ida as result of a dream of his mother; there he was
found by a shepherd and brought up as Paris; he excelled as a tutelary
protector of herds and shepherds; later he discovered his true origin and
was received by Priam; at the wedding of Peleus and Thetis all the gods
and goddesses were invited except Eris, the goddess of strife. Highly
affronted by her exclusion, she cast a golden apple among the guests, on
which the following words were inscribed: "for the fairest"; Hera, Aphrodite
and Athena all laid claim to the apple; Zeus thereupon commanded Hermes
to take the goddesses to mount Ida and refer the decision to a mortal,
namely Paris; the goddesses each appeared in turn before Paris and offered
him gifts: Hera sovereignty over Asia, Athena military renown, Aphrodite
the most beautiful woman on earth as his wife; Paris decided in favour of
Aphrodite and presented the golden apple to her; under her protection he
sailed to Greece and was hospitably received by king Menelaus of Sparta,
whose wife Helen was the most beautiful woman in the world; Paris actually succeeded in abducting Helen, and this gave rise to the Trojan war,
so unforgettably related by Homer in the Iliad.
This is the background of Prodicus' image. Remarkably similar to Sartre's
basic outlook in most of his writings (perhaps even approximately in a
typological sense), Prodicus' handling of the image of two ways, of a
decision between good and bad, exhibits strong moralistic overtones.
In turn a more ancient version of this image is found in that of a way
of light and darkness, life and death, etc. The best known philosophical
propounders of this idea in Antiquity were perhaps the Pythagoreans, a
group of searchers in quest of wisdom, who rendered the desire for wisdom
as a religious way of life. This way of life found its practical outlet in a
fraternity. It is within this community that the symbol of the Y, the Greek
u &pIXov, namely Y, later on makes its appearance as symbol of the forked
road, the point where man is obliged to make a decisive choice.
Since this facet of the background to Sartre's (humanistic) 27 idea about
25 Here presented in the translation of K. Freeman (Ancilla, p. 140).
'26 "Tradition and Geistesgeschichte", Studium Generale 4, 1951, Heft 6,
27 Though his L'existentialisme est un humanisme, Paris, Nagel, 1946,

339-45.

does have
the flavour of a sligthly other sentiment than most of his other writings, it contains a
fair description of Sartre's (Existentialistic) humanism (cf. p. 92-3). The effect of Genet's
game with faith, and his ultimate elimination of God (= compensation for a mother!),
is that his life loses direction and real meaning (p. 70) . Genet loathes gratuitousness
- the problem of humanism. In the sphere of faith, of course, the person who loses his
life, wins it, through the grace of God in Jesus Christ. I don't think, though, that in
,
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man's possibility of free choice has now become apparent, let us return
to Sartre.
We have seen that Genet has made a significant discovery: he is regarded
as a thief, accordingly he will be a thief. In sovereign freedom his choice
focuses on himself; this comprises his conversion. As a convert he now
fashions his own way of life, acting his role as holy criminal, a human being
en route to himself. With Sartre the accent falls on man as an actual roadbuilder; but this also presupposes in a certain sense that man is a traveller,
a wayfarer, a pilgrim.
A unique description of man as a pilgrim in modern literature is the well
known autobiographical account in The Pilgrim's Progress of John Bunyan,
the Baptist of Bedford (1628-1688). Descended from impoverished parents
and receiving a Puritan upbringing, he 'followed his fathers trade as coppersmith. It is remarkable that Bunyan achieved such a masterly control of the
English language, considering his elementary formal schooling — a fact
which can presumably only be attributed to his intensive study of the
Bible.
His marriage to a rather exceptional woman in approximately 1649 marked a turning point in his life. What proved to be of incalculable value in
this case — as always when a bride has at her disposal not only trappings
derived from the market and products of feminine industry in thehome,
but also a mature personality and a cultured spirit — was the circumstance
that her dowry also incluucu uuuk of a pious nature such as A. Dent's
Plain man's pathway to Heaven and bishop L. Bayly's Practice of Piety,
which together with the Bible and a few other writings like Foxe's Book of
Martyrs, seem to have been the sum total of his reading.
Accepted in 1653 as member of a so-called independent congregation in
Bedford, and having acquired the status of a lay preacher, he attained
recognition from 1657 onwards, and his fame spread rapidly. Confined in
jail for several years during the Restoration of 1660 with its oppressive
measures, he was able to find time for extensive writing; during this period
and thereafter several complete works like the following came from his pen:
Grace abounding to the Chief of Sinners (1666), Holy War (1682), Antichrist and her Ruin (1692) and last but not least his celebrated Pilgrim's
Progress (1678 28 & 1684).

A characteristic feature of Bunyan's view of life was his notion of the
world as battleground for the salvation of the soul. The Pilgrim's Progress
portrays this theme in the character of `Christian' on his way from the city
of destruction to the heavenly city; on this journey he meets differents typical personifications like `Evangelist', `Mr. Talkative', `Mr. Wordly-Wiseman',
`Mr. Legality', `Mr. Facing-both-ways', etc.
The clarity and simplicity of his style and the picturesque and sympatheGenet's case the loser really did win - unless `appearance' and `compensation' be considered the medals of a true winner.
28 According to recent research the first part of this work was probably written
during a second period of confinement in 1676 and not, as commonly accepted, during
the extended period 1660-1672. Later the same year a new edition with supplementary additions was issued.
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tic trayal of his characters, appealed to his public and left deep traces
on Cerreligious
language of 17th century England. The initial popularity of
his masteroiece amongst the uneducated and simpleminded folk of Bedford
spread further, and in course of time received worldwide fame and circulation, being translated into more than a hundred languages.
To the best of my knowledge no attempt to find an exact prototype in
Renaissance or Mediaeval times has been conclusively proved. An indisputable feature of The Pilgrims Progress, however, is the goal of the journey, which, as in the case of Mediaeval predilection for the supra-mundane, is a journey to heaven.
Bunyan's portrayal of the struggle of a Christian encumbered under the
burden of sin, his way to salvation, his progress on the journey to heavenly
climes encountering various stumbling blocks and temptations, is a scene
bounded by the compass of the individual human heart.
In a classic work of his later years Paradise Lost (1667), with its sequel
Paradise Regained (1671), John Milton (1608- 1674), a near contemporary
of Bunyan, used a wider canvas to sketch man's struggle to recover from the
catastrophic fall from grace. A Puritan like Bunyan, Milton exerted a profound influence in the Anglo-Saxon world; unlike Bunyan, Milton was, however, no Calvinist, his later works revealing unorthodox Arian features and
aversion to organised religion. This epic poem describes the fall of man and
its consequence: Paradise lost. The last stanzas of book XII depict the following touching scene:
"They looking back all th' eastern side beheld
Of Paradise, so late their happy seat,...
Some natural tears they dropped, but wiped them soon;
The world was all before them, where to choose
Their place of rest, and Providence their guide.
The hand in hand, with wand'ring steps and slow,
Through Eden took their solitary way."
This human catastrophe is preceded by a dramatic onslaught encompassing heaven itself, as vividly portrayed in Book I:
"... the sudden blaze
far round illumined hell: highly they raged
Against the Highest, and fierce with grasped arms
Cashed on their sounding shields the din of war,
Hurling defiance toward the vault of heav'n."
The mighty forces at work blaze forth in the introductory speech of
Satan, which in its focus on good and evil uncannily cast a dim light on
the stage of modern life and thought:
"... to be weak is miserable,
Doing or suffering: but of this be sure,
To do ought good never will be our task,
But ever to do ill our sole delight;
As being the contrary to His high will,
Whom we resist. If then His providence
Out of our evil seek to bring forth good,
Our labour must be to pervert that end,
And out of good still to find means of evil ..."
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The role of Providence seems vital to an understanding of the poem and
its dramatic impact, clearly portrayed above, as well as in the following
stanzas, where Milton appeals to the divine Spirit:
"And chiefly thou, 0 Spirit, that dost prefer
Before all temples the upright heart and pure,
Instruct me, for thou know st; thou from the first
Wast present ...
... what in me is dark
Illumine, what is low raise and support;
That to the height of this great argument
I may assert eternal Providence,
And justify the ways of God to men."
Prior to Bunyan and Milton, Dante's (1265-1321) La divina comedic
described in the form of a vision the journey of the soul from the stage of
its separation from God to its final destination, namely the beatific vision.
This work is a trilogy in accordance with the three regions oT the future
world, namely `Inferno', 'Purgatorio' and 'Paradiso'. The main beacons in
this grand panorama thus comprise hell proper, a region of purging, earthly
paradise, and then as final ascending stage the beatific vision. A decisive
role is allotted in this poem to Virgil, Beatrice, Saint Bernard, and finally
the blessed Virgin. At the commencement of the magnificent poem the scene
is set by Dante awakening in a dark forest, and, interesting from our point
of view, his way lost:
"Midway this way of life we're bound upon,
I woke to find myself in a dark wood,
Where the right road was wholly lost and gone.
How I got into it I cannot say,
Because I was so heavy and full of sleep
When first I stumbled from the narrow way". 29
We are thus confronted, once again, with man on his way of life, but
significantly the correct way is missing. Fortunately there is no lack of
uides to indicate the way or, like `Evangelist' in The Pilgrim's Progress, to
direct him back when he goes astray. Philosophically important is the
probability of Aristotelean traces in both Milton and Dante, a subject which
space does not allow us to broach here.
Keeping in mind `Christian's' conflict of soul in Bunyan, Dante's journey
through cosmic regions, and the "cosmic" struggle in Milton, Augustine's
famous apologetic study, centuries earlier, pushes our retrospective study
back one stage further.
As is commonly known, Augustine (354-430) wrote his De civitate Dei
in defence of Christianity against the pagan accusation that Christianity
was to blame for the fall of Rome, invaded in 410 by the Gothic king Alaric.
In this work Augustine tried to indicate the false premises underlying the
pagans' belief regarding the glory of Rome as concomitant to the bringing
of offerings to the pagan gods, the reason for the catastrophe accordingly
29

Quoted in the translation of D. Sayers, Penguin Books, 1949, p. 71.
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to be attributed to the universal adoration of the Christian God. 3 o
In the first ten books Augustine attacks the blasphemy of the heathens
and disproves their errors; the last twelve books deal with the Kingdom of
God in contrast to the devils. This antithesis also finds expression in the
image of Jerusalem and Babylon, as well as in that of the heavenly Kingdom and an earthly one.
To put it briefly, Augustine considers the kingdom of the devil as the collection of the impious, that of God on the other hand of the pious. The
heavenly kingdom comes into being with the creation of the angels, that of
the devil with his defection. With the creation of Adam both kingdoms
come into existence on earth, although the earthly kingdom only exhibits
itself at the fall of man. The duration of both kingdoms lasts until the day
of judgment, whereafter a final separation takes place, and the citizens
of God's kingdom will enter upon the Sabbath of rest, the eternal eighth
day. An interesting feature of his theory is the idea that the interval between the fall and the day of judgement comprises six periods, similar to
the six days of creation and the six phases of human life.
In a certain sense world history iEflus not only serves as the occasion for
writing this work but also constitutes an episode in the struggle of the devil
against God. Though Augustine doesn't seem to have succeeded in concretely indicating the relation between world history and the cosmic perspective of his philosophy on a heavenly and earthly kingdom, the presence of
world history in his theory none the less comprises an essential new feature
not so obvious in Milton or Dante.
Of importance for probing the magnificent perspective of the De civitate
Dei's philosophy of history as well as for illuminating the theme treated in
this essay (especially Genet's conversion), is also Augustine's view in his
celebrated Con f essiones, one of the most precious jewels in Christian literature. In his `Confessions' Augustine sings the praises of a God of mercy,
confesses his faith and admits his profound guilt: though the presence of
God encompassed him, he had kept himself remote, and had wandered so
far astray from the teachings of his pious mother. Nevertheless God brought
his child home by a devious route. Augustine succeeded in breaking away
from the grasp of Manichaeism, the most dangerous heresy of his time;
converted tote living God, his course was once again channelled into the
way of God and His Church through the ages. Of paramount importance
for his conversion was his new insight into the significance and value of
the Holy Scriptures, his heart now filled with the wonder of the Gospel of
Jesus Christ. 31
30

Augustine's succinct commentary on the De civitate Dei in his Retractationum

libri duo clearly indicates his intension and attitude while engaged on this `grande opus':
Interea Rama Gothorum inruptione agentium sub rege Alarico atque impetu magnae
cladis euersa est, cuius euersionem deorum falsorum multorumque cultores, quos usitato
nomine paganos uocamus, in Christianam religionem referre conantes solito acerbius et
amarius Deum uerum blasphemare coeperunt. Unde ego exardescens zelo domus Dei
aduersus comm blasphemias vel errores libros de civitate Dei scribere institui (Edisie
Dombart/Kalb, p. I).
31s insight proved consequential also for Augustine's philosophy of history in
his latter years. The limits of this essay do not allow me to corroborate this remark with
material from Augustine's De doctrina christiana, De civitate Dei, or other writings; in
this connection, however, I should not refrain from mentioning the significance of
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Several hundred times the terms `way', `path', `road', `course', etc., occur
in the Old and New Testament. I am obliged to refer to the various nuances of these terms very briefly.
Apart from the way of an animal, like a bird, mention is made of the way
of a human being, of a man or woman, my and our way, your way, his and
their way. Sometimes the human way is meant in a personal sense, like the
way of the fool, or the way of the unfaithful, immoral woman. Often it
receives a further particular specification, for instance the way of the
righteous, or the way of the wicked, or the way of the transgressors, etc. On
the other hand it is also found in a more general abstract connotation, like
the way of holiness, or way of peace, or the way of unrighteousness, or the
way of life. Further uses of the term, with a religious tinge, appear in phrases like the good way, the right way, bad ways, the Way, sometimes more
specifically subjective like a way seeming right to man, and even comparatively, like `a more excellent way'.
In a more profound sense the phrases `way of life' and `way of death'
occur. Related to this use are phrases like his way is not grounded in man
and the sinner will return from his ways and live. The antithesis between
the way of life and death finds figurative expression respectively in the
images of the narrow and broad way or gate.
It is illuminating to note the various spatial, chronological, gnoseological
and specifically religious features of the term way. The following examples
prove this.
In a spatial sense a distinction is made between breadth (including an indication of the extent, as well as the attribute thereof, e.g. slippery) and
length of the way (for example a journey of three days, a good way off).
Other spatially qualified uses include nuances like on the way, beside the
way, the course of the way (for instance straight), and the direction like into
the holiest, or into hell. Phrases like his way from his youth, or `on the way'
present indications of time. Gnoseologically significant expressions include
hrases like: unknown way, discover the way, see my way, follow the way,
false way, way of truth, teach his way. Finally I may refer to phrases with
religious overtones like: new way, warn from wicked ways, way of salvation, way of the Lord, the way of God is untainted, etc. The religious quintes-

sence of the term `way' is exquisitely expressed in Proverbs 16 : 9: "A man's
heart deviseth his way: but the LORD directeth his steps".
The scope of this essays does not permit me to elucidate the philosophical
implications contained in the above-mentioned data from the Scriptures,
nor to substantiate the trend of my essay as such, 32 or to clarify the results implied by means of suitable illustrations. My essay being devoted mainly to
the theme of a way of life, I would particularly like to stress, by way of
Augustine's hermeneutic key in De civitate Dei, XV, I: ... quas etiam mystice appellamus ciuitates duas ... , on account whereof not only Augustine's serious concern with
(world) history deserves attention, but also the concrete core of his philosophy of history contests the extinguishing label "Divine Comedy" - pace G. L. Keyes (Christian
faith
2 and the interpretation of History. A Study of Augustine's Philosophy of History).
With reference not only to important contributions by Greek philosophers such as
Parmenides, Plato and others, but also to the interesting material preserved in Early
Christian and Mediaeval philosophical literature.
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conclusion, the close connection between way, life and truth, so impressively condensed in John 14 : 6: "I am the way, the truth, and the life "
In the person of Jesus Christ these three are wrought into one. Now from
its inception in Antiquity, philosophy was inextricably linked to the investigation of truth. It is an exceptionally fascinating undertaking to follow the
meanderings of Western thought in Christian perspective: Quo vadis, philosophia? The direction philosophy took, whence it came and its course to the
present day, is crucial to the interpretation of its problems, themes and
motifs. This, however, necessitates finding a hermeneutic key leaving the
central core of philosophic thought intact, and allowing of unbiassed investigation.
Here the Word of God is "a lamp unto (one's) feet and a light unto (one's)
path", disclosing the nodal point of the way, life and truth of philosophic
thought: Jesus Christ. And thus, "speaking the truth in love, grow up into
him in all things, which is the head, even Christ" (Eph. 4 : 15). Accordingly,
,,henceforth walk not as other Gentiles walk, in the vanity of their mind,
having the understanding darkened, being alienated from the life of God
through the ignorance that is in them, because of the blindness of their
heart ... And be renewed in the spirit of your mind; ... that ye put on the
new man, which after God is created in righteousness and true holiness"
(Eph. 4 : 17, 18, 23, 24). "A man's heart deviseth his way" — in this perspective the history of philosophy is a worthwile and serious task, vivid and
actual: tracing the struggle for a conversion of the human heart, a renewal
in the spirit of the mind. In point of fact, with this compass it is really
possible to decipher the message of philosophy through the ages.

PATRISTIC EVALUATION OF CULTURE *
BY

Prof, Dr. K. J. POPMA
1. The importance of the subject and the difficulties involved

An investigation into patristic estimation of culture is important, because
it makes its influence felt even today. It also forces us to look back to those
men and ideas which, in turn, have influenced the Church Fathers. Obviously, an important point is to assess whether, and if so, how and to what extent
the teachings of the Fathers can be said to continue on the lines of Philo
Judaeus. This might even provide us with a principle of division enablin
us to compare two groups, namely, those Fathers who used Philo's war
more or less intensively, and those who did not. 1
As far as Justin Martyr (ca. 100-166 A.D.) is concerned, he probably did
not know Philo's writings. 2 On the other hand, Philo's influence is clearly
traceable in Clement of Alexandria, and especially Origen. This is the more
striking because Clement also followed Justin. We shall return to the matter
later on. It is not too much to say that Philo occupies a key-position for a
correct understanding of the Fathers' evaluation of culture. On the one
hand, he has been strongly influenced by Plato, and, on the other hand, his
teachings to a great extent have determined not only the cultural estimate
of the Fathers, but also that of the Early and Late Middle Ages. Even today
his influence is felt through Scholasticism and Neo-Scholasticism (both in
Roman Catholic and in Protestant circles). In the second volume of this
periodical N. J. Hommes wrote an article, "Philo en Paulus" (Philo and
Paul), which is still worth reading (Phil. Ref., 1937, pp. 156-187; 193-2423).
Here we read, among other things, that Jerome counted Philo among the
ecclesiastical authors (inter scriptores ecclesiasticos, De viris illustribus,
Ch. XI), and that Ambrose copied entire sections from Philo, — an instance
of glaring plagiarism by our standards (art. quoted, p. 162) —, so that in his
own days he was called Philo Latinus or Christianus. How much this meant
for Ambrose becomes somewhat plain when we remember that he threatened to excommunicate the emperor Theodosius by about 388 A.D., if he
were to bring an action against some people in Mesopotamia who had

* This article was written in testimony of friendship and also by way of congratulation on the occasion of the 80th birthday of Prof. Dr. D. H. Th. Vollenhoven on November 1, 1972.
i A. H. Armstrong, An introduction to ancient philosophy, 1965, p. 161 thinks that
Philo was "muddle-headed and inconsistent". H. A. Wolfson, Philo I, II, 1968 and
C. J. de Vogel, Greek philosophy, III (1959), pp. 353 -376, are of a different opinion.
Certainly Armstrong's opinion cannot stand without further qualification.
2 H. Chadwick, Early Christian thought and the classical tradition, 1966, p. 4.
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burnt down a Jewish synagogue. Apparently Ambrose's appreciation of Philo
could go hand in hand with anti-Judaism in practice! Both Jerome (ibid.)
and Augustine (Contra Faustum Manicheum, Ch. XII, 39) mention that
Plato and Philo were kindred spirits, at least as far as their style (eloquium)
was concerned and that they were each other's equals. Moreover, we may
take into account that Philo wasn't just a follower of Plato, but also a fervent adherent of Stoic ethics and theology, of the ethics of the Cynics and
of neo-Pythagorism. Even so our enumeration is not exhaustive. To understand the true significance of Philo's influence we have to take into account
that his writings originated from lectures delivered in the synagogue (sermons? See H. A. Wolfson, Philo, I (1968), p. 96) in which he pursued several objectives at the same time. Apparently, these lectures were attended
both by Jews and non-Jews. Philo's idea was to revive the identity of the
Jews — far too much hellenized to his taste — and to show the value of the
Mosaic law which he regarded as superior to Greek education. In this way
he hoped to counterbalance anti-Judaism which was also known in Alexandria and which was associated with the name of Apion. As a result of his
pursuing these three purposes simultaneously his lectures were bound to
lose in clarity. An additional difficulty was that Philo was forced to proceed
carefully in his defense of the Mosaic law because of the prevailing antiJudaic mood. He wanted to say two things simultaneously, namely, that
Jewish culture was still worth-while, and, secondly, that the Jewish outlook was superior to that of the Greeks, since the Jews were adherents
of Moses' theology. But the danger was that his apology might fan antisemitism.
Certainly the answer to the question which of the Fathers served their
apprenticeship with Philo and which did not, can only provide us with a
very general division which at some points may not prove tenable, so that
the answer to it can initially be of tentative value only. However, it is, in
corroborated by another principle of classification, one which is equaltentative and questionable. This second principle we find represented
Ftolyart,some
extent in a booklet by C. J. de Vogel entitled W i1sgerige aspecten

van het vroeg-christeli/k den en (Philosophical aspects of early Christian

thought), 1970, p. 12. Here the author states that among those who accepted the revelation of Christ we can distinguish two attitudes with regard to
philosophy, namely, (1) a more synthetic one, which acknowledges elements
of truth in Greek philosophy and wants to make use of them, and (2) an
antithetic attitude which condemns philosophy and the whole of pagan
culture, and which considers a training in Greek philosophy to be useless,
and even dangerous for a Christian. In this connection Mrs. de Vogel makes
mention of "Christian humanism" which she detects in Justin Martyr, and,
subsequently, in Clement, Origen, the Cappadocians and even Augustine.
According to Mrs. de Vogel, Tertullian (160-220A.D.) is the most outspoken representative of the antithetic attitude (here the adverb "more"
is lacking). Interestingly enough the author calls attention to a "Protestant inclination" in Tertullian's view of the suprarational character of
f aith. 3
3

G. J. de Vogel , op. cit., p. 58.
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2. A synthesis favouring cultural solidarity and a synthesis opposing
solidarity

C. J. de Vogel points out that Tertullian was a materialist both in his
psychology and in his theology. In both respects he follows the Stoa. 4 We
may add that in his ethics Tertullian often links up with the Stoa consciously. The expression Seneca saepe noster `Seneca who so often is on our side'
goes back to him. 5 In the patristic evaluation of culture as well as in the
philosophies of the Fathers we find different types of synthesis. By synthesis
we understand a combination of Biblical with Hellenic antibiblical motives.
The implicit incompatibility of the motives so combined is toned down
since each motive is adapted so as to take on the colour of the other. And
within this group of syntheses a difference which can hardly be described
as an opposition between "more synthetic" and "antithetic", can be discovered. For that reason we prefer to label the whole period of patristic philosophy as "synthetic". Within this synthesis we may distinguish between
those who reveal a spirit of solidarity with regard to the surrounding culture of which they are themselves a part, and those who reject this solidarity
and whom we may accordingly describe as "anti-solidaritarians".
It is highly significant that in Tertullian we look in vain for any link with
Philo's thought, although Tertullian must have known his works. The fact
that Justin Martyr's writings do not show any such link either, can be easily
explained by assuming that Justin Martyr, being no scholar in the strict
sense of the word, did not know Philo. But Tertullian's case is different.
Tertullian was erudite. How is it then to be explained that he does not link
up with Philo? In all likelihood we may correctly suppose that Tertullian
rejected Philo's ideas, despite the fact that he was highly interested in the
same theological topics and preferred Stoic ethics as did Philo. The characteristic typically dinstinguishing Tertullian from Philo is his hostility to
culture. Philo's synthesis is clearly of the type which favours cultural solidarity (even though Judaism gives it a particular flavour), whereas Tertullian's synthesis is definitely anti-solidaritarian. Nevertheless this spirit of
anti-solidarity and the hostility to culture involved in it is inherently contradictory. From the days of Antisthenes onwards, the Cynic movement has
been hostile to culture. We may, therefore, recognize a typically ancientpagan factor implicit in Tertullian's rejection of ancient culture. Rejecting
ancient culture, Tertullian was culturally ancient! Totally unlike Lucifer of
Calaris of whom we will make mention later, Tertullian was, in fact, one of
the most brilliant representatives of culture during the early Christian
period. A negative and even negativistic attitude towards the surrounding
culture of which one forms a part is not peculiar to, Christian antiquity only.
We find it even today. There are numerous instances where ancient and
contemporary culture are supposed to be biblically evaluated, whereas,
4 Ibid., p. 58. The author unjustly takes Tertullian to task for lack of philosophical
insight. H. Chadwick, op. cit., p. 2, points out that Tertuiian was not only a capable
lawyer but that, in addition, he was well acquainted with the views and arguments of
the platonic, aristotelian and stoic schools. That the matter should be put still differently
we hope to show in our second paragraph.
5 De anima Ch. XX. See Battles -Hugo, Calvin's commentary on Seneca's De clementia, 19 69, p. 501. Seneca was highly regarded by the Fathers and by Calvin. An unfinished treatise by Calvin (De luau, 15461) contains some 50 quotations from Seneca, all
of them cited with approval.
,
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in fact, the evaluation turns out to be more inspired by the Cynics than by
the Bible. However, we want to emphasize that the theological appreciation
of Tertullian's apologetical work is a different matter."
3. Source reorientation
In his fine Ph. D. thesis,? B. Wentsel points out that, among others, Henri
de Lubac has made an effort to come to a "source-reorientation of theology
in the light of the Holy Scriptures and the Fathers". By means of sourceresearch he demonstrated that development of Church doctrine does not
always amount to theological progress. It is, first of all, remarkable, that
this source-reorientation is to benefit theology, but it is as remarkable that
it is done in the light of the Holy Scriptures and the Fathers, since these two
can hardly be taken as equals. In fact, what strikes us in patristic syntheses
is, among other things, that the Fathers at times made most peculiar
(mis)use of the Bible. A glaring instance is provided by Clement of Alexandria (died before 215 A.D.). In C. J. de Vogel's book (p. 23) we read that
Clement's view of Christianity is dominated by the Greek idea of paideia.
Christ is the pedagogue before He becomes the teacher. In his use of the
word paidogoogos CClement must have thought of Gal. 3, 24, "Thus the law
was a pedagogue for us until (the time of) Christ". But it is remarkable that
the paidagoogos of Gal. 3: 24 is not a pedagogue, but a guardian. Paul
makes this statement in direct relation to the congregational difficulties
which had arisen in the church of the Galatians, where Christians from
among the Jews were giving wrong guidance. It was their idea that Christ
was a (or perhaps the) champion of their own sort of Judaism, so that
whoever wanted to become a Christian would have to become a Jew first
with all that such entailed, e.g. circumcision, restrictions as to food, etc. At
issue here is what a particular group of Judaist Jews had made of the Law,
and of the Old Testament as a whole. Just like the apostle John, Paul knew
very well that the Law given through Moses was identical with the Gospel
in which grace-and-truth through Christ is proclaimed (that is to say,
the full course of grace, see John 1, 16 ff.; there the contents of the Law
and of the Gospel are both called charis). But Paul was involved in the difficulty that the Galatians had fashioned a Juda-ized Gospel for themselves
in which Christ was regarded as a representative — a great representative,
surely — of their Judaism. Thus the Galatians lost their faithvision of the
real Christ. It is then that Paul states: this law of yours is no more than an
attendant in charge who takes small children to school and whose job is
finished now.
It appears that Clement understood little or nothing of Gal. 3, 24 and of
the letter to the Galatians as a whole, if, indeed, it is true that his view of
6 See C. van Til's cautious exposition in his work A Christian theory of knowledge,
1969, pp. 83-109. In the Summary (p. 89) van Til states that although Tertullian dhooses the right path in his psychology, his view of the Scriptures, and his doctrine of
Trinity, he does not remain faithful to his own principle: "Tertullian appears as a Samson doing mighty deeds of valor for the Lord but then falling in love with the beauty
that the Philistine offers."
rontatie met de jongste ontwikke7 Natuur en genade, een introductie in en confrontatie
lingen in de rooms-katholieke theologie intake dit theme (Nature and grace, an introduction to and a confrontation with the most recent developments in Roman-Catholic
theology regarding this theme), 1970, p. 63.
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the Gospel was dominated by the Greek idea of paideia. 8 For paideia means
something like "culture", and the hellenic idea of paideia is a pagan existential which, as such, has nothing to do with the Gospel of Christ, or
rather, it is basically diametrically opposed to this Gospel. Here, indeed,
we are reminded of `falling in love with the beauty that the Philistine offers".
If then, source-reorientation is called for, then, in this context, it cannot
be a source-reorientation of theology, but an inquiry as to the evaluation of
patristic cultural criticism according to the touchstone of the doctrinal content of the Holy Scriptures. We want to know, for example, what the reliious implications of Clement's idea of paideia are, and, in that context,
ow he reads Paul's letter to the Galatians, particularly what he takes to be
the meaning of the paidagoo os mentioned in Gal. 3, 24, who is not a pedagogue, but an attendant in charge.
By asking how Clement of Alexandria read the Scriptures, the letter to
the Galatians and, in particular, Gal. 3, 24, we find the only really critical
instance which enables us to evaluate Clement's estimation of culture. Obviously, in order to evaluate Clement, we have to engage in Bible study. But
what do we mean by Bible study? Many a one will find this relatively easy,
taking Bible study to mean theological exegesis. We need not object much
to this answer, as long as one continually, over and over again, asks questions about the possibility of such a theological exegesis; what form of
knowledge is prevalent here, and how to evaluate that form of knowledge
in our Selbstverständnis? And this leads us to the question as to how we
can use the Bible at all and how this use is structured. In the present context we cannot enter into this subject extensively, nor does our subject require us to do so. All Bible study is made possible by what we may call
"a naive use of the Bible". This non-theoretical use is the permanent foundation of all authentic Bible study. Thus it will be clear that we have to
guard against the danger of thinking that a "theological exegesis" could be
some neutral kind of technique, a view rather popular with theologians and
little questioned. People do not reflect on it in a truly critical, self-examining, way. Self-examination is, of course, not a process which should take
place individualistically within oneself only, but it should take the form of
a dialogue between persons if it is to be meaningful. Taken by itself, this
naive use of the Bible, integral as it is, may adopt a variety of methods, even
scientific ones, in its service. It may never be, and can never be determined
or dominated by any of these methods. In numerous theologies this state of
affairs is rather neglected. People are wont to think uncritically in terms
of "the present state of knowledge", as if this were an autonomous force.
When carried out in this spirit, a reorientation in sources cannot even come
to passable results. However, should we ask how Clement read the Scriptures, notably Gal. 3, 24, then we are engaged in reorientation of our sources in conformance with the Scriptures in order to be able to evaluate
9 See Werner Jaeger's famous work Paideia (3 vols), 1959. The title refers to the
meaning of "culture", the same meaning which paideusis has in Isocrates, Panegyricus,
50: Hellenes we call those who share our paideusis, more than those who share our
phusis (descent, appearance, including skin colour). See further L. Helbing, Der
dritte Humanismus, 1935, p. 60; A. Burk, Die Pddagogik des Isokrates, p. 194; and my
article "De idee der rhetorische geschiedenisbeschrijving in de oudheid" (The idea of
rhetoric historiography in classical antiquity), Phil. Ref., Vol. 2, 1937, pp. 129-155.
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Clement's way of thinking. Here the question "what do the Scriptures
teach?" is used as the only reliable standard for evaluation. This is how we
can come to determine what the significance of Clement's synthesis, favouring cultural solidarity, is. Indeed, we can recognize evangelical elements in
his thought, but they are quite mixed up with elements of non-biblical
origin.' As is to be expected in a synthesis favouring cultural solidarity,
Clement appears to have known and appreciated Philo's works positively.
C. J. de Vogel rightly stresses the fact. It helps us understand Clement's
reading of the beginning of Genesis. According to him, Gen. 1, 1 speaks of
an invisible heaven, and Gen. 1, 1 and 2 speak of a yet unformed earth,
while the visible heaven and earth were made out of the invisible light only
afterwards. It is clear that Clement reads Gen. 1, 1 ff.. through Philo's eyes.
His synthesis is determined to a large extent bij Philo's works, although we
detect one f ar-reaching correction: whereas Clement ranks "philosophy"
on a par with the Old Test. prophets and the books of Moses, Philo takes
the doctrinal contents of the Old Test. to be clearly superior to the wisdom
of the Greeks. Hagar is the slavegirl in Abraham's tent. She symbolizes a
reparatory stage of instruction (we could say: she stands for the reamula), whereas Sarah is the resident of the tent of wiscaom and symbolizes
that wisdom. 10 The superiority of the Mosaic laws has its consequences for
the idea of the State: the Mosaic idea of the State is superior to any other,
because the Mosaic laws very closely resemble the constitution of the
cosmos.11
4. Origen's synthesis in favour of cultural solidarity
Clement's line is continued, to some extent, by his successor, the leader
of the Alexandrian catechetic school, Otrigen (185-254 A.D.). Less engaged
in pastoral work and rather more interested in theology as a (closed) science
he became the founder of systematic theology which he attempted to
elaborate into a closed system. 12 Whether he was orthodox or not is still
controversial. Even today he is difficult to interpret .13 He receives less
criticism for his extreme theologism than for the doctrines which he developed by means of his theoretic theology. It is very remarkable that this
doctrines have been condemned because of his indeed clearly unbiblical
9 Clement expressly teaches that philosophy was to the Greeks what Law was to
the Jews, see C. J. de Vogel, op. cit., pp. 23 ff., and Stromateis I, 5.28.3; IV, 5-8. He
more or less followed the track of Justin Martyr. We wonder what exactly he meant by
"the philosophy", and, particularly, what he referred to with the expression "the law
for the Jews". Apparently, his use of the Bible was based on the assumption that the
relation between the Old Test. and the New Test. is that of something inferior to
something genuine. To Clement the inferior was on the same level as "the philosophy"
for the Greeks. To interpret Clement correctly we have to take into account that his
apology was directed to an "intellectual upper class" to which he himself belonged, see
H. Chadwick, op. cit., pp. 35 f.
10 De congressu eruditionis gratis, 72; De sacri f iciis Abelis et Caini, 10. See E. Brehier, Les idees philosophiques et religieuses de Philon d'Alexandrie, 1950, pp. 292 f.;
E. R. Goodenough, The politics of Philo Judaeus, 1938, pp. 83 f .; E. Stein, Die allegorische Exegese des Philo sus Alexandreia, 1929, pp. 46, 57.
11 De vita Mosis, II, 51. See further Wolfson, op. cit., II, pp. 374 f.
12 A. Sizoo, Geschiedenis der oud-Christelijke letterkunde (History of ancient Christian literature), 1952, pp. 99, 105.
13 H. Chadwick, op. cit., p. 66.
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views, while at the same time his method has remained untouched, and
has instead been maintained and adopted for use. Origen was the ancient
founder of the Scholastic and neo-Scholastic movement, for in it his theological science-ideal remained alive, both in Roman Catholic and Protestant circles. It remained alive the more strongly when the area of his
method's applicability was reduced, while his method was being maintained
and defended. It was always Origen's intention to reduce the contents of
the Christian knowledge of faith into a system of clearcut concepts, and
this is still attempted today also by theologians who insist that they are
anti-scholastic. Origen's theological universalism, the doctrine that not only
all men will be saved one day, but the devil and his henchmen as well, is
wellknown. 14 Origen's doctrine of the Fall has been influential far into the
19th century. According to Origen, incarnation is a punishment meted out
to good and bad spirits alike. The only difference lies in the degree of
punishment. Bilderdijk, who followed J. F. von Meyer in this respect, was
of the opinion that animals are incarnations of angels fallen more or less
deeply. 15 In Bilderdijk this view is related to the problem of domesticated
animals running wild.
In Origen's hands Clement's idea of paideia receives a fullfledged theological elaboration. Origen's idea of cultural solidarity is closely related to
Philo's works, as is clear, among other things, from his allegorizing. This
method of interpretation is known both from Hellenistic philosophy and
from Talmudic literature. In both cases the intention is moralistic. Another
possible — and perhaps more important — source of allegorizing in Philo,
Clement and Origen is the conviction that the Bible-text, being the word
of God, is of supernatural origin. The idea of the supernatural does not
come from the Bible, but from paganism, and it is a very ancient idea.
Philo considered Moses to be a giver and interpreter of oracles. 16 It seems
that Clement and Origen also regarded the Word-revelation to be oracular.
A scriptural attempt at source-reorientation is able to show that the theologos-idea (theologos literally means: speaker of the language of the gods;
that is to say, on account of his office the theologos could understand the
language of the gods, talk with them and translate their "holy" language
into the profane speech of man), is a purely pagan idea. Yet it is one of
the basic ideas of the theology of Philo, Clement and Origen. Both for our
14 Similarly Ph. Kohnstamm, De Heilige (The Saint), 1931, pp. 402 f. See further
J. J. Buskes, Waarheid en leugen aan het ziekbed (Truth and falsehood at the sickbed),
1970, pp. 103 ff., who refers to da Costa among others.
15 Dichtwerken (Poetical Works), V, pp. 124 ff. See H. Bavinck, Biklerdijk als
denker en dichter (Bilderdijk as thinker and poet), 1906, pp. 70 f.
16 Plutarch in his De de f ectu oraculorum, Ch. 15 informs us that the interpreters of
the oracular utterances in the temple of Delphi had the title of hoi Delphoon theologoi,
see G. v. d. Leeuw, Phanomenologie der Religion, 1933, p. 534 (and p. 355). Obviously,
this idea was not restricted to Delphi. Oracular practice is extremely old, as is its foundation in a dualism of holy and profane. The gods speak a "holy language" (hieroi
logoi) the supernaturality of which is proved, for example, by the fact that the Pythia
utters "unintelligible sounds" which have to be interpreted and translated into human
language by the professional interpreter of the oracles, the theologian. Philo saw in
Moses the giver and interpreter of oracles, see De opificio
icio mundi, Ch. 12, male semnoos
theologesas `discoursing on God in a lofty (i.e. supernatural) way'. See further De vita
Mosis, II, 115, and De praemiis at poenis, Ch. 53. It is notably Hermes the Interpreter who "interprets" the message of the gods to men.
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understanding of Philo's theology, anc our understanding of Clement's and
Origen's estimation of culture, it is of the greatest importance to recognize
that the syntheses of the latter, whict favour cultural solidarity, are based
on a purely pagan religious basic ide I. This idea — let us take good note
of it — is decisive for their view of the authority of the Scriptures and their
use of the Bible. It finds its characte -istic manifestation in the greater or
smaller space assigned to allegorical ,xegesis. Origen accounts for this by
saying that God Who speaks His lord accommodates Himself to the
capacity of the hearers' understandin r. Not all hearers are equal. Higher
minds may discern teachings in the B ble which are obscure to the simple.
Thus we can distinguish two levels of meaning, and sometimes even three
or f our. 17 In the process it has become clear that Origen offers a theological
elaboration of a pagan theory. To hi] 1 it is obvious that God must do his
utmost to make Himself intelligible f( r man. He accommodates Himself to
the human capacity of understanding and does so for that reason. He says
something different than what He would actually want to say. Now man,
in turn, must do what he can to fathom the real depth of God's accommodated utterances. This view of Origen found continued expression in the
doctrine that mankind is indeed referred to Revelation as theologia ectypa
sive revelata but that nevertheless, we, or at least the theologians among
us, should find a way to translate this theologia ectypa back into the
language which God had really wanted to speak and should have spoken,
namely, the theologia archetype. This is God s own language in which that
knowledge is speaking by which God knows Himself. This idea is familiar
in many types of Scholasticism including Protestant Scholasticism (where
we may distinguish between a more noble and a more vulgar type).
In coming to an interpretation of Origen's solidarity-favouring synthesis,
it has become more and more clear to us that the pagan element plays a
much bigger part than is commonly supposed. The biblical element has to
suffer accordingly. We never realize sufficiently that the Father's estimation
of culture, was of a culture which not only surrounded them, but of which
they themselves formed a part as well, sharing in it. H. Chadwick (op. cit.,
p. 111) rightly observes that Origen's attachment to Platonism is a "complex
and delicate matter". Chadwick says: "In substantial respects Platonism is
in the air that he and his contemporaries breathe, and it is therefore beyond
criticism." Both C. J. de Vogel and H. Chadwick point to Origen's orthodox
intention. 18 Chadwick notes that Origen "assumes without discussion that
the cosmos is divided into higher an lower, eternal and temporal, intelligible and sensible, spirit and matter" (op. cit., p. 111). Again (p. 122): "Moreover, this penetration of his thought by Platonism is no merely external
H. Chadwick, op cit., pp. 74 f.
C. j. de Vogel, op. cit., p. 34 says that Origen must have been a very religious
man after all, in spite of his odd doctrines, e.g. with regard to the Fall, the incarnation
and the apokatastasis. However, it is clear that Mrs. de Vogel herself advocates a synthesis which favours cultural solidarity. To a lesser degree this is the case with H.
Chadwick, see e.g. his statement that Origen "wanted to be a Christian, not a Platonist,
Yet Platonism was in him, malgre lui." (op. cit., p. 122). By about 500 A.D. Origen is
still mentioned with respect, namely, in the Regula Magistri, see La Regle du Maitre,
3 vols, ed. Clement-Neufville-Demeslay, 1964-1965, 11, 62, "Origins (read: Origenis)
sententia sapiens". The Regula Benedicti drafted by Benedict of Nursia about a quarter of a century after the origination of the Regula Magistri makes use of this latter rule.
17
18
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veneer of apologetic. Platonic ways of thinking about God and the soul are
necessary to him if he is to give an intelligible account of his Christian
beliefs.
5. The language of the period

As far as Clement and Origen are concerned, and Justin Martyr too,
though in a slightly different way, we find that to a large extent they spoke
the language of their time. We all do. We may even say, the thesis is
plausible at any rate, that we speak the language of our time more than
we realize or are able to realize. Now we may accept this in casual resignation and say that that's the way things are. But then, inevitably, the
possibility of understanding authors of another era is undermined. Then
how do we evaluate at all? What sense does historical research still make?
Is it right that, in trying to understand the Fathers, we are really engaged
in translating their testimonies into our own language from the ' very start,
since we do not actually understand their language. These are the historian's questions of critical self-appraisal; a selfappraisal that is personal,
albeit dialogue. What, in fact, is the historian doing? Is the "office" of
being a historian nothing but an illusion after all? Is it only illusion to think
that we can enter into dialogue with the Fathers? Then what is the sense
of source-reorientation? If we cannot actually consult the sources, but only
make same curious discoveries in the manner of "look, somebody already
said so in the third century A.D.", are we not then in fact taking the
testimony of someone who lived and worked so many centuries ago, fitting
it only as motto into our own work and life which surrounds us like an
impenetrable wall? In that case, the science of history is an illusory affair.
Its results would amount to no more than curious, necessarily pointless
references. Origen spoke the language of his day without rising above it
in critique and so do we, if and when we enquire into Origen's thought and
his estimation of culture. We do not really reach him; it only looks that
way. Erwin Strauss, however, has acceptably argued that Descartes' view
has not only dogmatically determined and limited all subsequent forms of
psychology, including those of today, but also that it determines "das

Denken and Reden des einfachen M annes". 19 Unwittingly and unwillingly
we translate statements of Justin, Clement, Origen, Tertullian and others
into the language of our period. We also discover a biblical core in the
Father's philosophy and evaluation of culture, and it is often very difficult
to determine the content and significance of this evangelical nucleus, just
as difficult as it is to determine the non-biblical component of our own
philosophy and estimate of culture. We attempt a source-reorientation in
the light of the Holy Scriptures, to be sure, but at the same time we must
also find out to what extent our own use of the Bible is influenced by extraBiblical motives. That "theological exegesis" is some sort of "neutral, objec19 In his book Vom Sinn der Sinne, 1956, pp. 2-9, especially p. 2, "Der Einflusz der
Philnsophie ist durchaus nicht auf die Wissensehaft und. ihre Lehre beschrankt. Philosophische Gedanken, Entdeckungen and Weisen des Sehens breiten sich von einer
kleinen Gemeinde allmahlich auf immer gr6szere Kreise aus and beherrschen zumeist
unbemerkt and vielfach entstellt auch das Denken and Reden des einfachen Marines.
Die "schlichte Beschreibung" ist nur ein Antworten auf Fragen. Unsere Fragen sind die
unserer Epoche; sie sind uns vorgeschrieben von dem geschichtlich Aktuellen, vorgedacht and vorgesprochen durch die Sprache unseres Zeitalters."
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tive technique" is an often accepted point of view and point of departure
in practice, though it is seldom examined in critical self-appraisal. Critical
self-questioning soon reveals rather clearly that it does make a difference
whether we casually and unreflectingly accept the dogma that everybody
speaks the language of his period to a greater extent than he himself rea izes, or wether we are on the lookout for the means to break through the
enclosing wall of language. That difference is there also when we cannot
precisely determine how successful we are in effecting a breakthrough. We
can establish that Clement hardly understood the letter to the Galatians,
notably, Gal. 3, 24 or that he did not understand it at all. In the meantime,
Bible-study did make some progress. The question arises how that can be.
What connects us with the Fathers is that as they were, we too are out to
found our thought and our critique of culture biblically; and we come to
discover that the Fathers did not progress beyond a synthesis (either
favouring cultural solidarity or not). What about our own reflection and
our own estimation of culture? The meaning of this question is this: do
our corrections of the views of the Fathers amount to a radical improvement
or a non-principal modification? Do we think, having learned through past
experience, to have taken a step in the right direction If so, then where lies
the criterion which establishes that, in fact, the direction taken is the proper
one? This is the essential question. 2o
The ethical norm for scientific practice enjoins us to assume that (a) the
Fathers used their Bible, and (b) they did so in all sincerity. Thus, when
we discover that their use of the Bible was not at all impeccable, the
question arises how we can gain biblical insight into our own use of the
Bible. 21 We shall restrict ourselves to the main points to be noted. All study
of the Bible is supported and so made possible by what we may call the
naive use of the Bile. This use is by no means restricted to the "Denken
and Reden des einfachen Mannes", but, on the contrary, it should contin-

ually support and inspire our Bible-study and lend its ardour to it. Quite
often it is suggested that theological scientific Bible-study is able to guide
the congregation's use of the Bible. At this point we gratefully recall the
bold statement made by A. A. van Ruler that theology does not belong in
the church. 22 The naive use of the 'Bible is characteristic for the congre20 In the sequel we hope to clarify by means of some examples that the rejection of
a synthesis which favours cultural solidarity need not imply the rejection of synthesis as
such. The point is that a synthesis which is opposed to cultural solidarity still remains
a synthesis of biblical and non-biblical elements.
21 R. Bijlsma has been fascinated by this problem, as is evident from his Ph. D.
tuurlijk Schri f tgexag (The authority of the Scriptures according to the
thesis Schriftuurlijk
Scriptures), 1959. In the present context we cannot discuss the matter extensively and
simply suggest that the author has not subjected himself enough to critical self-examination, since the radical distinction between theological research and knowledge of faith or experience of faith, if one likes, which as such is prior to functional differentiation has not become clear to the extent required by a thorough treatment of his subject. Far
from chiding the author for it, we wish rather to recall that this shortcoming is characteristic of theologians and seldom noticed.
22 In his work Waarom zou ik naar de kerk gaan? (Why should I go to church?)
1971, p. 78, "Nu hoort de theologie in de kerk niet thuis. Zij is geen functie van de
kerk. Zij is wetenschap of ook kunst. En aan beide doet de kerk als zodanig niet."
(The point is that theology is out of place in the church. It is not a function of the
church. Theology is a science or an art. The church as such does not engage in either).
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gation. The congregation can, for the improvement of her own use of the
Bible as well as that which confronts her, accept the service of theology,
demanding at the same time that theology furnish evidence of its biblical
character. For the overriding' concern of a naive use of the Bible is what
first makes that use itself possible. The divine Word-revelation, though it
immanentizes itself as calling from God ("in fact, the kingdom of God is
among you", entos humoon, Luke, 17, 12), "at the same time" remains s©
transcendent that its teaching always transcends the period and the culture
in which it arises. So the question is not whether the Fathers used their
Bible — they certainly did, and in all sincerity —. The real question, for
them as for us is to what extent both they and we had and have attention
for the Divine Word-Revelation as a power breaking through historicocultural limits and restrictions. Such attention, to be sure, is the centre and
the soul of a naive use of the Bible. Scriptural source-reorientation entails
acceptance of the Word's entire teaching as the criterion enabling us to
learn to evaluate the Fathers evaluation of culture and their use of the
Bible involved in it. In this way, we shall notice, on the one hand, that
the pagan factor in that type of synthesis which favours solidarity often lies
deeper and works more powerfully than we may initially suspect; and, on
the other hand, that the Father's use of the Bible, also in their cultural
criticism, reveals definitely evangelical moments. In a double sense of the
word: the synthesis, the fusion, the solution goes deeper than we thought
initially, the pagan factor appears to be stronger than it seemed at first,
and the biblical element too, now appears to be more powerful, than we
first thought. Moreover, we should pay careful attention to the influence of
the Fathers' reflection and their estimation of culture. It can be shown
that Origen's theology influenced Bilderdijk's thought De dieren (The
animals: incarnated, fallen spirits), as well as da Costa and Kohnstamm
(both in connection with the doctrine of universal redemption). 23 H. Chadwick (op. cit., p .119) says that the central question is whether Christ's
atoning work does not remain in an important sense incomplete until every
soul made in his image has been restored to communion with God". But

the question whether Origen's theological universalism (which is still alive
today) might be indicative of an unbiblical pattern of thought, hardly
occurs to him. By this road, too, we are led to the idea that the naive use
of the Bible is the foundation of all Bible-study, also in its theological
elaboration.
The possibility of a naive Bible-sense, humanly fundamental as it is, and
though rejected in so far as it is subjected to the censorship of scientific
theology, rests on the very character of the Divine Word-revelation, which,
23 In our country, H. Berkhof, Gegronde verwachting, schets van een christelijke
toekomstleer (Well-founded expectation, an outline of a christian doctrine of the future),
1968, especially, (pp. 70 ff.) seems to advocate a certain theological universalism, though
in a cautious way and with expert knowledge. In his case too, the real difficulty seems
to be a certain lack in self-examination of the theologian by the theologian regarding his
thinking and working as a theologian. We do not find a clear case of "Origenism" here,
but a vague and indirect influence of Origen's tradition is just possible. H. Chadwick
(op. cit., pp. 118 f., "Origen's universalism is not dead ... His case always rests on the
creative goodness of God as the ground of redemption."), on good grounds and with an
impressive array of arguments, speaks of a "perennial issue" with respect to the question of "orthodoxy" in the case of Origen.
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as God's calling, has a pervasive heart-penetrating power, and which, as the
Name established among men, displays that power in its immanentisation
also, and displays the vulnerability entailed by that immanentisation too,
as the second commandment amply testifies. Therefore the naive use of
the Bible is a basic datum of our being human. To put it under the
guardianship of a scientific theology amounts to destroying its possibility.
It is clear that a naive Bible-use plays a prominent part in the patristic
synthesis favouring cultural solidarity. But the non-biblical factor involved
in this synthesis entailed harmful consequences for the workings of that
naive use of the Bible, so that, to some extent, it lost its legitimate place.
Clearly, it is the solidaristic element which is responsible for the weakening
of the primary use of the Bible, and the Fathers themselves were well aware
of that. Consequently, they opposed this cultural solidarity in different
ways. However, they did not realize that their very opposition to solidarity,
itself represented synthesis-thought making use of typically pagan cultural
factors. We have selected three representatives of this type of synthesis,
namely, Tatian, a Greek author of the second century A.D.; Tertullian
(ca. 160 - after 220 A.D.), a Latin author to whom we have already referred;
and Lucifer, another Latin author, bishop of Calaris, Sardinia (Yied in 370
A.D.). As stated above, the link with Philo Judaeus is characteristic of those
Fathers who favour cultural solidarity. Those Fathers who oppose this
solidarity characteristically seem to run into conflict with the official church.
Neither of these two "characteristics" is coincidental, because, on the one
hand, the appreciation of Philo originates in the conviction that his synthesis proceeds along biblical, or at least, Mosaic lines, in its estimate of
culture, and because, on the other hand, the criticisms of the official church
concern its comparative worldliness, especially in matters of church-discipline. To the anti-solidaritarians this latter point was a symptom of secularisation which went against their grain. To some extent, they were Cynics,

and, consequently, they felt contempt for the world. Obviously this division
is not neat. Preference for Cynic ethics is also found in Fathers who favour
cultural solidarity, and Tertullian held the apostolic authority of the church
in high respect, as is evidenced by his treatise De praescriptione haereticorum and by his writings dating from the Montanist period.
6. Tatian's anti-solidaritarian synthesis

Tatian is a truly remarkable representative of the patristic estimate of
culture. 24 In religious matters he was of a venturesome nature. Not only did
24 Martin Elze, Tatian and seine Theologie, 1960. Of Tatian's life we only know
one date with certainty, namely, the year 172 in Which he returned from Rome to the
East, that is, Assyria, east of the Tigris. There he became a follower, or possibly the
founder of a gnostic group called the Encratites. Tatian did render the Syriac speaking
churches a great service nevertheless by writing his Diatessaron, a Gospel-harmony, see
Elze, op. cit., p. 17. His speculations regarding the Logos have not been sufficiently
clarified. They probably differed from those of Justin, whose pupil Tatian was in
Rome. His estimate of culture was the reverse of Justin's. See further A. Sizoo, Geschiedenis der Oud-Christelijke letterkunde (History of ancient Christian literature), 1952,
pp. 46-50. This author tries to explain Tatian's opposition to cultural solidarity as a
symptom of a phathological narrowing of mind (op. cit., p. 49). Elze, on the other hand,
points out (op. cit., p. 11) that a psychological interpretation leaves Tatians real contribution as a thinker basically unexplained.
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he make intensive acquaintance with several pagan religions, but he was
also, more than once, it seems, initiated into a mystery cult. Our written
tradition is reverently silent about it, just as in the case of those initiates
who were later converted to Christianity. Our best source in this respect
is still 2 Peter, 16-19 although the significance of this passage as the best
source for our knowledge of the mystery cults is not generally recognized
as yet. Peter knew ex-initiates through his pastoral experience. He seems
to have respected their opinion that they were bound to their vow of
secrecy even after conversion. But Peter's allusions are sufficiently clear.
He speaks of muthoi sesophismenoi. The rendering of this expression as
"tales artfully spun" is not quite exact, although this meaning is involved
to some extent. Sophizoo simply means "to communicate a sophia, a doctrine". Muthoi sesophismenoi are, first of all, doctrinal myths, that is
to say, myths told to the initiates-to-be during their initiation, a kind
of catechetical instruction, we might say. These stories were meant
to make the candidates familiar with the theology of the cult. Durin
this period of preparatory instruction terms like dunamis `power', an
mega eiotes `majesty' presumably came up for discussion. It is perfectly
certain that the word epoptes'b eholding contemplator', belonged to the
vocabulary of religious instruction, because initiation meant promotion to
the rank of contemplative beholder. Just what the initiates did see is not
known; probably nothing more than an ear of corn in a basket. But to the
initiates this symbol was charged with cultic mysterious meaning, so much
so that they experienced their seeing of it as an effective sacrament which
changed their life completely and which turned them into "different
people". The night preceding the initiation-ceremony was regarded as
especially important. 2 Peter 1, 19 offers us accurate information on this
point also. Here Peter speaks of a lamp shining in a murky place. The
initiation-candidates who were to be promoted to become full initiates next
day spent this night in a room dimly lit by a single oil-lamp, (sufficient to
accentuate the darkness, we could say). The room was provided with a
small, open window constructed in such a way that the first rays of the
morningstar fell through it. We should not underestimate the degree of
psychological sophistication revealed here in having people keep vigil till
the morningstar shines through the small window. Over against this, Peter
stresses that the proclamation of the Gospel is not the offer of a doctrinal
myth. He strongly emphasizes the factuality of salvation in Christ: together
with two of his fellow-apostles he had, after all, been a witness to Christ's
transfiguration on the mount (Tabor?). He had experienced that as fact, not
as myth, let alone as fiction. Then, in verse 19, Peter declares that we cling
to the prophetic Word as something that does stand firm (here the use of
the comparative indicates a contrast, like we say "better" as opposed to
"sick"). Peter further explains our attending to the prophetic Word as
"attending to a lamp shining in a dark room", an image borrowed from the
night of vigil in the mystery cult. The continuation "until the day breaks
and the morningstar rises to illuminate your minds" is probably best understood as a reference to the final consummation.
Tatian had been through such psychologically effectively conditioned
experiences more than once. But when he comes into contact with the
Scriptures, presumably in Rome, he is deeply and lastingly impressed. He
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expresses his admiration for the venerable and divine character of these
"barbaric writings". In all its complexity the matter is simple: Tatian has
been struck byte Word-revelation, he has come to believe in Christ. But
then he continues on that track. For him, that involves an evaluation of
culture characterized by extreme opposition to cultural solidarity. He must
have failed to realize altogether that in this way he was actually engaged
in bringing about a synthesis. As is evident from his preserved writings,
Tatian remained faithful to the subtleties of rhetorical training, and, in
addition, his estimation of culture clearly betrays the Cynic marks of
contempt for the world. 25
7. Latin anti-solidaritarian authors

We are now in a position to compare Tertullian and Lucifer of Calaris,
both of whom wrote in Latin, with Tatian who wrote in Greek. Tertullian
lived around the beginning of the third century A.D., and Lucifer in the
fourth century. The two are markedly different. Tertullian was a brilliant
author who gave form to Christian Latin. He came from a pagan family
and was converted around 195 A.D. He wrote difficult Latin. The interpretation of his writings is further hampered by the rhetorical style of his
work. His statements as to the radical opposition between classical culture
and Christianity have become famous: What have Athens and Jerusalem
to do with each other? What the Academy and the Church? What the
heretics and the Christians?" (De praescriptione haereticorum, Ch. XII, 9;
see also Apologeticus, Ch. XLVI, 18: "what similarity is there between a
philosopher and a Christian, a pupil of Greece and a pupil of heaven?";
perhaps Apol'ogeticus, Ch. XLVII, 9 where Tertullian mentions philosophers
who falsified the Old Testament, is indicative of a rejection of P ' o's work.)
These statements are clearly rhetorical in form, but they may still be an
expression of Tertullian's deeply rooted conviction. In section 2 (above) we
recalled that C. van Til rather appreciated Tertullian as an apologist,
though not, plainly, without some reservations. 26 To this we may add that
Tertullian mentions Seneca respectfully in De anima, Ch. 20, and, again,
though less strongly, in Apologeticus, Ch. XII, 6.
25 "Cynic" is a collective noun in so far that it comprises rather disparate groups
within the Cynic movement, see my article "Kiassiek, humaan, cynisch" (Classical,
humane, cynic), Phil. Ref., Vol. I (1936), pp. 97-114, about the controversy between the
"crude" and the "humanistic" Cynics, especially in matters of ethics, e.g. Basil the
Great (330-379 A.D.) who wrote a booklet Pros tour neous (To the young people,
how they can benefit from Greek literature). See also H. Armstrong, op. cit., p. 117,
"Cyriism was not really a philosophy but a way of life ... But it had contacts with
Christianity, and in the fourth century A.D. we find Christian Cynics", notably, Gregory of Nazianzen and Basil.
26 In addition to A Christian theory of knowledge by C. van Ti! (especially pp. 83109) which we mentioned earlier, we want to call attention to the Volume offered to
van Til on the occasion of the 40th anniversary of his accession to the office of professor
in apologetics at Westminster Theological Seminary. This Volume bears the title Jerusalem and Athens and was published in 1971. It contains a number of contributions by
like-minded scholars, which, all of them, have been answered by van Til. The title
refers to the famous statement of Tertullian. The same statement is mentioned as a
motto on p. VI. This Volume might suggest that van Til is a one hundred per cent
follower of Tertullian. That is not the case. The 1969 work shows that he has his reservations and that on vital points he is critical of Tertullian.
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To a considerable extent, Tertullian continues to puzzle us. He expresses
his unmistakeable enmity of culture in such a way, using such a stye, that
we know him to be a first-rate exponent of the culture of his days. It
appears that the incompatibility involved in this attitude did not bother
him. Nor is his attitude with regard to the church and its authority free
of inconsistency. Whereas he defend the doctrinal authority of the church,
notably in De praescriptione haereticorum, where we find the idea that
the church is the only legitimate interpreter of the Scriptures, he has serious
objections respecting the church's weak administration of church-discipline.
Tertullian felt that the church should not pardon the serious sins of fornication, murder and apostasy (the latter concerns the so-called lapsi, who
under coercion and threat had sacrified to the image of theemperor), so
that for those who committed these crimes there would be no place in the
church even if they repented. Tertullian rather clearly preferred the unmarried state. According to him, a second marriage of a widow or widower,
although not prohibited, is not desirable. He scoffs at the clergy who by
administration of church-discipline had let the church drift away from its
proper standing.
In the end, this led Tertullian to separation from the church. Presumably
he had given up all hope of improvement on the part of the official church.
He joined the Montanists, an ancient kind of Pentecostals, who were severely ascetic, who were, moreover, critical of allegorical exegesis of the Bible
(this too, suggests that Tertullian rejected Philo), and who fought gnosticism. All this must have attracted Tertullian so much that he turned his
back on the official church. But soon he fell out with the Montanists too,
and founded a separatist church known as the "sect" of the Tertullianists.
This separate church held out for two centuries, rather an exception in the
history of the church. Then, through the influence of Augustine, Tertullianists flocked back to the fold of the official church.
Whether Tertullian was orthodox or not is still more difficult to determine than it was of Origen. In any case, it is clear that the question what
it is for the church to be church has played an important part both in the
synthesis favouring cultural solidarity and in that which opposed it. So it
was among the ancient Christians and so it is today.
4

8. Lucifer's synthesis

When we compare Tertullian with the fourth century bishop of Calaris
(Cagliari, Sardinia), we notice a deep-seated dissimilarity as well as a surprising similarity between them. Lucifer is usually underestimated by
philologists and historians. He too was at variance with the church. Although
he was as fervent a purger of the church as Tertullian, he stayed within
the church as long as he could. A few years before his death he did
occasion the "schism of the Luciferists". However, this did not lead to a
clearly separate church. H. Berkhof is to be credited for having highlighted
Lucifer's importance in church-history. 27 Lucifer's writings were far from
27 De Kerk yen de Keizer (The Church and the Emperor),
1945, pp. 112-123. The
author correctly points out that Lucifer has unjustifiably never been taken very seriously
in church-history and that he deserves a more prominent place in the memory of the
church (pp. 112, 123). Also after Constantine, Christian antiquity lacks a proper view
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attractive. He himself declares that he wrote his works in crude style and
that he lacked all knowledge of pagan literature. We may well observe that
his cultural negativism is considerably more consistent than that of Tertullian. Lucifer's purist frame of mind in matters of the church made him
reject repentant lapsi. 28 Although he acknowledged the chairmanship of
the emperors at the Synods, he was at the same time firmly convinced that,
being a member of the church, the emperor too was subject to the admonition and discipline of the church. He admonished and administered
discipline freely himself, particularly in the case of Constantine II, who
reigned as absolute monarch (353-361 A.D.). Some statements forming part
of the admonitions directed to Constantine look so odd that at first we are
inclined to think that Lucifer must have used different words. But Lucifer
was a man of unflagging courage. In his fierce dispute with the emperor
too he proves to be a cultural negativist. He calls the emperor a precursor
of the Antichrist, a blasphemer, an enemy of Christ, a viper, a pest, a liar
and, a friend of the devil. He denounces both Constantine and the Arians,
the heretics whom Constantine protected to some extent. Above all, he
treats the emperor as a member of the church, so that we may agree with
H. Berkhof's opinion, namely, that Lucifer was one of the very early
advocates of theocracy. The only parallel we may find for his cultural
hostility is that of the "vulgar" Cynics, who abhorred civilization in toto,
so simply to label Lucifer a Cynic will not do. It seems unlikely that
Lucifer himself knew his conception to be a synthesis in which a pagan
element plays an important and sometimes predominant part. During the
struggle for the purity of the church in the "Gereformeerde Kerken' around
the years 1942-1944 the official and the underground press contained curiously Luciferistic outpourings 'testifying to courageous faith as well as
cynicism. It also contained statements and expressions which testified to
a solidaritarian frame of mind. Where the concern is the purity or the
purification of the church, anti-solidaritarian voices are easily raised, so
that, in a way, we may speak of a time-related phenomenon. But tradition,
also when unknown, and "underground", is also there. This is why an
investigation into the patristic valuation of culture may help us to recognize
ourselves.
9. Conclusion

The interested reader will have noticed that in this article, modest in
size as it is, we did not aim at completeness. Nor was this necessary. A summary discussion of some characteristic authors sufficed to make clear that,
on the whole, two types of synthesis are involved in the Fathers' critique of
culture, namely, one favouring cultural solidarity and the other opposing it.
In order to understand ourselves a little better in our own estimation of
culture, we need a source-reorientation in the light of the Fathers. That is
to say, we need to consult those sources which have shaped our tradition,
of the nature of the church, particularly as to its relation to the body politic. To church
leaders it was self-evident that after the church had been recognized by the State and
been given a preferential treatment, the emperor should preside over the Synods. Lucifer's criticisms remained without effect in this respect.
28 A. Sizoo, op. cit., pp. 58 f. For our section No. 8 we have made extensive use of
H. Berkhof's learned book, as we gratefully acknowledge.
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which in turn has not always transmitted the sources in undistorted form.
But to be able to evaluate the Fathers as a source, we need a source-reorientation in the light of the teaching of the Bible, because such a re-orientation
can show us how the Fathers used their Bible and why and where their
use of the Bible went wrong. The latter source-reorientation alone can allow
us to understand the meaning and form of the patristic evaluation of culture. We have discovered some useful pointers e.g. that the work of Philo
judaeus is of key-importance for an understanding of the Fathers; and that
the positive appreciation is to be found in the testimony of those authors
who represent a synthesis favouring cultural solidarity; further, that the
authors whe represent a synthesis w%ich opposes cultural solidarity, either
in its "crude" or in its "broad" Cynic form, are strongly inclined to criticize
the official church, even to the point of becoming sectarians or separatist.
Taken together, all of this entails that an enquiry into the patristic
forms of cultural evaluation is not only very significant from a historical,
but also from a contemporary point of view.

SCIENCE BETWEEN PRESUPPOSITIONS AND DECISIONS
BY

Prof. Dr. H. VAN RIESSEN
The brevity of this title may give cause for some misunderstanding. This
must be prevented. The subject indicated by the title involves the question
as to the role science has in the area of practical decisions as well as the
part presuppositions have in science. We shall be primarily concerned with
the systematic position of presuppositions and decisions. Of course, an
exhaustive investigation of especially the former is impossible.
Although it is true that the specific character of resuppositions and
decisions varies with each science, they have a primarily general character.
That qualifies both of them as philosophical subjects for philosophy takes
up a comprehensive position with regard to the special sciences.
Philosophy happens to be a rather peculiar discipline. Among the sciences,
it even toes up an exceptional position. An illustration of this peculiarity is
the phenomenon of the existence of a multitude of philosophical schools.
When examined more closely it even seems that each philosopher establishes his own school. The philosopher is someone who constantly disagrees. It seems that philosophers diverge rather than converge as is generally the case in the special sciences. Each philosopher appears to hold on to
his own Winkel fur die Welt.
This is not very encouraging, especially when one expects some assistance

from philosophy, such as in the case of our subject. However, before we
turn our backs on philosophy altogether we ought to consider the fact that
philosophizing is done incessantly. But above all we should regard ourselves cautioned by the observation that really all people philosophize.
Apparently, philosophy is concerned with something extremely important
to man. Indeed, it is true that in philosophy the most fundamental issues
are at stake. The peculiar aspect of these questions concerning man and the
world is that man cannot answer them definitely. He is occupied with
them, for human existence depends on it, but he cannot solve them completely. It is this experience that faces the philosopher who approaches these
same questions scientifically. The philosopher finds himself at the very
horizon of human insight: his problems are problems at the ultimate borderline of thought, or simply border-line problems. To philosophize means to
be dealing with especially these matters.
Also when approached from this angle it seems that philosophy is a
futile pursuit. Nevertheless, we should keep in mind that the special scientist who would hurl such an accusation at philosophy is handling a boomerang. Among these problems are his own unsolved problems also — what is
justice, what is language, what is time, space, etc. The philosopher is the
one who investigates them.
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However, there are answers as well. No philosophical book exists that
offers the reader a menu of problems only. It supplies answers and I believe
rightly so, although it is a suspicious state of affairs that most philosophical
books — in fact, not one escapes this suspicion — create the impression of
giving definite answers. For the contents ought to continually show that
the given answers challenge the reader to unsolvable problems. It is in
fact the old problem which is implied in the answer.
Where then do the answers come from if it be true that philosophy's
scientific possibilities are at their very limit? We cannot but assume here
that it is at this point where convictions of a faith character penetrate the
area of science and present answers. This could be called the view of
reason (theooria, inte ectus) but such a designation does not bring this
faculty of knowledge on the level of scientific exigencies. Such knowledge
is to be believed and, seeing that one person will believe something that
someone else will deny, there are many philosophical schools. In philosophy, therefore, which we wish to confront with the problem of presuppositions and decisions, we are surrounded by and subject to presuppositions
that can also be called scientific prejudices. Science is also acquainted with
them. More accurately, there they are named hypotheses. They can never
be proved or completely verified.
The difference between the special sciences and philosophy in this matter
is that the former places such an expression of faith at its starting-point
while continuing from there, whereas in philosophy it remains an issue
throughout and if the philosopher does come up with an answer it merely
indicates the old problem in a new mold. Wonderment is the beginning of
the special sciences; it is, says Plato, the philosopher's very situation.
We hope that in the following we shall not forget that philosophy finds
itself in this embarrassment when we reflect on the problems of presuppositions and decisions.
It is intriguing to ask ourselves why it is that at present presuppositions
and decisions are of interest to science. It has not always been this
way. Science has kept itself aloof from practical decisions for a long time.
Until recently, the idea of science being dependent on presuppositions, on a
faith, wa predominantly considered an abomination. Now that presup ositions are at last receiving scientific limelight, it even is questionable
whether recognition of the relationship between science and faith is more
than lipservice.
After we have traced the history leading to this interest in decisions and
presuppositions, we must reflect on both of them in a systematic way. It
will become clear that finally the problem of presuppositions will demand
explicit attention.
The newness of the modern period, which has dawned in this century as
being the third in the history of Western thought, is derived from especially
the amazing power of modern man, a power unknown before in the history
of mankind. It is a power that shows itself particularly in modern technology, in modern organization and in science. The significance of this is
that the natural conditions in which man by and large used to live are
continually being forced back and replaced with a man-made environment.
As such, future events are presently almost completely dependent on men
and especially on their decisions. The world is filled with man's power and,
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restricting ourselves to creation, human decisions determine the future. We
must confine ourselves here for, after all, God exists. In the final analysis,
it is He Who controls and leads history.
The tremendous responsibility of modern man gets an additional dimension by way of the dynamic character of the history of our century. The
increasingly rapid renewal of culture due to the powers mentioned above
necessitates a process of continually new and original decisions. The significance of this new dimension of our responsibility is especially that man
can no longer wholly or predominantly appeal to tradition when it comes
to making a choice as to the correct course to take for the future. As a
consequence, man has been robbed of a former fundamental certainty and,
I believe, rightly so. But it has precipitated a crisis of doubt, a feeling of
being suspended. Where is it that anyone can still make an appeal for direction? Naturally, here the question of presuppositions rears its head.
For the time being, however, let us confine ourselves to the problem of
decisions. In our practical life, we are heavily burdened with making many
decisions. But there is an additional element, viz., science, that has come
to affect this process. Science has left its ivory tower and, beginning with
its technological applications approx. two hundred years ago, has increasingly penetrated more practical areas so that presently it nearly dominates
all of human society and life. This too is new. It submits culture to the
authority of science and, in turn, confronts this science with the problem of
practical decisions.
The fact that existentialism and pragmatism respectively posit existential
and practical decisions at the heart of reality is, therefore, a result rather
than a cause of altered human circumstances. An interesting contribution
to the forming of opinions is that both are suspicious of and resist the idea
of science being autonomous and supreme. Each posits the point of gravity
for decisions outside of science. Science as such is not able to produce that
which makes decisions possible. We could say that which makes decisions
possible is human convictions.
Here we arrive as a matter of course at the answer to the question as to
why presuppositions have assumed such an important place in science. For,
after all, they are nothing but translated convictions.
I wish to approach this matter by way of a small detour. On first sight,
it seems contradictory to posit on the one hand that science is beginning to
reign supreme in practical life and, on the other, that it is being relegated
to a secondary role by prominent philosophical schools. This apparent contradiction disappears when we take into account that we are here dealing
with a struggle, with a conflict. Our culture is caught in a dialectic between
the objectivized powers of man and human freedom. This dialectic has
dominated the new era from the beginning. In this connection, Dooyeweerd
points to the tension which exists between the science-ideal and the personality-ideal. This tension, which used to exist mainly within philosophy,
has grown to be a public conflict in our time. The reason for this is that
science has taken up a ruling position in practical life and also has placed
its foundations under the other powers, viz., modern technology and modern organization, so that these have grown tremendously and are exercising control over culture together with science and are threatening the
freedom of man and of his communities.
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This is not the place to explain as to how these powers can prove themselves to be supreme and independent from man. They seem to follow an
independent and automatic course of their own.
The dialectic between human freedom and these powers presents itself
in all sorts of forms, terms and identities. Think of the conflict between
movements of protest and revolution on the one hand and the establishment
on the other. Think of the tension between democracy and authority and
between the younger and older generations. Think of the dilemma of progress and conservatism (an ineffectual distinction really, for what is meant
with `progress'?). Think also of neo-marxistic and futurological aspirations.
The scientists are increasingly plagued by the uncomfortable feeling that
they are on the wrong side of the barricade in this conflict. Furthermore,
there has come an awareness that science as such cannot sufficiently offer
that which is needed in the area of practical decisions where science plays
a leading role. Finally, there are many who, after centuries of firm confidence in reason, have come to the conviction that the state of the world
does not look very reasonable and that a remedy cannot be expected from
rationalism. It is in this context that science is confronted with the problem
of decisions and presuppositions.
Before we are going to reflect on the systematic location of presuppositions and decisions with regard to science and in relation to each other,
we must ask ourselves for a moment what actually is the problem.
I have already taken a position on this problem elsewhere in this paper.
The problem then would be that science needs to reflect on itself as to the
role it has in practical decisions and as to its being directed in this matter
by presuppositions. I will call this the reflexive approach.
However, one may differ on this. History has reached the stage where
human decisions determine the future more than ever. In these decisions
mans convictions, presuppositions, values and norms and such are applied
in these decisions. This is a subject of great significance to various sciences,
including philosophy.
Thus far there has been no indication of opposition between the two
views. This changes if one thinks that the subject has been exhausted in this

manner so that especially science itself is not influenced by it. It is assumed,
then, that the problem does not touch upon the objectivity and neutrality
of science. Let us conveniently call this the traditional approach to the
problem.
It can also be said this way: in the reflexive approach science reflects on
itself while in the traditional approach of the problem science exclusively
focuses itself as a spectator on practical life.
The choice between these two is very significant for our culture and its
future. The crisis of this culture, as we have said before, has developed into
a struggle between human freedom and powers that assert themselves as
being autonomous. This struggle we call dialectic because both poles oppose each other irreconcilably and invincibly while summoning each other.
The source of this dialectic can be found in the (pretended) absolutization
of the poles which, in turn, is very closely related to a closed and secularized world-picture. The idea of science being autonomous is such a pole
over against the ideal of freedom.
The reflexive approach at least has the possibility of raising the question
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as to whether science is autonomous or dependent on presuppositions that
come from elsewhere. If the latter were the case then at any rate the bottom, i.e., of absolutization, would have dropped away from the dialectic as
far as science is concerned. The reflexive approach concerning the problem
of decisions and presuppositions, therefore, is of great significance to those
who consider the actual conflict between human freedom and autonomous
powers to be a threat to the future of mankind.
On the other hand, if with Heel and Marx one thinks that history
necessarily unfolds itself dialectically, he will not only consider the conflict inevitable but he will even encourage it. This view implies the idea
of autonomous science.
The traditional approach can also be supported from another angle. One
could take as his point of departure faith in the autonomy of science. This
point of view can even claim to have been the first. However much those
who share this faith may regret the conflict in which we are involved, they
can do nothing to resist it. After all, they created one side of the conflict
which allows no other possibility for the issue of freedom but the conflict
itself. It would require many pages merely to mention the names of those
who find themselves in this prison of their own manufacture.
Let me suffice with the example offered by Mannheim's views. He is of
the 'pinion that planning in our age is inevitable. What is meant by this
planning is a subjection of human activities to scientific and centralized
control. Mannheim thinks that if we accept only this kind of planning and
surrender to such control we are fostering a totalitarian or dictatorial system,
such as communism. Ultimately, this is a conflict between freedom and
the powers. In order to avoid such a dictatorship and to save democracy
the spiritual superstructure will also need to be planned. Moreover, this democracy will need to be a militant one. Mannheim introduces the problem
of basic values in this connection. These values, shaped by democratic

process, are to lead the planning by way of goals.
But he emphasizes that in doing so we are entering into an area beyond
science. The latter rightly carries out its neutral analysis. It is, however, this
science that forms the basis for the planning in the substructure.
In this way Mannheim maintains the dialectic as well as the threat to
freedom. He is, after all, a disciple of Marx. The conflict bothers him but
he cannot offer any resistance.
In other words, he recognizes the significance of values, presuppositions
and the like but it has little effect on science for it is neutral in this respect.
And it is science that dominates the decisions, i.e., the planning.
At this time let us reflect in particular on the relationship between presuppositions and decisions. In this connection it will be useful first to consider everyday-life without science. Here people act on the basis of decisions freely made. These decisions are governed by their view of reality,
especially of that which exists and that which is to take place. Man's view
of reality is concentrated in his convictions which tune the meaning of his
existence to the meaning of the world and history the way he views it.
As a result of the information he gathers about reality, corrected by the
feed-back from the effects of his acts, man's convictions develop themselves into a view of reality and of what ought to be done, corrected by the
feed-back from the effects of his acts.
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This sounds somewhat like a computer model, although tool of thought
might be a more appropriate name. For it is able to do more than and
something fundamentally different from mere mathematics, viz., to choose.
Such a comparison is not incomprehensible. After all, the computer is an
instrument man places between himself and reality in order to act. In the
computer, therefore, we find projections of that which occurs in the human
acts. In the computer-program, which is stored in its „memory", we find
a man's plans which are a result of his decisions. This memory also stores
information about reality. The feed-back from the initiated process acts as a
correction on the procedure.
The computer is an instance of man's objectivized power, as are all tools.
It should be borne in mind, however, that by way of his tools man grows
more powerful in a certain and therefore restricted sense. As far as the computer is concerned this restriction is that it can be interpolated only if the
information pertaining to reality, decisions and actions can "be determined
and converted into quantity.
The trio of man-computer-practice can be compared to some extent to the
trio man-science-practice. Or, more clearly and tuned to our subject, human
presuppositions and prejudices-science-human decisions for his practical
acts.
With regard to science, too, we can say that it endows man with power,
extensive power indeed. Furthermore, the definiteness of this power causes a restriction when compared to man's possibilities. We shall return to
this below.
Presently we are concerned with determining the mutual relationship.
It will be understood that this matter is a result of the reflexive approach.
We hope to meet the traditional approach en route.
As far as the mutual relationships are concerned, it will be useful first to
consider the choice of extremes. One way can be the view that science is
totally out of touch with practice or, on the other hand, that science cannot
be distinguished from practice. Furthermore, one may think that science is
not influenced by any convictions or, on the other hand, that science is no
more than a dressed-up conviction, a pure prejudice.

These extremes as such are already questionable, though that does not
constitute an argument, of course. I do want to point out that one of these
four, viz., the unconnectedness of science and practice, has long been fostered as a lofty ideal. I even wish to assert that another view, viz., the independence of science from human convictions is still by and large in vogue.
It is the idea of autonomous science.
Two of these extremes, especially the two just mentioned, can be undermined with the assertion that all things exist in a state of coherence with
everything else so that it cannot be understood nor has it ever been proved
that science can be isolated one way or another. The idea of the autonomy of
science is actually founded on a faith and therefore contradictory. When
the great Kant says at the outset of his critical philosophy that he wants to
take nothing but pure reason as his point of departure he begins with a dogma that also is improbable on all counts.
In order to oppose the other two extremes we must introduce the scientific method which, in my opinion, in its most general form is the method
of analysis and abstraction. Scientific abstraction, among other things, sets
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aside the scientist's practical life as well as his emotions, opinions, expectations, desires and prejudices. This abstraction, therefore, concerns the
relationship between science and practical decisions and prejudices.
In passing, I wish to observe at this point that a special science also
abstracts from all other special sciences. After all, we have to take all the
sciences into account, not just one. Let us only establish with amazement
that the sciences are indeed able to signal each other but they cannot cross
the stream to come together. The water is much too deep for that. It is in
this depth that the philosopher finds himself with his unsolvable problems.
For example, with the question as to what is justice in contradistinction to
language, love, and so forth.
However, let us return to the other abstractions. They indicate, in fact,
that science does not form a direct connection between conviction and
practice but a kind of detour between the two. On this detour something
peculiar is carried out in the area of knowledge. The peculair character of
scientific knowledge is that it is of a universal nature on account of its
method of abstraction and analysis. Furthermore, it exists in a systematic
coherence and as such it carries the pretention of necessary truth. As a result,
science is to be well distinguished from human practice and convictions.
When we avoid the extremes of the isolation or the assimilation of science
our view of science arrives at the position that science appears to be more
complicated than we would like it to be. As such, science forms a perpetual
problem. How can we abstract without allowing abstraction to become isolation? What does the objectivity of science mean if it cannot at the same
time be considered independent or autonomous?
I want to confine myself to some remarks concerning the relationship
with practical life and with human convictions.
History shows that it is practical life in particular that inspires scientific
research. As far as the relationship towards the other direction is concer-

ned, viz., the problem of the role of science in decisions, it must be taken into
account that scientific knowledge is of a universal nature, as we have mentioned, so that it cannot immediately be utilized in practice as in the case
of practical knowledge. Scientific knowledge needs to be individualized
and applied. And this pursuit can no longer be characterized as being scientific. A judge, a physician, an engineer, a planning sociologist, they all do
not practise science as such. Scientific knowledge, therefore, has a part in
decisions only when mediated. This is one of the restrictions of science. The
uniqueness of practical life is beyond its reach.
When viewed in this way, the relationship between science and practical
decisions is an indirect one by way of a detour. Yet there is a more essential restriction in science that requires attention. Practical decisions are
made by a human capacity which as such is beyond the grasp of science,
viz., human freedom. Science is blind to it. Science has no other possibility
than to respect it as a presupposition. That is to say, it has to abandon the
idea of being able to determine reality, especially the reality of action. If,
on the contrary, an attempt is made to determine freedom scientifically it
will only result into the negation of freedom. In saying this I have not
proved anything of course, but I have merely expressed a conviction of
faith, namely that man is free.
There are additional restrictions in science which prevent it to directly
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serve practical life with decisions. A decision is concrete and takes everything into account. Science as a special science cannot but see reality from
a certain angle. As such it cannot decide anything regarding practical life.
It can only give its advice from its own point of view. From the point of
view of a special science not everything in practical life can be taken into
consideration.
Whenever the special scientist loses sight of this and instead attempts to
proclaim his particular point of view as being a universal view he is subject to what may be called an „ism". In this way he does indeed see the
whole of reality but his view is distorted and adulterated. We could neglect
the latter as being insignificant were it not for the fact that this view
attempts to wield authority over reality by way of application. Such a view
asserts itself as a projection in decisions. When, for example, sociology
makes essential scientific prenouncements regarding religion then it neglects
to confess its ignorance in these matters but this does not alter the fact that
its utterances can alienate people from religion.
Our conclusion is, therefore, that science ought to be constantly aware
of its restrictions regarding practical decisions in order to avoid an erroneous view or even distortion of reality.
At this time we shall turn to the other part, viz., the relationship of
science and its presuppositions. It will be clear that here also I want to
avoid extremes. Science as well as philosophy ought to be distinguished
from convictions, but the two may not be separated. Science and philosophy
display a singularity and a certain amount of independence with regard to
the philosopher and scientist himself so that one can speak of the objectivity and universality of science. But these properties do not possess an
absolute character. We must point out at the same time that science as well
as philosophy fundamentally depend on the scientist's and philosopher's
supra or extra-scientific view of reality. For we have stated earlier that the
philosopher calls on his faith in answering ultimate borderline problems.
The investigations and theories of the special sciences are based on such
answers.
No matter how much we would like to, we cannot be definite and final
in these matters and we need to speak in a mixed way. For example, when
we say that science is relatively independent.
Meanwhile, the problem is very significant. Practical decisions which
science presently influences indirectly but none the less with its tremendous power, as we have said, depend on the question whether science
exercises such influence under the assumption of its autonomy or of its
dependency on non-scientific prejudices.
That is the problem of our age. At this time, we have to make a distinction
among non-scientific presuppositions. There are two kinds of presuppositions, both of which are borderline problems to science. In both cases,
man responds to these problems via his faith.
I have to interrupt my argument with a remark, for a misunderstanding
can easily arise at this point. It is not the case that the ultimate borderline
is reached merely scientifically and supposedly to be broken through then
and cleared away by means of an expression of faith concerning a presupposition. Faith as trust in that which cannot be proved is constantly
present in all scientific and philosophical research, considerations and
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statements. The only difference is that this faith is made explicit when this
borderline is reached.
The distinction we want to make is between presuppositions concerning
the possibility of science and presuppositions concerning that which science
can recognize from its field of enquiry.
The former kind of presuppositions are ignored by the special sciences,
and rightly so. For these presuppositions are entirely part of philosophy's
field of enquiry. They make up the subject of the transcendental critique.
But the latter kind directly concern the special sciences. They are expressed.
as hypotheses in the special sciences. As such, they are also subjects for
philosophy. Our topic is concerned with this kind of presupposition. They
are the presuppositions of the role played by science in practical decisions.
I would like to clarify the significance of these presuppositions in the
special sciences by means of an example. Sociology concerns itself with,
among other things, planning of the future. It is said that planning is
rationalizing a course of action for the future. More particularly, this planning is an application of science as to the avenues into the future. And
wherever the influence of the common man is still taken into account, such
policy will also be made dependent on what is called democracy.
It is my opinion that this train of thought is directed by the presupposition
that a scientific control of the future has to be developed. It is also my
opinion that in spite of all good intentions democracy will not have a
chance in this.
This judgement can be illuminated by the following items. Is there an
awareness among the supporters of planning concerning the restrictedness
of science as it is related to practice and the future while a rational shaping
of the future is expected from such planning? Is there an awareness of the
diverse and profound possibilities of the practical man with respect to
shaping the future? Is there an awareness of the fact that should the future
in general be subjected to scientific planning there would arise a ruling
elite who would degrade democracy to a mere facade as a result of its
exclusive expertise. Moreover, no matter how important it may be, planning
is not first of all concerned about people here and now but about my
grandson, among others, j have not seen that his responsible freedom was
the object and earmark of contemplated planning anywhere among the
supporters of planning.
To put it in more general terms, all organization, planning and authority
in society ought to have as its decisive object the pursuit of the very
maximum of the responsible freedom of man and his communities.
This could be called a principle. It functions as a presupposition in
science. But also the questions I put to the supporters of planning in sociology and in other sciences can be summarized with the question, Are
you aware of the fact that in your science you depart from presuppositions
that include prejudices?
This phenomenon is of a general nature as far as science is concerned.
Science is never free from prejudices in its view of reality. Its method,
abstraction, in many respects eliminates the scientist as a person. Not in
every respect, however. As we have said earlier, man's deepest convictions
which guide him in the main directions of his practical life, also assert
themselves in science. Sometimes they assume the form of hypotheses,
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while at other times they are not made explicit as such.
To be sure, there exists an interaction between the two. Science for its
parts moulds man's view of reality. It can be of such great influence that
it can alter a man's deepest convictions. But then it is a new conviction
which guides the scientist in his scientific endeavours.
On the other hand, these convictions do not need to be of a strictly
personal nature. Usually they are more or less communal. When that is the
case they are in fact as being the spiritual fashion of the times, which is
always of considerable influence. However, it would be an error to grant it
universality in a scientific sense because it happens to be fashionable.
Efforts are also made to escape the prejudicial nature of science by
giving it a purely descriptional status. In this way science could be objective as well as universally valid for, after all, it does not pass judgments.
The latter I support. But is there not a prejudice already concealed in
the description? Even Dilthey, the champion of description, acknowledges
that description requires rules for description. He wants to deduct them
from the process of description. But he has enough insight to recognize
that in doing so he is stuck in a circle.
Still this is not sufficient. For in the case of cultural sciences every
description implies norms in the use of terms which cannot be derived from
the facts to be described.
Furthermore, description as a scientific result is unsatisfactory. While it
is not the task of science to pass judgment it needs to be emphasized that
science is more than description. We can agree with today's criticism of
society in the sense that it accuses the socalled descriptive sciences of
supporting a current society while having nothing to offer for the future.
Such a descriptive science, therefore, is unsound to be of service in making
practical decisions regarding the future.
If, however, one wishes to rise above this, is he then not left with a
judging science? Generally speaking, science ought to proceed from description to an explanation of phenomena. In that case it departs from
hypotheses which are a translation of a prejudice. But even this is not
sufficient to be of service for practical decisions regarding the future. I
think that a cultural science has to take up research of the positivization
of norms besides contributing to a disclosure of the right avenues into the
future. The present facts are inadequate on this subject at any rate.
Summarizing our reflection we may conclude that science is a relatively
independent insertion between prejudiced man and his practical decisions
with an interaction towards both sides.
It is clear that the sciences presently differ from the past in that they
have become aware of the fact that they are based on presuppositions. This
awareness is a result of their recognition that they have a part in practical
decisions. This is an improvement. Yet the question ought to be raised as to
whether the accepted presuppositions are those presuppositions which are
really fundamental. For there are, among others, two views concerning presuppositions. One is that presuppositions in science are acknowledged but
then the presuppositions preceding these are ignored. In that case it seems as
if a stubborn maintaining of the idea of the autonomy of science prevents
the scientist from wantin to be aware of that which fundamentally motivates him in his particular science. As such he lives in a schizophrenia
g
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between his convictions and his science. It is there where his real presuppositions are concealed.
The other view is that the very limit is pursued but at that point there
seems to be no certainty at all. In that case the similarity with the circumstances and spirit of the times is striking. Anything dynamic is fashionable
and anything consfant is illicit. Truth is subjective existing and that which
is objective is suspect. The result of this view is, among other things, that
one is at a loss as to what constitutes justice, that all consistent authority in
life is devoid of any basis and, furthermore, that God becomes a questionmark. Life is lived in a closed world.
Nevertheless, this ostensible proclamation of being suspended is a pretence. The absolutization of the process of becoming, historicism, ought
not to be in a position of offering science any knowledge at all, while
science is indeed achieving knowledge. This view, therefore, is clearly
intrinsically contradictory, contradicting itself. Whoever makes an assertion
intends to posit a certain measure of truth which is abstracted from the
historical flow of events.
There is a mysterious relationship between changeableness and constancy.
In the suspended character of certain scientific views concerning presuppositions a persistent pursuit of a firm anchorage, of an Archimedian point
can be detected. Constancy is sought in dialogue, in language, in powers
and structures, in revolution, even in dynamic existence.
This last Archimedian point can be found in, among others, several
current theologies. It is derived from philosophical existentialism. It is
thou ht that in the rejection of fixed, static thought in terms of truths
which are constant and objective the way of dynamic becoming of truth
has been reached. In this manner it is supposed that the metaphysical
distortion of the Gospel by the influence of Greek philosophy has been
overcome.
However, nowhere is it made clear that these theologians are aware of
their own prejudices which are derived from philosophical existentialism.
This is not only the prejudice of absolutely free and becoming existence,
but also the prejudice of its counterpart, science, which has a myopia, e.g.,
for miracles. Whatever theology as a science cannot see through its glasses
cannot possibly be true and when a story makes such claims just the same
it cannot but be a myth, even if the Scriptures state that it did happen.
Even philosophical existentialism yields to such arguments of scientific
arrogance. However, whether or not God exists and deals with this reality
in a way that surpasses our understanding is a subject science is not
equipped to handle. The scientist will need to presuppose some things in
faith and he will have to take this into account in his scientific endeavours.
It is thought that the traditional view is not open to questions and doubts
that occupy modern man to such a great degree. Faith undoubtedly is first
of all a trust, not at all a doubt. The Christian trusts the Scriptures because
it reveals God's Word. But this same Bible is also filled with questions and
doubts of believers who in their times of distress went to God. So it is in
our own lives. Trusting God's Word and promises does not mean the
exclusion of all questioning and doubting, but, on the contrary, it evokes
the essential questions. Philosophical existentialism as a basis for theology
has precluded the essential questions on account of its presuppositions and
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has surrendered to erroneous questions while being trapped by a science
that claims to be autonomous and supreme.
I heard of a mother who had said of her baby that God had given her
this child. But, queried an existentialistic theologian, Didn't your husband
do it? And didn't the physician assist? What ° el9fe can it be? Both cannot
be true? But in saying this he skipped the essential question. He ostensibly
solved a borderline problem. The mother, on the other hand, rejected his
solution intuitively while listening to the Scriptures, not being such a
philosopher. Both statements are true if God exists, even if we do not
comprehend it.
This view is prejudiced too. Indeed, but that is not the issue. What is
at stake is that both the scientist and the philosopher have to become aware
of the fact that they start from prejudices. They have to examine which ones
they are. When seen this way, the question arises from our example why
it is that the prejudices of philosophical existentialism should be better
qualified to understand the Gospel than the ones of Christians of all times
who submitted and listened to the Scriptures.
We have illustrated with some examples that science, i.e., its results and
the role of these results in practical decisions, is rooted in prejudices which
assume the appearance of the presuppositions of science. Thus I have
confronted myself with the phenomenon that presuppositions as such are
frequently concealed and also with the fact that there is a distinction
among presuppositions. In this connection my own presupposition should
also be discussed. It cannot be denied that my interpretation also was
subject to partiality.
In dealing with this, finally, let me first of all indicate the place from
which I raised my questions and voiced my objections. But, secondly, I
would like to show the way, which I believe can offer some scientific
perspectives. That presupposition which is of a faith character not only
is the very place that presents science with a firm place to stand but also
is a guiding road sign and a motive to proceed with on that road.
The presuppositions I want to mention are not derived from my own
thinking but from the Scriptures, which for me are the most fundamental
presupposition possible because they are based on revelation. As such,
everything I gather from there and apply to our own age must naturally
be distinguished from this revelation itself.
Let me suffice with indications which can easily be interpreted by the
sympathetic reader as being relevant to issues which are at stake in several
sciences.
In our age the value of authority has greatly decreased. We need to
accept that this phenomenon is related to the rise of a closed world-picture.
The Bible, on the other hand, teaches that all authority, regardless of the
faith of the men of authority, was instituted and is preserved by God and
that man is to respect it for that reason. Authority exists as a benefit to
mankind. That has to be a presupposition in many sciences which can
prevent them from the promotion of the dissolution of society or of plain
totalitarian power on account of the influence of science in practical
decisions.
In our days it is becoming increasingly obscure as to what constitutes
justice and where we can locate its central meaning. Christ summarizes
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man's task as follows: Seek first the kingdom of God and His righteousness
and all other things shall be yours as well. When we use this as our startingpoint we have not by any means solved all the problems that disturb our
society but we do have a guide and motive.
Thirdly, even if community, dialogue and discussion have become focal
points of attention, modern man's community is in a serious state of crisis.
Life is occupied by alienation, the formation of masses, distrust, polarization, conflict and terror. Where is the solution that will give society some
prospect of community? Community can only be expected when men
subject themselves to the law of love given by Christ. But the first and
highest mandate is that we love God above all else. Only on that basis can
love for fellow-man have any possibilities.
Man tries to use his tremendous power to achieve complete mastery of
the world and the deliverance from evil. Up to now, man's efforts have
left a trail of failures behind them. But has he come to grips with the
source of all evil? The structures themselves are not evil but evil originates
in the hearts of men. Christ calls it sin when man does not believe in Him,
the Redeemer of sin and death. If we would realize that it is God who
directs history we would be rid of the crippling
pling pain of having to depend
on powerful man for the future. In this deliverance, God takes into account
man's communication with Him.
This thought liberates us from the idea of the future depending on our
achievements of power, an aspiration that seems to rob man of his freedom.
In this way we also gain insight into what is genuine freedom, viz., the
harmony of freedom and power that Christ demonstrated He possessed and
which man can obtain through Him and in Him.
It is not inconceivable that those who reject this Christ in their scientific
endeavours will not follow this road. Thus they run stuck in their science.
What is inconceivable is that among those who know this Christ as their
Saviour there are so many who disregard the salvation He offers, the way
He discloses and the presuppositions He points out.

BIBLICAL WISDOM UNDERNEATH VOLLENHOVEN'S
CATEGORIES FOR PHILOSOPHICAL HISTORIOGRAPHY
BY

CALVIN G. SEERVELD
The formidable methodology of philosophical historiography developed
by Vollenhoven in the past forty years has occasionally received passing
attention inter nos.' But too often it was thought to be a specialist shorthand by which the initiated promovendi discussed their latest "finds", or it
was misunderstood to be a club long enough to hit and knock down prejudged thinkers with whom Christians really did not want contact. A careful and penetrating study by Albert Wolters, in English, has changed all
that. 2 By using Vollenhoven's method on Vollenhoven's methodological
position itself, Wolters has readied the philosophical community for a new
phase: critical rather than scholastic use of what is living and normative in
Vollenhoven's canon for philosophical historiography, and letting go what
is dead wood.
On this occasion I should like to state concisely the crux of Vollenhoven's
approach, as I see it, the historical complex in which it was born, and then
indicate what seem to me to be the biblical insights that ground and permeate Vollenhoven's basic categories.
I mean this brief study as a background for showing at a later date, from
my experience in teaching the history of philosophy to undergraduate
students in the United States, the pedagogical strength of Vollenhoven's
methodology. Every teacher like every historian of philosophy goes to the
texts with apriori's, even if the apriori be a blank mind or the position of
an eclectic mono rapher. 3 It is my conviction that the christian reform
Vollenhoven has begun in the historiography of philosophy furnishes beginning students with a precise, methodical apriori for inductive analysis
of texts in the history of philosophy that demands of them an open, detec1 Cf. listing in K.A. Bril, Tien Jaar Probleemhistorische Methode. Bibliografie
ie en
overzichten over de jaren 1960-1970 (Amsterdam: Centrale Interfaculteit der Vrije Universiteit, 1970), pp. 11-15.
2 A. M. Wolters, An Essay on the Idea of Problemgeschichte (Amsterdam: Centrale
Interfaculteit of the Free University, 1970), mimeograph 69 pp.
3
there is something wrong with the common idea that the true historian
approaches his facts entirely without preconceptions and surrenders himself completely
to their spell. The true historian, on my account, makes judgments of intrinsic importance as well as judgments about what brought about what; the latter are, or ought to
be, wholly determined by the evidence, but the former themselves determine, broadly,
what evidence the historian shall take into account and what general sorts of questions he shall ask about it". W. H. Walsh, "Hegel on the History of Philosophy,"
History and Theory. Studies in the Philosophy of History. Beiheft 5 (Hague: Mouton &
Co., 1965), p. 78.
"

...

128CALVIN G. SEER V ELD

tive kind of research activity within a truly christian, structural overview.
To make that credible one needs to see illustrations of its classroom use
— the proof is in the pudding, not in the recipe — yet it is important first
to understand that Vollenhoven's work is neither arbitrary nor esoteric, also
not finished, but is truly a beginning in wise, professional philosophical
historiography.
SYSTEMATIC THESES UNDERLYING VOLLENHOVEN'S METHODOLOGY

There are three basic theses assumed by Vollenhoven's methodology, with
which I agree.
(1) Historiography of philosophy should be historiography of philosophy. And not, as Maurice Mandelbaum has also pointed out, historiography of mere unit-ideas, in the manner of A.O. (Great Chain of Being,
History of Ideas) Lovejo 4 Philosophy should not be phased into the
eneral cultural woodwork either, so that one is left with a general intellectual history or simply Burckhardt's tracing the shift in "cultural ideals".
Although philosophy shares a mutually influential bond with man's societal
life matrix at large, there still are definite, if indeterminate, boundaries
between philosophy and art, philosophy and political action, specific philosophical products and a man's love life.' So historiography of philosophy
should zero in on philosophy.
What "philosophy is, of course, is moot. A working definition of philosophy consonant with Vollenhoven's rsagooge Philosophiae 6 is this: committed and critical, synoptic, systematic, scientific knowing, and results of
that activity, which analyzes things and aspects of things humanly so knowable, in their interrelated meaning. Historiography of philosophy will then
treat the systematic analyses made by human thinkers reflecting upon interrelational-meaning problems. The core of a philosophy conceived as such
relational-meaning
" science consists in the conceptual position taken
an encyclopedic,
while theoretically explaining the diversified unity to creational reality
(cosmology), the special makeup and task of man amid society in the
cosmos (societal anthropology), and the final structure-of and universe wide
law-for everything (ontology).
Early Vollenhoven considered anthropology to be a specially pregnant
focus to the thematic structure of a philosophical conception.? But it is the
whole network of these three matters — cosmic variety, societal man's
cultural command of things, and the order holding for every thing's
duration — the interrelational meaning nexus of these three matters which
constitute the skeletal crux of bona fide philosophy. That means the com.

'

4 Maurice Mandelbaum, "The History of Ideas, Intellectual History and the History of Philosophy," History and Theory, Beiheft 5.
5

Ibid., pp. 55-66.

(c. 1937) Uitgave Filosofisch Instituut Vrije Universiteit, 1967, pp. 1-16.
(1933) "En wijl van alle schepselen de mens rechtstreeks in de meeste verbanden
staat, komen de schema's van een wijsgerig systeem tot hun breedste ontwikkeling in
dat deel der kosmologie dat zich speciaal met den mens bezig houdt, dus in de anthroormatie van de Wijsbepologie." D. H. Th. Vollenhoven, Het Calvinisme en de Reformatie
geerte (Amsterdam: H. J. Paris), pp. 52-53. Cf. H. Hart, 14 in "Historicale Problemen,"
6
7

Correspondentie-bladen van de Vereniging voor Calvinistische Wijsbegeerte 28 (Dec.
1964) : 9.
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plicated study called epistemology is secondary, partial, and less fundamental a study within philosophy than its prominence since 1600 in
Western thought seems to indicate. Lingual analytic positivism too, in our
century, latched onto crucial semeiotic problems, but has been ambivalent
on whether its explorations are specialized, prolegomenal studies in the
field of linguistics and philology or a pretension to swallow philosophy
proper — which reduction could only yield loss of scope and distortion of
meaning dimensions for both legitimate disciplines. Any confusing identification of epistemology or semantics with philosophy will only make a
muddle of historiography of philosophy."
n

Emile Brehier has succinctly posed the next critical question about
historiography of philosophy.
... can we speak of a steady evolution or progress in philosophy? Or did human
thought, from the beginning, have in its possession all possible solutions to the
problems it raises, and does it afterward only repeat itself indefinitely? Or do
systems supersede one another in an arbitrary and contingent way? 9

That is, is there one, single line of development? Is there a certain connecting order to the multi-variety of philosophical conceptions which have
appeared in chronological succession?
(2) The continuity in philosophies is typological rather than teleological or genetic ; and the development of successive philosophies is
not one of betterment to type of truth, but is a lurching criss-cross of
integrating simplifications and refined complications. There is type

continuity in philosophies because there is a continuously God-held structural order to the creational states of affairs to which philosophically
analyzing men respond (obediently or not) in a limited number of various,
coherent ways. And there is development within the discontinuous, successive philosophies because as a human cultural product within the temporal, durational base God blesses creation with, philosophy too is subject
to the structuring law of unfolding: differentiate, integrate, individuate, or
petrify, fragment and peter out.

Most major historiographers of philosophy have mistakenly converted the
terms involved, sundered the union, and then either pressed for a one-sided
connection to all philosophies or virtually denied any history of philosophy
at all and squared off for polemical sic et non classification. Augustine
(providential teleology), Hegel (dialectical logicism), Comte (organic evolutionism), Dilthey (metaphysics-dissolving historicism) — each gave his
own twist to the single, necessary, evolving progression posited toward the
millenium philosophy. While Francis Bacon, Renouvier, Jaspers and Soviet
Marxists catalogued basic types of philosophical systems, denied any real,
interwoven influences among them, and left you with the option to choose
8 One could say that primary concepts about the genetic unfolding of things (cosmogony) and significant change (history) have remained underdeveloped sections in
Vollenhoven's idea of a philosophy. Cf. early elemental statements in Isagooge Philo-

so phiae, pp. 74-102.
9 Emile Brehier, The Hellenic Age, trans. Joseph Thomas (University of Chicago
Phoenix paperback), 1938, p. 2.
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one. The former geneticistic thinkers recognized continuity but melted typecontinuity into a necessary, genetic continuity so that different types of
philosophies became basically phases of the one final type of philosoph y.
The latter structuralistic thinkers recognized discontinuity, different philosophical positions, but affirmed such types so statically that significant
development was precluded. Either way, the significant changes and develo ing influences going on among the different, continuing types of philosophy in history is taken amiss.
The fact that there are similar philosophical responses made in time to
the basic core of recurrent, creational meaning-problems, and therefore
definite, fairly closed types of philosophy, is veryhumbling: there is nothing
radically new under the sun in the history of philosophy (unless, perchance,
you should get truly good news into and opening up your philosophical
systematics). [when Thomists dogmatically affirm their position, taken
broadly, as the mainline philosophia perennis, they are only calling virtuous,
somewhat imperialistically, what lacks the broken-spirited, seeking anew
character that marks christian philosophy. 10 ] However that may be, the
important point I understand Vollenhoven to have quietly found out here
is this: within the dimensions of recurrent types there is genuine historical
influence, either lateral interacting modification by contemporary philosophical systematics of different types or a systematic formation of schoolish
successors in a following generation; but the permutations unfolding historically are not the clue to philosophical continuity, and the connection of the
changes is neither (bio)genetic nor (teleo)logical. Rather, the significant
changes and their linkage has a Spirit-led, trans-entity nature.
Because philosophy is also a responding-to-God execution of man's religion task, philosophy too has a directed, Spirit-led dynamic. And because
the Spirit-led allegiance of the key men taking historical initiative together
at a given time gradually permeates and by and large dominates all cultural

manifestations of that day, in a homogenous way, disparate types of philosophy during a given period are also usually characterized and Spirit-ually
driven by whatever apXai or ouaiai reign. Therefore, (3) integral to
christian historiography of philosophy is careful depiction of the
transcendental Zeitgeist which incorporates and overpowers the various types of philosophical analyses current, at whatever stage of
unfolding complication they be.
There is some difficulty in putting one's finger on exactly what Zeitgeist
is, its apparent power to shape a whole era, inclusive of philosophy, and
how come each communal ground swell of shaping, Spirited commitment
changes; but there should be neither scepticism nor speculation about its
reality. when definite, idolatrous principalities and powers, instead of the
Holy Spirit, capture and bind together the hearts of a certain human generation, the driving vision that gets formative authority among men in that
age is a palpably real influence. Zeitgeist is much more than a fictive genera ization constructed by later historians trying to organize their material:
10 Cf. C. Seerveld, "Dooyeweerd's Contribution to the Historiography of Philosophy,"
Philosophy and Christianity (Kampen: J. H. Kok, 1965), pp. 201-202 & K. J. Popma,
"Philosaphia Perennis," Philosophia Re f ov a 20 (no. 2, 1955) : 64-86.
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a Zeitgeist is the major Suva.LS at work whose Kingdom seems to be coming,
whose Regime of whirlwind (or shalom) is being historically built up by
willing human servants in ... that day of our Lord! 11
With respect to philosop hy, early Vollenhoven (1933) had simply posited
that the major periods of hilosophical history should be determined by
how philosophy relates itself to the Word-revelation 12 : pagan, ethnic period
B.C., followed by a synthetic-christian period A.D., followed by an antisynthetic-christian or secular period since the Renaissance in Western
Europe. Later Vollenhoven (1956) began to designate certain systematic,
subdividing decisions, like universalism, partial-universalism and individualism, within pagan Greek Subjectivistic philosophical conceptions, for
a as trensand
example,
(stromingen), identifying
matters closely withperiods^^ and years of thought. 13 Around 1959
and after, it seems, while explicating the kindred spirit grouping quite different philosophical conceptions together because they gave similar answers
to what is the final Law-word for reality, Vollenhoven introduced the term
tildstroming ("time-current," current [ofthought] for a time). 14 For Vollenhoven it is important that the historiographer of philosophy recognize that
these identifiable "time-currents," which do not repeat themselves, "cross"
the recurrent typological aspect of definite philosophical conceptions. 15
So Vollenhoven's ti/dstromingen come close to a restricted sort of Zeitgeist,
albeit with a troublesome, unresolved problem: his tildstroom in effect tries
to explain the chronological (and "spiritual"?) contemporaneity of thinkers
(tijdgenoten) in terms of their common structural position (on the place of
the Law). 16
11 Dooyeweerd analyzes this dimension of reality as a "religious basic motive" In
the Twilight of Western Thought (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig Press, 1960), pp. 30-34.
Cf. my comment on Dooyeweerd's religieuze drijflracht in Philosophy and Christianity,
pp. 194-195. H. Hart spells out the same matter in The Challenge of our Age (Toronto:
Wedge Publishing Foundation, 19968), p. 7: " ... when a communal spirit prevails for a
long period of time and fundamentally directs the course of history, we speak of the
spirit of the age. When the basic law or `word' setting the context for such a direction
is formulated we speak of a ground-motive."
Het Calvinisme en de R ef ormatie van de Wijsbegeerte, pp. 71-72. Cf. also Vollenhoven Geschiedenis der Wijsbegeerte,Deel
I r, 1950), pp. 16- 21.
(Franker: T . Weve
13
Kort Overzicht van de Geschiedenis der Wijsbegeerte voor den Curses Paedago-,
giek M.O.A., mimeograph (Amsterdam: Uitgeverij THEJA, 1956), pp. 3, 13 et passim.

14 "Nu bestaat er een borate veelheid van dergelijke concepties.. De geschiedenis der
wijsbegeerte is echter meer dan deze verzameling. Want deze concepties houden alle
verband met elkander. En wel op twee manieren. Bij de beantwoording van de vraag

naar de plaats der wet kwam eerst de ene, claarna de andere oplossing naar voren,
zodat een opeenvolging van tijdstromingen ontstond. Daarentegen staan verschillende
beantwoordingen van de vragen naar de verticale structuur reeds vroeg binnen een, tijdstroming naast elkander. Successie en simultaniteit gaan hier dus hand in hand" in
"Conservatisme en Progressiviteit in de Wijsbegeerte," Conservatisme en Progressiviteit
in de Wetenschap (Kampen: J. H. Kok, 19591), p. 44.
15 " ... terwijl de tijdstromingen, die primair met de quaestie van de plaats: der
wet to maken hebben, zich niet herhalen, maar ... steeds weer een ander antwoord
brengen .... In een conceptie kruisen dus steeds een bepaalde tijdstroming en een
bepaald type. Vandaar dat een conceptie eerst goed doorzien is,, wanneer beide — tijdstraining en type — zijn aangewezen" from "De Consequent Probleemhistorische
Methode," Philosophia Re f ormata 26 (Jubileumnummer nos. 1-3, 1961): 15, 22.
16 Wolters has carefully signaled this latent antinomy of treating a non-structural,
non-recurring affair as a structural and therefore recurrable matter (An Essay on the
Idea of Problemgeschichte, pp. 37-40). But to say "When Vollenhoven speaks of a
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It has always been tempting for those who somehow recognize the cohering and shifting fact of Zeitgeist to determine some pattern in the succession of one Zeitgeist upon another. Brehier says the general law is one of
alternation of overemphases. 17 Dooyeweerd reduces the major Spirited
periods of history to three — somewhat like early Vollenhoven — sweeping,
apostate motives (plus the minor, never-yet culturally dominant biblical
dynamic), which follow a turbulent law, he says, of dialectically posing a
counter idol to some absolutized aspect of reality. 18 And there indeed seems
to be a restless, short-term rule to each epoch before a new pseudo-holy
Spirit lords it over men and drives them and their philosophies to another
distraction; but such deeply significant changes, I believe, cannot be logically mastered, turned into a formula, or rid of their inscrutable character
any more than the work of angels can be x-rayed and predicted. A christian
historiography of philosophy must test the spirits of the day and show
panoramically how their influential perspective permeates given philosophies, but not play god and speculate towards a "Masterplan". Vollenhoven's
stark listing (1962) of sixty-one ti'dstromingen 19 certainly avoids speculation
but is obviously more an unfinisfiect, mnemonic potpourri of various features
peculiar to different ages than a thought-through refinement of major
Zeitgeister. Vollenhoven's historical roots probably have inhibited him from
giving this crucial point more attention sooner and is something his grateful
students should pick up and develop.
HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF VOLLENHOVEN NEEDING REFORMATION

Wolters has accurately detected and documented the Neo-Idealist setting
in which Vollenhoven started to make the problem-historical method of
philosophical historiography his own.
The whole conception of a problem-historical. method rose out of a
rebuff to Neo-Positivistic historicism rampant at the turn of the century,
which was dissolving all cultural and epistemological norms, as human
products, into an on-going, genetic flux. `Thinkers like Windelband and
`tijdstroming,' he means a specifically philosophical, i.e. logical kind of time" (Wolters,
op.cit., p. 54) may charitably oversimplify what is at stake. As a matter of fact, however,
Vollenhoven treats Pythagoras after Socrates, Democritus and Hippocrates in Deel I and
Kort Overzicht, for principled reasons, and therefore can maintain only with difficulty
that his historiographic methodology honours a genuine chronology — despite such keen
observations on sequential happenings within a period of philosophy like, e.g. the
general shift from universalism to partial-universalism to individualism in Greek philosophy before Plato (Deel I, p. 228). Vollenhoven himself, in a 1967 analysis of his emeritated work after 1964, seems to distinguish "stromingen" such as monadology and
Neo-Platonism from "tijdstromingen" (cf. K. A. Bril op.cit., p. 2), but leaves unresolved
the precise difference.
17 "For example the intellectualism of the eighteenth century, with its reliance on
reason, is followed closely by the romantic orgy, a very instructive alternation and one
which, perhaps, is a general law of the history of philosophy" E. Bre'hier, The Hellenic
Age, pp. 30-31.
18 In the Twilight of Western Thought, pp. 35-38. In fact, though, Dooyeweerd's
Form vs. Matter absorbed by Nature transcended by Grace secularized to the polar
tension of (personality) Freedom and (scientific) Necessity are somewhat more vague
generalities or something different than idolized modal aspects.
19 Cf. last leaf page in Sehematische Kaarten met Register behorend bij Kort Overzicht van de Geschiedenis der Westersche Wijsbegeerte (Amsterdam: Centrale Interfaculteit der Vrije Universiteit, 1962), mimeograph 66 pp.
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Nicolai Hartmann agreed that such relativism applied to the realm of particular things and individual acts, but wanted to except the allgemeingultige
categories of Reason itself. More specifically: there are objective problems
given by Vernunft, they said, which are all-the-time there, above every
variable, historical approximation of them, and which guarantee by their
unchanging unity the very possibility of continuity in philosophical history. 20 This means that the crux to a problem -historical approach to historiography is taking the old noumenal Dinge an sick, stabilizers of phenomenal
reality and cashing them in methodically for Probleme an sich, which are
ungrounded but (Togmatically) affirmed and validated by human Reason.
It is not pertinent here to trace how after World War I Hartmann, Honigswald and others like Stenzel and Heinemann tried to "enliven," "existentialize," "concretize" Vernunft into Welt as the source of the continuing
problems with which philosophies grapple. 21 The key point is this: the original Neo-Idealists turned creational structural affairs into Universal Rational
Problem-patterns, and such Problematic-Idealizing of creatural reality
accounts for (1) the estrangement of philosophical problems from lived his
tory, and (2) a loss of interest in actual counter-influences between philosophical positions — difficulties that seem to hang onto the problem-historical
method of philosophical historiography. Wolters claims that the separation
of timeless Problemgehalt from any historical Problemlage is its chief tenet,
although one still finds among them a melioristic trust in final arrival at
Truth that belies a pure, unchanging structure.
Vollenhoven, of course, has no sanguine expectations about what disobedient philosophies can produce in their varying grades of ignoring or blindly
suppressing the truth. And Vollenhoven has also meant to honour the fact
that philosophies have a definite, historical individuality and that "the
typical" feature which types them is an abstraction of the given conception,
its dimension of structural continuity, and not some real thing which makes
occasional, docetic appearances. 23 But sometimes Vollenhoven's fascination
20 Cf. e.g. Hartmann, "Zur Methode der Philosophiegeschichte" (1909) in Kleinere
Schriften: "Das Problem selbst als solches steht fest; es hat nur semen systematischen
Grund zur eigenen Bestimmung, und alle historische Variabilitat an ihm betrifft nicht
es selbst, sondern nur die Grade oder Stufen seines Hindurchdringens zum Selbstbe
wusstsein" (3: 10) and "Die Einheit dieser Probleme ist die Einheit der historischen
Kontinuitat — jener Kontinuitat, in der aller innere Zusammenhang des zeitlich Getrennten beruht. Denn hinter ihr steht die Einheit der Vernunft in aller Zeit, welche uns unsere Probleme wiedererkennen lasst in der historischen Ferne. Darin liegt die Bedingung
der Moglichkeit aller Philosophiegeschichte" (3 : 15).
21 Cf. Wolters, op. cit., p.
11-16, who points out the change in N. Hartmann, "Der
Philosophische Gedanke and seine Geschichte" (1936) in Kleinere Schriften:
ten: "Die generelle Ueberlegung ist diese: die Welt in ihrer Gesamtheit, die uns die grossen Ratselfragen aufgibt, ist eine and dieselbe in aller Zeit; was also wahr ist in unseren Gedanken uber sie, das muss sich von selbst ineinanderfiigen and auf die Dauer einen Zusammenhang ergeben" (2 : 21) .
22 Wolters, op. cit., p.
1. Cf. Hans Hess: ,Aus einer verwandten systematischen Haltung heraus erwachst dann noch ein besonderer Typus der Philosophiegeschichte, wean
das Problem selbst — ohne Riicksicht auf die zeit-ortlichen and historisch-individuellen
Besonderungen — zum substantiellen and ausschliesslichen Trager der Fortschritte gemacht wird" from "Epochen and Typen der philosophischen Historiographie," Kant
Studien 23 (1923) : 355-356.
23 "Wat zichzelf bij het wisselen der tijden gelijk blij f t zijn immers ook bier
niet de
concepties, maar slechts het typische daarin," Vollenhoven, "De Consequent Probleem-
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with seeking out possible representatives of typical conceptions 24 raises
the spectre of having almost hypostatized types (comparable to the mistake
of someone's supposing "the modalities" exist, like so many colored balloons), and then you invite doing historiography of philosophy merely as an
exercise in systematic classification.
It is so, I agree, that history of philosophy must be studied from a certain
(skeletal) systematic position and the results of the analysis should be
chronicled in such a way as to deepen our systematic philosophical insight
into what was posited in that period so we can give more fruitful philosophical leadership today, aware of what has happened. Both an academic,
archivistic penchent and a would-be, existentialistic disregard of the past
except for illustrational material hurt sound historiography. The reform
Vollenhoven began of the Neo-Idealist problem-historical method has
steered fairly clear of both those distortions; but Vollenhoven's methodology, still bothered by certain Rationalistic an sich shadows, itself needs
and perhaps already points to further reform that can forge a more impassioned historiographic method which will push back to creational problems
as historical givens and will highlight the Spirited drive intrinsic to
every philosophical architectonic response. 25
Vollenhoven's particular tack forces every historiographer ofhilosophy
to take seriously, on pain of being undeep or anachronistic, the arge measure in which Greek patterns of thought seem to have shaped all that has
followed in Western reflection. 26 A living awareness of the fact that God
deals covenantingly with generations, I sense, has led to this sobering awareness of the hold tradition has upon thinkers and Vollenhoven's recognition
ormata 26 (1961) : 22 [my italics] . Cf. S. U.
historische Methode," Philosophia Reformata
Zuidema, "Vollenhoven en de Reformatie der Wijsbegeerte": "De consequent probleemhistorische methode ... zal gaarne gewonnen geven, dat geen wijsgerige conceptie van
een denker van betekenis samenvalt met die van een tweede denker van enig formaat.
Zij zal zelfs een open oog hebben voor het feit, dat elke conceptie van enige importantie
jets unieks biedt, dat in zijn enigheid onanalyseerbaar is, en als totaliteit meer is dan
de delen, waaruit het is samengesteld, daar ook de samenstellende delen meer zijn dan
losse fragmenten, en slechts door hun functie in het geheel en dank zij het geheel
orrnata 28 (1963) :
waarin zij een plaats hebben, tot hun recht komen" Philosophia Reformata
142. Hbnigswald too aimed for the historically enmeshed character of philosophical
problems: "Man kennt ein philosophisches Problem nur, wenn man es in der Mannigfaltigkeit seiner historisch bedingten Erscheinungsformen wiedererkennt" (1917), "Einleitung," Die Philosophie des Altertums, Problemgeschichtliche and Systematische Untersuchungen (Leipzig, 1924), p. 18.
24 e.g . " ... zal men er goed aan doen, het zoeken naar een eventuele vertegenwoordiger van een dergelijke conceptie niet al te spoedig op te geven: het blijft altijd
mogelijk dat men hem alsnog vindt" Vollenhoven, "De Consequent Probleemhistorische
ormata 26 (1961) : 32.
Methode," Philosophia Reformata
25 I am not certain the search for an elusive "universal history" and "panchronic"
solvent that "must both unite and keep apart the periods and levels [sic] of human
history" (cf. Wolters, op. cit., pp. 51-55) is what we need to save Vollenhoven's methodology from a structuralistic schematism. The unreformed trouble is not, I think, so
much a large structural failing as it is the underdeveloped meaning of Zeitgeist and a
certain naivete' toward pedagogy.
26 " ... de simpele overweging, dat in een historisch proces het vroegere wel niet
geheel, maar toch in sterke mate het latere bepaalt" Vollenhoven, "De Consequent
ormata 26 (1961) : 10.
Probleemhistorische Methode," Philosophia Reformata
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that every philosopher works from his historically given school-milieu.
But what needs better articulation is this: the web of four fundamental
problems shaping, for example, re-Platonic investigator Parmenides, and
therefore the terms in which he should be understood by twentieth century
historiographers of philosophy, 27 is not a topical Greek problematics whose
categories (denkvorm) have wrongheadedTy come to dominate subsequent
philosophy. Rather: when philosophy became differentiated from mythology circa 700 B.C. in Asia Minor and Italy, its basic issues of final lawWord, status of man, cohering cosmos and the nature of historicalprocess 28 got formulated in decisions for or against Fire (itOp) and the Quafi of-being -Is (To Gov), man as microcosmos (fj tpuXrj ... i t£T^pa d fj p Ouaa
QuyKpaT£i ^11 q, Kai oXOV 'coy KOCS^1OV 'RV£U a Kal c&f p T[£pléx£l' ), whether
all things are One (F-v iavtra £ivat), no be-coming (eXyEVJT0'V) or utter flux
(... tv OXriv p£uotr^v £ivaL), which were circumstantially Greek responses,
to be sure, and conceived in a thoroughly pagan Spirit, but neither essentially Greek problems, that then persisted for centuries, nor quasi timeless
fixations, incumbent upon every systematic thinker to adopt. Those basic
ontic matters are perennial historical challenges ("problems"!) and have
staying power through the ages because they are creational structural
5

affairs.

So it might remove some of the shadows of inflexibility from Vollenhoven's method if we can maintain its focus upon ontic issues, account for
the persisting, existential press of the basic problems upon philosophy, but
relativize "the Greek pattern". Not every philosophy is a modification of
pre-Socratic problematics or must make its peace with the influence of
Plato and Aristotle, and to force a tie-in historiographically could be pedanticism. It is true, no Western philosophy can make-believe it begins de novo,
but our philosophical historiographic method will be a more supple instrument if we recognize that the structural philosophical problems have a
continuing historical (creational) contemporaneity, and it is not so that the
historicalGreek problems have given us the "inherited" structure.
CRITICALLY CHRISTIAN TRANSCENDENTAL PHILOSOPHICAL
HISTORIOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES

The most genial reform Vollenhoven has begun for philosophical historiography — and in my judgment it has been insufficiently noticed and
sorely unstressed — is that he has fashioned technically precise categories
which make possible a truly transcendental christian critique of other
philosophies. Vollenhoven points beyond the usual combination of immanent critique (which examines lingual consistency and clarity and tries to
straighten out analytic contradictions detected in a thinker) and transcendent criticism (which simply judges the other's error seen from the critic's
standpoint). Vollenhoven gets beyond the trial and error temporizing of
sifting through a given philosophy, pretending to adopt its assumptions,
till you have found things out of joint, exposing that lack and then, either
stop with a hypocritical modesty that encourages the cowardice of scepti27 Cf. Vollenhoven, "Me hode-perikelen bij de Parmenides-interpretatie," Philosophia

Refonngta 30 (1965): 68, 110-112.
2S

Cf. supra p. 128 and sub p. 136 v.

136

CALVIN G. SEERVELD

cism, or dogmatically present your own articulate alternative. Such intrinsically monographic critique can produce scholarly insights, toughen
and sharpen up the critic's knowledge of philosophies, but I doubt there
can be much more than a juxtaposition of one's christian philosophical
systematics next to the godless Theoretic reflection.
However, transcendental critique (which asks christian questions within.
the other thinker's assumed framework) does allow for in-depth confrontation, 29 that is, opportunity for listening intently to the (checkmated)
contribution of non-christian philosophies to our (faulty) christian understanding of reality. There is no temporary "suspension" of the christian
itou oTw, methodologically, and as a result there is a sureness and directedness to one's probing, hunching and evaluation. Vollenhoven's historio aphic terms have this kind of sensitivity builtin. Vollenhoven's fivefundamental categories, as I see them, also have an intrinsically relational,
demographic bite, so that the potential for fine analysis and sweep is very
great.
(1) What is so christianly critical about Vollenhoven's precise category of
DUALISM and MONISM is this, that those philosophies which are not
enlightened by the biblical perspective inevitably miss the modal coherence
of creation and yet inescapably treat how the world (and man) cohere as
cosmos, doing it distortedly, as Monists or Dualists.
For example: lacking insight into the integrating and referential heartdepth, transcendental, self-hooded focus to the whole man, pagan thinkers
ascribed special transcendent character to some part of him and thereby
fractured man into deified and disqualified separate pieces of activity
(Dualism), or believed man to be a tension of higher an lower, antagonistic or cooperating, contrasting sorts of functionings (Monism). Similarly on
the world: without knowledge of the single, cosmos-ordering gracious Word
of the Lord, thinkers not touched by God's biblical revelation testifying to
the Christ and Himself idolized certain aspects of reality into a transcendent realm above and independent of a different disqualified area of
creation (Dualism), or explained the diversity of the Universe in terms of
struggling pairs of higher and lower patterns of functioning (Monism).
Exactly where a philosophy chooses to split or tense up man and world,
and what kind of functioning is made the Law-for the rest, the focal point,
or the dominant feature in the cosmology, determines the variety of Dualism
or Monism at hand.
The transcendental bent to the categorical designation of Monism and
Dualism lies in the fact that these are unchristian answers to the christian
question of "How does the g oodly order of our created world disclose
29 "In-depth confrontation" does not entail "agreement." Cf. In the Twilight of
Western Thought, pg. 52-61, although Dooyeweerd does hold out hope for "really critical discussion" between fundamentally disagreeing philosophies. P. A. Schouls subjects
"Communication, Argumentation and Presupposition in Philosophy" to a rigorous analysis in Philosophy and Rhetoric 2 (no. 4, Fall 1969): 183-199, and because his conception of "communication" includes some kind of fundamental understanding, he arrives
at conclusions which "will dim the hope of those striving for communication and hence
reunion in philosophy." Cf. also Schouls' "Reason, Semantics and Argumentation in
Philosophy," Philosophy and Rhetoric 4 (no. 2, Spring 1971): 124-131.
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itself?" And whether it be the tired Monism of late Plato in the Laws,
trying to pull his republic together, or the blatant, pugnacious Monism of
rhapsodic Lucretius and his Nature of atomic particles, Monists and
Dualists are struggling to make meaning out of a fallen humpty-dump
cosmos, and their misplaced zeal thwarts every relative insight gaine .
"Monism" and "Dualism" are not just transcendently conceived curse words
nor surgical labels of an immanent diagnostic, but are vivid, compassionate
and damning categories pinpointing (cosmological) philosophical positions
that are frustrated and distracted from the Way of shalom. 30
(2) Vollenhoven's major partitions of mythologizing philosophy, purely
cosmological philosophy and`' cosmogono-cosmological philosophy have
never struck me as particularly rigorous descriptions of clear-cut matters
whose definite structural character was well substantiated. Perhaps the
relation of pre-Platonic philosophy proper to mythology was a touchy
matter then, but why should "mythologizing" or not (myth = "het product
van pisteutische f antasie" 31 ) be a category applicable to (only some of)
twentieth century philosophy?
Yet with these categories Vollenhoven has latched onto the main trilemmic ways philosophy can misconceive the God-ordered, to-the-eschaton,
durational fabric of created reality, the very ongoing mesh of structured
genesis within which men are called to respond historically to the Lord God.
Because this is a most elemental, unavoidable feature of reality, the
category of STRUCTURALISM, GENETICISM and MYTHOLOGIZING
PHILOSOPHY is a very large and somewhat diffuse matter. 32 But one
finds a large group of thinkers throughout the ages who notice order to
reality that persists, and then idolize it to the detriment of genetic concerns;
in fact, genesis is explained in terms of compositional order. Such structuralistic philosophy casts analysis of reality all in terms of structure-only
and tends toward having a cut-and-dried world, putting the damper on
initiative in a fundamental sense (Cosmology only is the concern). Certain
other thinkers see development as a given but worship it into a restless,
relativizing, "progressive", ongoing flow forever and ever; that is, structure
gets dissolved into developmental flow. Such geneticistic philosophy casts
analysis of structural reality into terms of genesis-only (Cosmology gets
swallowed up in cosmogony). Some thinkers hold the structurally ordered
durational matrix of reality underdevelopedly undistinguished, with the
result that the order is given genetic finality and genesis is given everlasting, repetitive order. Whenever philosophy has this character it shows
-

30 "Wie buigt voor Gods woord behoeft in dezen strijd geen partij te kiezen: beide
groepen, zoowel deze dualisten als de monisten, begaan dezelfde fout: ze zoeken de
vastheid daar waar deze niet is te vinden, nl. in het schepsel" Vollenhoven, Het Calvinisme en de Re f ormatie van de Wijsbegeerte (1933), p. 57.
31 Vollenhoven, "De Consequent Probleemhistorische Methode," Philosophia Ref ormata 26 (1961): 15.
32 These are my tightened-up terms comparable to Vollenhoven's "louter kosmologlsche!," "kosmogono-kosmologische," and "mythologiserende" philosophy. One innovation
of mine is this, that while "merely cosmological" philosophy depreciates genesis and
"cosmogono-cosmological" philosophy presumably gives cosmogenetic affairs a far more
legitimate place along with cosmological investigation, I sense that Structuralistic philosophy treats genesis as a structural matter and Geneticistic philosophical theory would
dissolve structure into actual process.
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a not-so-theoretically differentiated, a more world-and-life-viewy character,
usually attended by a cultic atmosphere—mythologizing philosophy (Cosmogony and theosophy predominate).
Again, these categories have a critically Christian openness to them
because they show how distorting analysis can yet genuinely grapple with
the rudiments of our existence and how, despite the pushing and shoving
into line, philosophies unformed by the Good News of creation warp the
glory of our becoming a new heaven and a new earth.
(3) Vollenhoven uses the SUBJECTIVISM, OBJECTIVISM and REALISM category in a special, careful sense to show how lamentably puny
the no-god stuff is unchristian philosophies posit as the ultimate Source of
reality. Whether it be Kant's Vernun f t activity or Anaximander's To 61TELPOV
quality or the lex aeterna of Thomas Aquinas — whatever thinkers sometimes agonizingly select as Arche and trust as the final guarantee for every
thing's being there — that surrogate for the Lord God of heaven and earth
constricts all the analysis that goes on under its aegis.
Without an understanding that the Creator Lord God providently
sustains every ordered thing's functioning as subject and as object, many
thinkers have satisfied themselves that only "Subjects" exist and that
subjective properties or functionings are what determine what goes on
(Su lectivism). Other philosophers have recognized that there are erceptibles (like colors and sounds) or measurables (like proportions awl velocities) which are not reducible to specific subject-functioning of things correlative to such qualities; because their vision of reality reaches no further,
such philosophers believe that these sensible or mathematical objectfunctionings of things — which are bounds to every subject and compel
subjective obedience — are indeed the most permanent states of affairs,
and therefore they have called for allegiance to such purely "Objective"
matters (Objectivism). 33

Still other important thinkers whose philosophic reflection has not been
biblically enlightened, have pursued the cause for the lawful regularity of
human subject-functioning and the persistence of object-functioning qualities, pursued the cause in something else beyond them both. Plato was the
first to posit thingless, geometric ordering and timeless, noetic form as the
true "Real" of reality, a certain substantial patterning which somehow
conditioned our begoing world but was not contaminated by it (Realism).
In effect, Plato was giving modal norm-law order and the retrocipatory
mathematical moment to creation, as it were, god-status, confusing it with
individuality-structure (anE180C, for every thing), while robbing this struc32 "Object-functioning" must not be confused with the so-called "primary qualities"
in vogue after Galileo, for "primary qualities" refer to the subject-functionings or properties [my term] of things independent of an other perceiving subject. The "objectfunctioning" dimension of creatural things is that characteristic of latent qualities [my
word] belonging to things which await a developed subject-functioning to activate their
praising glory — even hues of red and giant proportions get turned into cursing or
blessing, they are never supply givens. The "secondary qualities" doctrine of early
modern, secular epistomologies, which reduces colours, for example, to an activity within
the perceiving subject or to UFO sense qualia, shows how remote the recognition of
"object-functionings" became to the Scientialistic (Copernican revolution) mind.
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turing Word-for things of its binding law character — ib&ai were paradigmatic models and not the grip of a Covenanting God which when
followed yields blessing.
Right here the confrontationally critical and redemptive pleading within
a Vollenhoven category shows up clearly: Roman catholic scholastic and
Protestant scholastic "Realist" thinkers inexorably tend to end up with
an abstract concept of Providence and a cdemiurgic God masterminding
that timeless blueprint into history, because they mistake the sureness of
His creational Word holdin us creatures for Himself. That is, according
to Vollenhoven, a "Realistic' conception of reality, trying to honour God's
overruling hand in our creaturliness, goes wrong by idolizing its sureness
into a noetic fixity and consequently both depreciates our cosmic life time
as an interim between timeless eternities and loses the biblical God, the
faithful Almighty One who is gracious and angry and truly moved by the
prayers and bloodshed of His people and even by the dumb cows on the
ills around Ninevah — there is no room for such a God in their "Realistic"
(notice the irony!) philosophical or theolo ical scheme.
It is obvious that the usual Windelban , textbookish sense of "realism"
as an academic debate on whether universalia exist ante rem, in re or post
rem, lacks the biblically penetrating, religion-deep insight and dimension
of Vollenhoven's analysis. Vollenhoven meets "Realist" thinkers on their
own deepest grounds, with christian demands, and discloses — indeed, only
for those who have eyes to see — the pathos of their grand distortion. It
may also be so that what Vollenhoven s category of Subjectivism, Objectivism and Realism focuses upon — the nature of that to which a thinker
gives final allegiance — is more influential in determining a man's whole
perspective than whether, for example, he be a Monist or a Dualist. But
I am not convinced that the structural choice philosophers make on "the
place of the law" is so singular, exclusive and decisive for binding them
together as kindred s irits of a particular period. 34 Heraclitus, Parmenides
and Plato differ significantly on that very point, but each one is fundamentally driven by the same unifying Spirit of other-worldly polis-idolatry and
race-conscious, elitist purism we call the '(classical) Greek way of doing
things. Further, refinements within this "place-of-the-law" category are not
adequate, it seems to me, to probe the shifting difference between the
earliest, cosmologically curious philosophy called Greek, for example, and
the later eclectic, syncretistic philosophy of Hellenism, with its dominant
epistemological apriorism — both periods are overwhelmingly Subjectivistic,
but their differing, cohering dynamics depend basically on other factors
than what the leading contemporaries in each period take to be the Arche.
(4) The fact that creatures only exist as members of a kind (humankind,
the order of angels, animal kingdom, plant world, realm of physical entities)
and that cultural artifacts and the multiple relationships of people always
are of some sort or other (art objects, mathematical concepts; family,
business, church, state and neighbourhood, for example) has faced everyone
who has tried to examine encyclopedically the meaning of things. Even
philosophical analysis that has purposely restricted its parameters to, say,
34

Cf. supra p. 131 and n. 14,16.
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epistemological affairs or wished to temporize on whether things have any
meaning, such philosophical reflection still has had to face the basic fact
that whatever they investigate inextricably belongs to a universe-wide kind
(because of creational modal structuration) and has definite, identifiable
particularity (because of creational individuality-structuring) — why? What
is the point to similarities and identities? How real is the reality of societal
and typifying, cosmic bonds creatures show? What's the sense to this
apparently intrinsic "family"-clustering peculiarity of things?
It so happens, unfortunately, that most philosophies have not been
basically informed by the biblically revealed truth that all things cohere
in Jesus Christ. Most philosophies miss the ^` ivotal insight that the creational fact of being-there after its kind depends literally on the cohering
Word of God and that God incarnate is the actual Archimedian point to
every creation's existence, its very meaningfulness or not. Further, the body
of Christ is not some corpus mysticum of transubstantiated saints, but is the
living, corporate union of men and women sealed together by the Holy
Spirit-worked Amen in their hearts, at work as the conduit for a rising
chorus of praise from heavenly bodies, lions chasing their prey, the rolling
leviathan, bird song, garden flowers and the ministry of angels. That is,
the real, lasting community of the people of God, v XPLOTC5, is an earnest
of the veritable Kingdom! coherence and meaning the Almighty Lord was
pleased to lay down in His creation of heaven and earth and everything
in them. When philosophy intent upon relating data denies, ignores, or has
lost this truly mediating, Archimedian key to interpreting the meaning of
our creatural generic specificity, philosophy falls into the distortions Vollenhoven designates exactly as U IVER ALISM, INDIVIDUALISM and
1

the MACRO MICROCOSMOI motif.
-

Without a transcendental mediating focus, thinkers have gone wrong by
giving either the universe-wide "kind" bond to things subsistence or the
individuality structured "thisness" of a thing subsistence, and then disposed
-

of the other feature in terms of the one. Certain philosophies make the
universe feature a substantial "concrete Universal" of which `the individual"
is considered merely an expendable offshoot, like leaves falling off a tree
(Universalism). If they believe the individual offshoot returns in-to the
Universal, you get a form of mysticism. Other philosophies affirm that
only "Individuals" exist and that kinds, societal bonds like family or any
"universe" be merely vague concepts or names for a motley collected group
of "Individuals" (Individualism). Still other investigators who persist more
evenhandedly in accounting for the creational reality at stake maintain that
the universe as Macrocosmos is an analogous, determining counterpart for
a myriad number of microcosmoi surrounding it — to which is sometimes
added also a Mesocosmos of Society (Macro-microcosmoi motif). Men
entities and Society and World are all given separate, substantial, next-tothe-other existence. And even still more sophisticated, penetrating but
mistaken philosophies hold that every thing has an Individual part and a
Universal part; while some declare that the Individual part is the most
critical factor, giving integrality to general elements (Partial Individualism),
some believe that the Universal part links up and integrates the Individual
matters like the mold to jello particles or purpose to instruments (Partial
Universalism) ... .
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Vollenhoven has most helpfully delineated other specialized varieties of
this category, but right now my concern is simply to exposit the transcendental christian insight Vollenhoven's categories afford the historiography
of philosophy. Universalistic and Individualistic philosophies, along with
their modifications, are struggling, unwittingly it seems, to answer the
religion question of the meaning of things — which shall find a restful locus
of reference only in the kingdom-reconciling reality of the Lord Jesus
Christ — by jufgling haecceity and universality into a simple, abstract
equation neutrazed from the multifarious richness of our creatural bonds
and voided of any transcendental reach; therefore echec necessarily follows!
And no matter whether Church councils presume to settle the affair once
and for all with anathema, or the "problem of universals" is relegated to
peripheral, syncategoremata status for polite debate at the high tables of
Oxford: like an implacable ghost this same creational reality, which has
been immanentisticafly misconceived, will keep on returning, restlessly.
And the falsifying alternatives of the Universalistic-Individualistic philosophical construction placed on it insure distortion of the human cultural
task, twisting all kinds of limited, human-authority relationships out of
kilter. 35
(5) The Spirit that drives a given philosophical conception and unites
that thinker with the generation of his day, often with the artistic elan of
a nearby period, getting the philosophy to breathe along with the fashion,
etiquette, architecture, mode of doing politics, and the whole pace and
style and pulse of the daily life current: that permeating Spirit, often called
Zeitgeist, is as serious and as powerful, and limited, as an evil spirit, abetting
a mans willful course of action. Zeitgeist, the SPIRIT OF AN AGE,
must be neither underestimated nor overfeared, because its prophetic power,
its promises of establishing the cultural work, the philosophical thought,
of a man's hands, must stand the winnowing test of being fruitful, compassionate and just in theeyes of the Lord, or not.
All I am prepared to add now to what was stated earlier is this, that
in my judgment Zeitgeist is not identical to the Arche question, to what
you finally trust (Vollenhoven's unfinished stage of thought on the matter:
the place-of-the-law), and Zeitgeist is also distinct from the Archimedian
point question, one's structural stance on the meaning of things (the locus
of what I hear Dooyeweerd getting at with "religious motive", combined
with modal absolutization). Zeitgeist must also not be hypostatized into a
supra-individual universal "Mind", just because this uncanny Spirit does
command a populace, a whole generation or two and sometimes more.
Perhaps the Spirit of an Age will continue to elude our scientific scrutiny
as much as the precise nature of 2 apt, which Scripture reveals, remains
mysterious; but Zeitgeist is real and it is the calling of a christian historiography of philosophy, christian historiography of any cultural performance
1

35 Cf. Harry Antonides' analysis of the false dilemma between (Individualistic) private enterprise Capitalism and (Universalistic) collectivistic Socialism in publications of
the Christian Labour Association of Canada. Cf. Harvey A. Smit on the inadequacy of
frequent Western analysis of Japanese "values" in terms of "individual" and "group,"
in "The Center of Value in Japanese Society," The Japan Christian Quarterly (Winter

1973) : 15-22.
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or institution, to test its dynamic, trace its rise and fall — not to moralize
upon! — but for exorcizing its influence out of our work so that we may
build up, by contrast, what has an abiding, holy spirited breath to it.
Taking off from early Vollenhoven's lead, a first thing christian historiography of hiloso by must straighten out is the standard partitioning of
Western philosophy's progression into "ancient", "medieval", "modern" and
"contemporary" periods. Everybody knows to what these would-be noncommittal and somewhat makeshift terms refer, but the Humanistic prejudice they mask is as staggering as "the Big Lie", and therefore the misguidance they give thinkers today is almost incredible.
Shortly after 1600 a "modernistic" mentality began to write off human
rhilosophical reflection from c. 600-1500 A.D. as an interim ("medieval");
ter on the eighteenth century European Aufklarung, epitomized by
Winckelmannia, proclaimed that finally the true Renaissance was arriving; 36 Windelband's 1892 History of Philosophy more or less canonized
this optimistic arrangement for philosophical historiography, so that latterday Science-worshipper Bertrand Russell, for example, can dismiss indiscriminately, with an air of iconoclastic authority, the crucial Spirit-deep
changes for Western civilization called "Renaissance" and "Reformation"
as similar subjectivistic confusions really unimportant to the history of
philosophy. 37
What needs showing, however, is that after the Greek-Hellenistic pagan
spirited philosophy c. 600 B.C.-180 ... 529 A.D.), a synthetic-christian
Spirit of fitting together christian dogmas into or onto the fabric of the
great past cultural achievements of Graeco-Roman humanity in order to
orge a grand catholic system of complete knowledge drove a whole
thousand year span of philosophical reflection (c. 135 A.D.-1450 A.D.). The
complex, ' unraveling skein of that long synthesis followed, as Vollenhoven's
careful probing has helped disentangle: for about a century there was a
surge of Humanistic s thetic-christianly spirited philosophy (c. 1350-1450
A.D.), while the old scholastic aeon waned; 38 and within the 1450-1600 A.D.
period dominated largely by an anti synthetic-christian secular Spirit
— the hard core Renaissance days of excitement driven by a Faustian ambition to discover secret Nature power, so that by man's own godless virtu
he might achieve humaniora — within that age there were two generations
of men gripped by a radical Reformational dynamic, an anti synthetic36 Cracks in the self-assured dawn of civilized Reason were not long in coming, of
course. Cf. Schiller's laconic remark: "Das Zeitalter ist aufgeklart, das heiszt, die Kenntnisse sind gefunden and offentlich preisgegeben, welche hinreichen warden, wenigstens
unsere praktischen Grundsatze zu berichtigen. Der Geist der freien Untersuchung hat
die Wahnbegriffe zerstreut .... Die Vernunft hat sich von den Tauschungen der Sinne
and von einer betruglichen Sophistik gereinigt, and die Philosophie selbst, welche uns
zuerst von ibr abtrunnig machte, ruft uns laut and dringend in den Schosz der Natur
zuruck — woran liegt es, dasz wir noch immer Barbaren sind?" Ueber die disthetischen
Erziehung des Menschen, in einer Reihe von Brie f en, Achter Brief.
37 Bertrand Russell, "Introduction" to History of Western Philosophy and its connection with political and social circumstances from the earliest times to the present day
(London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd.,, 1955), pp. 15-20.
ormatie van de Wiisbegeerte (1933),
38 Cf. Vollenhoven, Hat Calvinisme en de Reformatie
pp. 200-301 & Kort Overzicht van de Geschiedenis der Wijsbegeerte (1956), pp. 28-33.
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christian biblical Spirit that wanted communal, coram Deo obedience into
the world at large. Though that significantly different,, .:holy spirited thrust
of a cosmic, reconciling diakonia took cultural hold too briefly and too
weakly in Western Europe to humble philosophy of the day, that Reformation has become a signpost for the philosophical reform needed to
please God. 39
But since 1600 most philosophy has been shaped by an anti syntheticchristian, secular Rationalistic Spirit of enormous power. A concomitant,
positivistically Operationalistic movement in philosophy since around 1850
has been as thoroughly anti-christian and secular in temper. And within
a decade after the so-called first World War, one could say, a definitely
post-christian Spirit had greatly infected both academic, phenomenological philosophy and the fits and starts of revolutionary, neo-pragmatistic philosophy with a hardening, virtually nihilistic technicism.
That is rightly conceived, I dare say, from a biblically christian vantage
point, the millenium in philosophy foretold by Hegel, Comte, Engels or
Moritz Schlick and his ilk 40 has not and shall not come into sight. Instead,
armed with a biblically Reformational sensitivity developed so tentatively
and firmly by Vollenhoven and Dooyeweerd, one can smell the stench of
death, a dead-ending Spirit! in the language game analysis and eccentric
erudition afoot in so many different neighbourhoods of philosophy today. 41
It remains now to be shown how the insightful grasp of Vollenhoven's philosophical historiographic categories brought to bçai upon study in a classroom situation is conducive to a pedagogy that is both professionally careful and deeply christian. I hope to present such a study at a later date.

39 While Dooyeweerd has come to reject the term "Calvinistic philosophy" for the
systematic reflection Vollenhoven and he have pioneered, and rejects formation of
school-philosophy" la Thomism out of hand, after twenty years he remains unchanged
in his judgment "that a real reformation of philosophic thought cannot historically
proceed from Luther but only from Calvin's point of departure" A New Critique of
Theoretical Thought (Amsterdam: H. J. Paris, 1953), 1 : 522. That thought deserves more
scrutiny by Christ-believers from all evangelical traditions, I think, and extension of its
insight. The difference between "spiritual revival" occasioned by Spirit-led, individual
men and the sustained vision of a newly directed, biblical "reformation" that may
come to shape generations still unborn is a difference critical for understanding how
the christian faith breaks in principle with synthetic-christian life tendencies and can
lead Christ-believing men in a secular age to humiliated but expectant cultural work.
40
Cf. Moritz Schlick, "The Turning Point in Philosophy," & Rudolf Carnnap "The
Elimination of Metaphysics through Logical Analysis of Language," with others in
Logical Positivism, ed. A. J. Ayer (Glencoe: Free Press, 1959).
41 Cf. S.
U. Zuidema, Communication and Confrontation. A Philosophical Appraisal
and Critique of Modern Sow and Contemporary Thought (Toronto: Wedge Publishing Foundation, 1971); Johan van der Hoeven, "Filosofie op het spel," Philosophic
Re f ormata 30 (1965) : 137-158; N. Th. van der Merwe, "Grepe uit die kontemporere
wijsbegeerte" Die atoomeeu — "in U lig" (Potchefstroom, 1969), pp. 76-112.
"
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ON THE, CONTINGENT AND PRESENT-DAY WESTERN MAN *
BY

Prof. Dr. H. G. STOKER
1.0. Introductory

The contingent exists. It confronts man who responds to it knowingly
and actively. From the most ancient periods of time till today the history
of western man's religion and culture, doctrine and practice, art and science
(i.e. theology, philosophy and particular science) testifies to it; Herclitos'
river, the eleatic paradoxes, Plato's two-realm doctrine, Aristotle's doctrine
of matter and form, the mediaeval realist-nominalist controversy and so
forth, till the conflicts of today: they all testify to the contingent. Man cannot escape the contingent whether he (entirely or in part) understands or
misunderstands it. Present-day western man experiences the contingent
within the various areas of his life in a unique and uniquely intense manner, as has never yet been done. Proceeding, in relevant cases, from the
primacy of the contingent he even lives, knows and acts accordingly. That
occasions this brief enquiry in a few outlines.
1.1. The radical (i.e. mutually irreducible) diversity in and of the cosmos is, just like its coherence, unfathomably rich and complex. Within that
diversity we find the contingent with its peculiar character, place, function

and role. Correlative with its intertwinement with the variety of cosmic
diversity, we find that it itself displays various facets as well. The many
different meanings that have throughout the ages been attributed to the
contingent (whether entirely and rightly understood or not) is, indeed, to a
significant extent due to the diverse facets proper to it. For the contingent
is not isolated from whatever else may constitute the cosmos, and it
receives its meaning through both its own very character and through its
unbreakable bonds with the variegated non-contingent. Our present concern is, not with all the radically and numerous diverse of our cosmos, nor
with all its numerous types of coherence. We will focus on only one of the
types of coherence obtaining for the diverse, viz. the (variegated) coher* The following article is a summary version and adaptation of lectures which, as
honorary guest professor, I presented at the Randse A f rtkaanse Universiteit (Johannesburg) during the academic year of 1971. On account of economy of space I have
abridged this article to a considerable extent, but hope to publish it more fully in the
near future.
It is a special privilege for me to be able to express my gratitude for all that prof. dr.
D. H. Th. Vollenhoven has meant for me from 1922 until today by means of this contribution.
For lack of time unable to translate this article into English personally, I wish to
express my sincere gratitude to Drs. P. Brouwer for this translation.
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ence o f contra-polar distinctions (contrasts). For — according to our view

— by means of this approach we can to a significant extent do justice to the
contingent and its facets, and at the same time come to understand present
predilection for the contingent to a high degree.
1.2. Some coherential contra-polar distinctions as they (legitimately or
not) appear in the history of science (given in an alphabetical order) are:
a priori/a posteriori; authority/subject; body/soul; cause/purpose; church/
world; continuity/discontinuity; eternity/time; existence/essence; general/
individual; `firm'/dynamic; freedom/dependence; freedom/nature; God/
cosmos; individual/society; law/subject; man/world; meaning/being;
meaning/reality; multiplicity/diversity; nature/culture; nature/grace; necessity/accident; necessity/reality; particular/universal;erception/
thought; possibility/actuality; possibility/necessity; principle/fact; quantity/quality; rational/irrational; soul/spirit; spirit/matter; subject/object;
time/energy; thought/action; thought/being; truth/reality; unity/multiplicity; value/fact; whole/part etc. etc.
1.3. In our view the following at least may be said to hold good for the
coherent contra-polarity of such contrasts:
a. They confront us with two distinct poles.
b. No pole is heteroducible (reducible) to the other.
C. The two poles cohere. (They are mutually related, each requiring and
referring to the other.)
d. Cohering, they nevertheless do form a contrast.
e. Except for distinctions like God/cosmos, or eternity/time, each coherential contra-polar contrast is particular in character.
j:. That particularity must be fully recognized and respected.
g. Therefore no such coherential contra-polar distinction is to be used
as a theoretical pair of pliers with the intention of compressing the
whole of the cosmos (with its encompassing coherence of radical
diversity) within it.
h. By virtue of their irreducibility both poles must remain balanced,
both in theory and in practice.
i. Finally, all the various coherential contra-polar contrasts are themselves mutually coherent in various ways and are, therefore, to be
recognized and respected as such.
1.3.1. The above being so, it is necessary that we further distinguish
between contra- and anti-polar oppositions (contrasts). In the former the
poles are mutually related, coherent; each pole requires the other. In antipolar oppositions the one pole excludes the other anti-thetically; the poles
do not mutually cohere. Thus `necessary' coheres with `accidental' in contrapolar fashion and vice versa. When they are absolutized, however, so as to
it `absolute necessity' over against `absolute accidentality' (or absolute
c ance), then they constitute an anti-polar opposition in which each pole
counts the other out. (So also where absolute necessity, or chance for that
matter, are pitted over against the God of the Scriptures.)
l

1.4. For our enquiry it is also imperative to consider that one must first
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rasp the meaning of each of the poles in its very own character before
determining their mutual coherence; otherwise no balanced view of a coherential contra-polar contrast is possible. Again and again, however, a special
prevalence is accorded to one of the poles, the other being considered from
the vantage-point of the privileged pole. In consequence the deprecated
pole will be viewed as limiting-case of the privileged pole; or yet again,
only one particular facet of the deprecated pole will appear to view, the
pole itself being neglected in its very character. It may even be attempted
to reduce the deprecated pole to the privileged one, regardless of the inevitably resulting antinomies or paradoxes.
1.5. We will select a limited number of the coherent contra-polar contrasts mentioned above, viz. those that are relevant to the purposes of this
enquiry: the understanding of the very contingent and its facets and of the
present-day predilection to allot a primacy to the contingent in theory and
practice.
2.0. The contingent and some related contra-polar distinctions
2.1. The contingent and the contra-polar distinction 'rational/irrational'

2.1.1. As a merely negative term `irrational' cannot really inform us
about the real character of the contingent (or of any of its facets). As such
it is a multi-vocal word which is as indefinite in meaning as is a merely
negative term like 'non-green', for example, which as easily stands for `blue',
as for taste, smell, energy, fear, instinct etc., none of which are green. Closer
positive determination of the term is called for. Now scientific (i.e. theoogical, philosophical and particular scientific) literature reveals that other
terms used for (or taken to be) rrational' are, among others, the a-rational
(e.g. the quality of a colour), the anti-rational (e.g. an antinomy or a paradox), the super- or hyper-rational (which like hyperdox surpasses human
understanding, as, for instance, do God and His miraculous deeds), the
sub-rational e.g. unwarranted fears or vital impulses), the un- or nonrational (e.g. superstition), the unintelligent, or the rationally insufficient
(e.g. uncritical judgements). It may further reveal that the irrational is
sometimes identified with the following: evaluation, the dynamical, the
existential, the accidental, intuition, intellectual speculation, the dialectical,
religious faith, etc.

r

CO

2.1.2. The term `rational' too is multi-vocal. If `rational' is understood to
refer to what Paul meant when he called our service of God a `reasonable'
service, or to what C. Van Til means when he speaks of "the `rationality' of
our christian faith", or, again, if `rationality' is taken to mean `objectivity'
(John Mac Murray), then the contingent too is rational. However, when,
differently, `rationality' is taken to refer to some autonomous legislative
reason, then contingency (as the irrational) functions as limiting-case of
rationality. If, yet again, `the rational' is to refer to so-called eternal truths,
to the a priori, to meaning, to essence, to the general (including general
truths, concepts and judgements) etc., then the contingent (as the irrational)
would accordingly have to be understood as referring to `the temporal',
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the a posteriori, mere reality, existence, or the individual respectively.
2.1.3. From the preceding it plainly appears to be so that the distinction `irrational/rational' sometimes is, but sometimes is not employed as a
coherential contra-polar distinction; and that even where it is so used, the
terms are still multi-vocal in meaning so that this contrast lends itself to
further division into univocal contra-polar distinctions, some of which will
be treated of later. It is further plain that the contingent (as the irrational,
see 2.1.2. above) has only been approached one-sidedly from the vantagepoint of the contrast's opposite pole, viz. the rational (see 1.4); therefore the
contingent can here only function as limiting-case of the rational, or, if at
all, the contingent is only understood in one of its facets without itself
being properly understood for what it actually is.
2.2. The contingent and the contra-polar distinction `accidental/necessary

The `contingent' is sometimes, in a positive sense, identified with the
`accidental' (or chance), though it also, in a negative sense, may be taken
to mean the `non necessary'. In the cosmos we meet up with both; the necessary and the accidental (the contingent). Both are creaturely; neither is
self-sufficient; nor may either of them be absolutised. We accordingly ref er to avoid speaking in the abstract terms of `necessity' and `accidenta ity'
(coincidence in the abstract, absolute chance), since the use of these terms
can easily imply absolutisation. If and when we say — with the same precaution as H. Bavinck 1 does — that God is the Absolute, then absolutisin
of `necessity' and `accidence' amounts to deification of (conferring self-su f iciency to) what is creaturely and dependent; for they are then being extrapolated to the being of God, whereby God's being is taken as but an
extension of the cosmic. In other words, God becomes cosmoslike. According to His Word-revelation however, God, as God, radically transcends
the cosmos — also transcending the cosmically necessary and accidental —
while, in His wisdom, goodness, and omnipotence He governs and guides
all things, the necessary and the accidental included. In consequence it is
absurd to speak of God as `necessary Being' or `pure Accident' (or Chance).
Moreover, determinations like `absolute accidence' and `absolute necessity'
are intrinsically self-contradictory, since `accidental' and `necessary' here
delimit the absolute which, as such, can allow of no delimitation whatsoever.
Besides, the very order of the cosmos (even its order presupposing disorder),
excludes the possibility of absolute accidence, while the accidental (the
contingent) in the cosmos excludes the possibility of absolute necessity. Absolute accidence (chance) and absolute necessity constitute anti-polar opposites (see 1.3.1.). We, however, must focus on the accidental and the necessary as a creaturely, particular, coherential contra-polar contrast in order to
gain insight into the contingent.
2.2.1. The term `accidental' is multi-vocal

2.2.1.1. Absolute accidence or chance (casualism, indeterminism) does
not exist (2.2.).
1

Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, third printing, II, pp. 106 ff.
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2.2.1.2. Subjective accidence as the subjectively unexpected and unforeseen (e. . "I met Jones on Main Street this morning; that was a coincidence!"), does exist. Here the contingent appears in a subjective way;
however, the contingent is more than subjective accidence only.

2.2.1.3. Accidence as happenstance. It is here that the contingent reveals
itself, as we shall see. It must be remembered, however, that not all happening is contingent (e.g. the regular motion of the stars). But the happenstantial (e.g. that right now you are reading precisely these words) is contingent.
2.2.2. The negative determination of the contingent as the non-necessary
too, is multivocal. We will not discuss that here. Nor will we discuss the
various conflicting conceptions of necessity mentioned in scientific literate. These should be distinguished from the various types of the necessary, such as, for example, mathematical necessity (2 + 2 = 4), logical
necessity (if A then B; A; ergo B), causal necessity (water, when sufficiently
heated must boil), physiological necessity (reflexes), psychical necessity
(e.g. fright-reaction), antic necessity, essential necessity, epistemological
necessity, and normative necessity (the moral law retaining validity despite transgression of it), etc. Accordingly, necessity here is a `must be', a
`must happen', a `must be valid', a `cannot be otherwise', etc. Such types of
cosmic necessity can, it seems to me, be classified into two main groups
according to a division that has been current in philosophy from the time of
Aristotle until today: inner (intrinsic) necessity and relational necessity.
Before enquiring into this state of affairs we must consider the following.

2.2.3.1. Absolute necessity (fatalism, determinism) does not exist (see
2.2.). In addition to 2.2. we may add that human choice, accountability,
and responsibility, as well as human freedom would be impossible if absolute necessity did exist.
2.2.3.2. Relational necessity is that which must follow, must happen, or
cannot but occur by virtue of definite grounds, causes, or laws. In a syllogism the conclusion implied must of necessity follow from the two premises;
water must boil when heated sufficiently; the stone in my hand must fall
when I let go of it. Inner (intrinsic, inherent) necessity, according to its
fundamental (irreducible to something else) nature, is what it is, or, obtains as it does. It is sometimes described as having its ground (or validity)
within itself. It is a matter of identity, but limited to the fundamental
round, character, or validity of something per se. For example — language
as fundamentally language) is nothing but language; it fins its ground or
essence within itself; to be language it must necessarily be language. Similarly the moral law finds its validity within itself as moral law, and a law
of nature too finds its `must determine' within itself. It is to be remembered,
however, that both types of necessity are none the less creaturely, having
the origin of their 'must-of-necessity' in God, of Whom, through Whom, and
unto Whom all things (relational and inner necessity too) are.
2.2.3.3. In this context the controversy between J. Hessen and N. Hart-
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mann is noteworthy. 2 Correctly, Hartmann rejects absolute necessity. Relational necessity, the only type of necessity which he does recognise, presupposes a definite ground from which it follows; but this ground is, according
to him accidental, nothing but chance. He rejects, in other words, inner
necessity. Absolutely necessary being (even God) is, according to Hartmann,
absolutely accidental being (pure chance). Hessen contravenes by pointing
out that besides relational `auswendige') necessity, inner necessity too exists;
however, that inner necessity is not accidental (contingent). According to
him contingency is lack of inner necessity ("Indifferenz gegen Sein and
Nichtsein"). But then Hessen too takes recourse in absolutising speculation.
For, according to him, in the case of the `absolute necessary being', its `Sosein' requires its 'Dasein'. As I see it, Hessen's absolutely necessary being
constitutes a speculative thought-construction. For the Absolute transcends
the necessary radically; whereas the necessary, by very nature creaturely
dependent as it is, finds its origin in the Absolute. Hessen rejects Hartmann's speculative misconception (of God as absolutely accidental Being,
as pure Chance) by means of another speculative misconception diametrical y ('antipolarly') opposed to it (God as absolutely necessary Being).
2.2.3.4. When one considers the accidental or chance (the contingent)
from the vantage point of (in the light of) the necessary (necessity), then
`Kontingenz' is "Mbglichkeit des Andersverhalten, des Nichtseins" ("quod
potest esse et non esse"). Stated rationalistically: "cuius oppositum nullam
contradictionem involvit, sed quod necessarium non est". In such `contingence as the possible' we do catch sight of one facet of the contingent (as
limiting-instance of necessity), but proceeding thus from necessity, the
contingent cannot be grasped in its very own basic character. To fully
comprehend the contra- olar coherential contrast 'necessary/accidental',
one must first understand necessity as such, and the contingent as indeed
contingent. Only then can we appreciate their mutual relatedness, remembering, however, that the contingent is given in relation with other contrapolar distinctions as well, as will appear further on.
2.3. The contingent and the contra-polar distinction 'individual/general'

Frequently the contingent is circumscribed as individual ('einzig', unique,
irreplaceable). (See the accompanying Figure.) Its coherential contra-polar
opposite is sometimes taken as the `general', but more often as the `universal', as for instance in the cases of `general' or `universal' concepts, propositions, laws etc. Although these terms may be used as synonyms, we prefer
to distinguish between them on account of the distinction between the
contra-polar opposites 'individual/general' ("al gemein") and `particular/
universal'. Accordingly we will henceforth use the term `general' in preference to the term `universal'. We furthermore prefer to avoid (as a rule) the
(often misleading) abstract terms: `generality' and `universality' (and so also
'contingency'), preferring the more concrete terms: 'the general' and 'the
universal' (and so also `the contingent').

2

3

J. Hessen, Lehrbuch der Philosophie, III, 1950, pp. 65 ff.
Eisler's Handwdrterbuch der Philosophic, sub voce `Kontingenz'.
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THE INDIVIDUAL
2.3.1. Perennial to philosophy, it seems, is the conflict about the problem of the general (or `universal'). Despite attempted solutions (Socrates,
Plato, Aristotle, the universalia-controversy etc.), the problem is still with
us: "what is `general (generality)' respective) `universal (universality)'?"
In treatments of the problem mention is made of general (or `universal')
concepts, judgments, principles, truths, laws, norms, values, classes etc.
When we employ the term `general (or `universal') we do not refer to some
`abstract general' (or `abstract universal'); rather: we then wish to refer to
characteristics shared by comparable instances of the same sort. The
apricot-tree in front of my study's window, for instance, shares characteristics with other apricot-trees, with other fruit-trees, and with other trees.
Notice the appearance of the more or less general (or `universal') here. The
characteristics intended refer to all apricot-trees, to all fruit-trees, or, yet
again, to all trees. The same applies mutatis mutandis to general (or `universal') moral norms obtaining for all people.
2.3.2. However, the apricot-tree not only partakes in what is general
(i.e. characteristics shared with other trees); as this particular apricot-tree,
it is also individual (unique, irreplaceable). Should I remove this apricottree and in its stead plant another, then that tree too would again be
another individual apricot-tree.
2.3.3. The apricot-tree, in the sense intended, partakes concretely of

both the general (having characteristics in common with other trees) and
the individual (being this individual tree). The general and the individual
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constitute a coherential contra-polar contrast in which neither pole is reducible to the other (neither being comprehensible in the other's terms),
while, nevertheless, the one pole is related to and required by the other.
By virtue of their mutual irreducibility and coherence primacy may be
accorded to neither the general nor the individual, whereas both are to be
recognized and respected in their balance. In the history of science (theology, philosophy and particular science), however, we repeatedly find
primacy being attributed to one of the two poles, while the other, consequently, only appears as the privileged poles limiting-case, being considered in its light only, and from its vantage-point.
2.3.3.1. Sometime during the thirties, Prof. R. F. A. Hoernle (then
nestor among South African philosophers, and Neo-Hegelian) once explained his `theory of universals' at a symposium conducted at the University of
the Witwatersrand (Johannesburg). During the subsequent discussion I
took a piece of chalk, put a dot on the black-board, and asked Prof. Hoernle
to explain this individual dot in terms of his theory of universals. He
replied as follows: "It is a meeting-point (nodal point) of the universals of
quantity, quality, space, time, whiteness, chalkiness, etc." In this approach
of the individual from the vantage-point of the universal, no justice could
be done to the individual (which differs from the universal in contra-polar
manner). The individual is, in this approach, but a limiting instance of the
universal, while, besides, its being a meeting (or nodal) point at the same
time constitutes an antinomic problem.
2.3.3.1.1. Sometimes the individual is also understood to instance the
general, the individual then being (supposedly) a specimen of the general,

as, for example, when the fall of a rock is considered to be a specific
instance of the general laws of motion. No justice is done to the individual
in this way either; rather, such a view saddles us with an insoluble problem,
an antinomy. For how can this individual instance possibly be individual
if indeed it instances the general? `Individual/general' is, in fact, a coherential contra-polar distinction, the poles being irreducible to each other
and incomprehensible in the terms of each other.
2.3.3.2. If, however, primacy is accorded to the individual (to the neglect, even, of the general), then the general (which, inescapably, will have
to be accounted for) will be taken to be but arbitrary, subjective (verbal or
theoretical) constructions (nominalism, vocalism, and terminism). This does
not do justice to the general (to the `universal') which thus is understood
to be but a subjective limiting-instance of the individual.
2.3.3.3. It is imperative then, that both, the individual and the general,
be understood, each of them for what it itself is, that they be regarded as
a contra-polar contrast, and that finally, they be understood in their coherence mutually balanced in their interrelatedness).
2.3.4. In terms of the coherential contra-polar distinction now under
discussion, it appears that the contingent is frequently (usually, even)
identified with the individual. Indeed, the contingent is by nature indi-
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vidual. When it is exclusively considered from the vantage-point of the
eneral, however, the individual appears only as a facet of the contingent;
or, not all individuality is contingent. Only the dynamically individual
(see below) is contingent. Yet we frequently find that a simple quality of
colour (green, e.g.), or a rei essentia simplex is (incorrectly) understood to
be contingent. It is indeed so, however, that the contingent (in its unicity,
uniqueness, and irreplaceability) must be taken to be individual.

f

2.4. The contingent and the contra-polar distinction " 'firm'/dynamic"
Frequently the contingent is taken to be equivalent to the `dynamic and

is, b y consequence and in contra-polar fashion, pitted over against the `nondynamic', that is, as I shall call it, the `firm'. (See the Figure with 2.3.)
2.4.1. Coming into being, existing, and passing away belong to the
`dynamic'. 4 The following too are dynamic: movement and change, separation and combination, differentiation and integration, genesis, development
or evolution and history, cause and effect, means and ends. Energy and
time also belong to the dynamic. Human actions too are dynamic. For lack
of better terminology I shall call the contra-polar opposite of `the dynamic'
`the firm', a translation of the Afrikaans `die vaste'. 5 The `constant', the
`static', "das Beharrende", the `continuing' are all of them still proper to the
`dynamical'. `Firm' is, for example, 2 + 2 = 4. The basic character of (proper
to) language is also `firm'. `Firm' are what the philosophy of the cosmonomic
idea calls `modal nuclear moments' as well as the ("constant") structures
of the modal law-spheres, and also their positional order (never mind, at
this point, whether they (severally) have all been properly grasped). All
material things, plants, animals and men have a dynamically changing
structure as well as a `firm' one. The law-order (inclusive of the normative
order) for the cosmos (man included) is 'firm'. The `firm is not temporal
(as is the dynamical); neither, however, is it eternal (as God is). 6 `The firm'
is creature y and dependent. Since they contrast in contra-polar manner,
the dynamical cannot be reduced to `the firm' or vice versa; rather, they
cohere indissolubly, the one pole requiring the other. Both of them, therefore, must be recognized and respected in balance.
2.4.2. Sometimes primacy is accorded to the dynamical in deprecation
of the firm. The latter is then slighted as mere appearance (Heraclitos), if
it is not relativized (dynamists, evolutionists, and istoricists) in a manner
reminiscent of the nominalist subjectification of the general. However,
primacy may also be accorded to the firm in deprecation of the dynamical
in which case the dynamical is said to be illusory (Eleatics), or a world of
appearances (Plato). In case of the former, justice is not done to the firm;
in case of the latter the dynamical is insufficiently recognized for what it is.
2.4.3. In terms of the coherential contra-polar distinction now under
ormata XXIX,
4 See my `Die kosmiese dimensie van gebeurtenisse' in Philosophia Reformata
and Oorsprong en Rigting (from here on in: 0 and R); Tafelberg Uitgewers, Kaapstad, 1970.
ormata XXIX, pp. 16-24.
6 See Philosophia Reformata
8 Therefore we will not call firm truths 'veritates aeternae'.
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discussion, the contingent is frequently identified with `reality', `Tatsachlichkeit', 'Dasein', `existence', etc. Such does highlight an important feature
(facet) of the contingent, which is, indeed, dynamic. However, not all that
is dynamical is also contingent. In the recurrence of repeatable events (like
the regular movement of the stars and the series of fructification, birth,
growth, maturation and aging) we are confronted by the dynamical in its
general determination, whereas the contingent is individually-dynamic (in
its unicity, uniqueness, and irreplaceability).
(It is clear then that if we wish to understand the basic character of the
contingent, we should do so with the aid of (at least) two contra-polar
distinctions (see Figure with, 2.3.), viz. that of 'individual/universal' and
that of `dynamic/firm').? So doing, we do gain sight of the non-recurrability
of the contingent (that this particular apricot-tree grows in my garden at
this particular time), but it does not, as yet, put us in a position enabling
us to comprehend the contingent fully in its proper and precise character.
2.4.4. In terms of the coherential contra-polar distinction now under
discussion we find that the contingent is frequently identified with changeability, and correctly so. Within a certain context one contingent happening
follows the other: X wore a moustache yesterday while today he is cleanshaven; Y was a toddler first, then a child, then a young man, then a mature
person and now he is an old man. When we focus on the contingent in
succession (change) in this way, however, we must be well aware that we
are viewing it in the light (from the stance) of the `firm', with the result
that the contingent (as change) appears to be a limiting-case of the `firm'.
Although that does highlight one of the features of the contingent, we must
not be deluded into thinking that we have thereby reached full comprehension of the contingent in its very character. More than changeability is
involved.
3.0. Closer determination of the contingent
Before examining further the fundamental nature of the contingent, we
will first have to make a little detour, and examine the (mutually coherent)
contra-polar distinction `extensive/local', in both space and time.

3.1.1. Space is usually described as extension; that is, partially, correct.
Length, breadth, depth, height, surface-area, volume, etc. are (all of them)
extensive space. In terms of length for instance we can ask: `How long
(extended, expanded) is it?' A contrasting (in contra-polar fashion) question
can be asked as well: `Where is it?' It is local space that we are then after.
Where is Rembrandt's Nightwatch? Somewhere in our universe; somewhere on earth; somewhere in Europe; somewhere in The Netherlands;
somewhere in the Rijksmuseum; somewhere in that room there; somewhere
on that wall; there! Extensive space cannot be reduced to, or understood in
terms of, local space, and vice versa. 8 Extensive space is continuous — local
7 Besides these, two other contra-polar distinctions concerning the contingent are
mentioned in paragraphs 2.2.3.4. and 2.1.3.
8 It is wrong therefore to state that a line (being extensive) consists of an infinite
number of (local) points. Extension can not be explained in terms of local space. For
local space see my: `Probleme -van 'n Algemene Gnoseologie' in Tydskrif vir Wetenskap
en Kuns; old series; 1932-34.
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space discontinuous (or discrete). They do cohere indissolubly; the one
requires the other. (Besides extensive and local space there is also contextual space which spans both of them; and within contextual space again,
we find perspectival space with its horizon; it is space as seen from a
specific locality).
3.1.2. Something's actual duration 9 (at least partially understood by
Bergson, in his duree) does not equal something's duration (extensive time)
as measured by time-lengths like hour, day, month, year, etc., stipulating
`how long' something has lasted. Local time is extensive time's coherential
contra-polar opposite, as we can see when we ask: `When did it happen?'
When? Then (particular point of past time), when Augustine was born;
now (particular point of present time) that I am typing these words; then
(particular point of future time) when you will read these words. Local
time and extensive time are mutually irreducible; neither can be understood in terms of the other. Extensive time is continuous while local time
is discontinuous (discrete). They are indissolubly related, the one requiring
the other. Besides extensive and local time there is also contextuall time
which spans both of them; within it we find also perspectival time with its
horizon as seen from a definite point (locality, place) in time. It is with
perspectival time that the past, present, and future come to the fore. Since
actual time (inse arably bound to happening, the dynamical) moves, and
since one point of time succeeds another, therefore the perspectives of time
move also; something that, for Augustine, was futurum may well be passee
for me. Local time (and therewith perspectival time) is of cardinal importance for our enquiry.
3.2. Happening is both dynamic and temporal (not to be confused with
temporary). The contingent is temporally determined. If one pays attention
to the when of something's happening, the contingent comes fully to the

fore in its very character. That this individual apricot-tree grows in my
garden as yet does not clearly confront one fully with the contingent in its
proper and precise character. But that this individual apricot-tree grows
on this particular spot of my garden at this particular moment of time does
confront me with the contingent in its very character. The contingent is
the here-and-now and then-and-there (whether in the past or future) of
happening. That Augustine, with his individual character and talent, was
born in that particular moment of time on that particular place, and under
those particular circumstances and accompanying possibilities as were then
and there given, is contingent. That this individual man called Waldheim,
with his individual character and talents, is presenting this particular report
on South-West Africa at this particular moment under thesearticular
circumstances and accompanying possibilities, before this particular assembly of the United Nations, is contingent. The contingent is the here-and-now
happening (the hap enstantial); it is once-only ("einmalig"'), and as such
new, and unpredictable.
3.2.1. Man is contingently confronted with new possibilities at every
9 See my: `Die Problematologie van die tydsvorme' in Tydskrif vir Wetenskap en
Kunst; new series, VIII, 1.
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juncture of time. These new possibilities set new tasks and demand new
responses. When a man reviews the past from out of such a new timejuncture, that past appears in new perspective even though that past has
remained what it was (what has come to pass did happen). Likewise God's
Word remains the same for all times, and yet — as opened book — it becomes clear in a new way in a new period of time. For the Word of
God is not restricted to any one period of time. When we read God's
Word according to the new experience of (and a new insight into) the
contingent (as is possible in our time-period), then the contingent of which
the Holy Scriptures make mention, appears in a new way with new clarity.
Read Ecclesiastes 3 : 1-8 for example, or see what the Scriptures communicate in statements like: `my hour has not yet come'; `the time is ripe'; `redeem
the time'; `when the fig tree ... , ye know that the summer is nigh'; `the
fulness of time'; `as we have opportunities ...'; `the times or the seasons
the Father has put in His own power'; `be instant in season and out of
season'; `what weighs the most, should count as such'; `the Holy Spirit will
teach you in the very moment'; etc. — they all concern the contingent as
the 'here-now-happening' or the `then-there-hap ening', referring in a definite sense to local time (with its perspective of past, present and future),
and can today be understood in a new vivid way.
3.2.1.1. I may be allowed a brief digression at this point. Wisdom is only viewed
correctly when seen in relation to the practice of life. Not infrequently wisdom is
wrongly conceived of as constituting some sort of casuistics, as being the application of
general norms to individual cases. Wisdom, however, involves making the right decisions in terms of contingent circumstances, possibilities, and opportunities. As such, the
contingent will not allow of casuistic decision-making from the vantagepoint of exclusively the ,general. Reflecting on a bit, it seems to me that Solomon, in his wisdom, is
also the prophet of the contingent. The seeming contradictions within his books, rather
give expression to several contingent approaches. Of A and X, A may have counted
more heavily in the one case, but X may do so in another. Solomon does not, however,
see the contingent apart from God and His commandments, as does modem western
man. Separate the contingent from God, and all will be vanity.

3.3. In a certain sense one could call the contingent `irrational'. It is
individual (once-only, unique, irreplaceable). The contingent is changeable
in succession. It is happenstantial. It is a here-now-happening, this-onceonly ("einmalig"), irrecurrable, new every time, and as such unpredictable,
unforseeable. A and B marry; C and D marry; E and F marry; however,
that A in particular (with his individual character, talents, inclinations,
position, etc.) should, in these particular circumstances (and accompanying
possibilities and opportunities) marry B (with her individual character etc.)
at this particular moment and in this particular place, is new, was unpredictable, and will not happen again. With that in mind we can now
begin to understand the contingent as present-day man, in his uniquely
intense way, experiences the contingent to which he has (wrongly, onesidedly) attributed primacy, meanwhile deprecating its coherential contrapolar counter-parts.
4.0. The contingent and history
4.1. We encounter the contingent (as the here-now-happening) with
physical things, plants, animals and human beings. When we enquire into
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the basic character of the contingent as it discloses or reveals itself in the
history of: man, further clear-cut features of the very contingent come to
light. First, however, we must attend to four important distinctions.
4.1.1. We must first of all distinguish the coherential contra-polar contrast 'continuous/discontinuous'. I will merely indicate its meaning by
means of some examples. A number is discrete whereas the successive order
of numbers is continuous. Local space is discontinuous whereas extensive
space is continuous. The continuous/discontinuous-polarity as encountered
in physics, biology, psychology, and sociology respectively, is well-known.
So also in other sciences. History too reveals continuity and discontinuity.
Especially in its discontinuity the contingent appears.
4.1.2. In the second place we have to distinguish between meaning and
being real ("Wirklich sein", being in fact, existing actually -- and this includes to really be, really exist, really happen, really live, really do etc.). 10
The following illustration will serve to elucidate the distinction. The
meaning of the apricot-tree in my garden is what it shows (discloses, reveals) of itself: this is a tree, a fruit-tree, an apricot-tree, this individual
apricot tree. Its being real is given with the fact that it stands in my garden
and grows there. Something's being real may be recurrent as is the case
in the stars' regular movements, but it may also be (like contingent happening) unique and once-only. Similarly we must distinguish between
history's meaning and its basic character as actually happening, as taking
place." When we enquire what it is that happens, what it is that occurs
in succession, then we are after history's meaning. 12 When we notice that
something really happens (takes place, or has happened, or will happen),
then we are attuned to history's being real, to history's basic character.
4.1.3. Man has possibilities of action (e.g. of knowing and doing). These

given possibilities accord on the one hand with his "nature", functions,
talents, aptitudes, etc., and on the other with the cosmos (for instance,
nature can be transformed into culture). These possibilities set man his
tasks. To them he must respond (e.g. by knowing and doing). In this responding man achieves something, man brings something about. To do this
he has a possibility of choice on account of which he is accountable. But
since man and his actions are subject to norms, he is responsible as well.
His freedom he realises by fulfilling his tasks (basically his calling) in responsible obedience to the norms concerned. Were all this not so, history
could not be. History, after all, differs radically from the development (or
evolution) of plants and animals and from the genesis and becoming of
stars.
10
11

See my: 0 and R, II, pp. 255 ff.
See my: Beginsels en Metodes in die Wetenskap (henceforth B and M); Boekhandel De Jong, Johannesburg, 1969, pp. 223 ff.
12 The meaning of history also appears to view, when we pay attention to the differences between modal kinds of history (of religion, the ethical, the jural, economics,
art, language, science, etc.); likewise, when we pay attention to idiostant-structural
types of history (of a person, a marriage, a family, a nation, a state, a church, a factory,
a school, etc.); it also appears, finally, when we notice the dynamically given forms of
history (of education, of social intercourse, of communication, of technology, etc.).
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4.1.4. By history 13 we do not (philosophically) mean the documentable
past alone; rather, we intend the whole (in a twofold sense) of history as
a. the unity of modal kinds of history, idiostant-structural types of history,
and dynamically determined forms of history, and b. the whole of history
from man's origin to the consummation of history — the entirety of past,
present, and future. For man, as man, is former of history. Wherever or
whenever man is, there is history.
4.2. With our investigation of history we do not intend to go into
details, but limit ourselves to the problem of history's basic dynamical
character, insofar it sheds light on the contingent character of history.
4.2.1. Human actions can be individually investigated, but they can
also be examined in their succession. In their succession history makes its
appearance. But history is the succession of human actions in which each
action (temporal-local) works something new as response to given (temporallocal) contingent possibilities. It is this ever and again accomplishing of
something new that constitutes the very contingent character of history.
The course of history, then, is not cyclical (repetitious); rather, it displays
an ascending line. It is in the temporal-local, i.e. contingent possibilities
given at every moment that man finds his tasks requiring (calling for) fulfilment. Not challenge and response, as Toynbee would have it, but request
(calling) and response (fulfilment of calling) constitute the condition of
history — in subjection to norms. The gist of the foregoing is that history is
a continuing succession of contingent actions. 14 Without contingent actions
no history can be. With the succession of such actions, the connection between previous and subsequent actions (and vice versa) immediately comes
to the fore. It offers new perspective on what is properly contingent as the
here-and-now-happening. Although every historical action (happening) is
new (once-only, and non-recurrable), no action can be worked in isolation.
As ongoing history, history reveals what is new (discontinuous); as ongoing
history history reveals the continuous. History is advance, pro- ress; 15
in it the new (present, future) is ever and anon accomplished on thefoundation of the ever and again old (past, present). No history is formed without
that which ever and again precedes its forming; yet each response to (temporal-local.) possibilities accomplishes something new, through which again
new possibilities arise that set new tasks again requiring new responses.
13

See footnotes 11 and 12.
It should furthermore be kept in mind that in the realms of material things,
plants and animals we are also confronted with the problem of succession of the contingent, but in an analogical way.
15 History as pro-gress or advance (an ever and anon working of the new on the
foundation of the old) should be distinguished from history as either progress or retrogression (decline). When we approach history in its meaning (see footnotes 11 and 12),
the norms of meaning are involved, and then history is seen in its progressive or retrogressive character. But according to its basic character as pro-gress or advance, both
progress and retrogression are pro-gress, advance. See my article "Calvin and Ethics"
in John Calvin — Contemporary Prophet, Baker Book House, Grand Rapids, 1959,
pp. 127-130, as well as my Beginsels en Metodes in die Wetenskap, Boekhandel de Jong,
Johannesburg, 1969, pp. 224-232.
14
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4.2.2. Because history is thus not mere repetition of what once was:
repristination is not possible. The new newly builds upon the old foundations; revolutionism, however, is out to destroy the past, to undermine
history's very foundation. Progressivism, exclusivel y interested in the future,

floats in thin air. What is (newly) accomplished in the resent may in ne ative reaction, fight against what preceded it; nonetheless, it too, in this
way, requires the past. On the other hand, the past cannot but effectively
influence (positive y) coming history (present, future). Borne by the past,
the present (with all its contingently new) is immediately pregnant of the
future (of what, in terms of present response, may be expected) 1 ° and impossible without it. Every historical juncture (major or minor) witnesses the
effectuation of the new, reaction to the old, after-effects of the old, and is
geared to what has to come.
4.2.3. In history (being pro-gress, .on-going to the future, and thus geared to the future) contingent actions are always and immediately (directl )
responsibly goal-oriente ,17 for it is man who actualizes history's possibilities with his responses. Planning is proper to history as history. It raises
the question whether there might be a plan for history as a whole. This
question directs us to the Origin of all things, to God's guidance in history,
and to God's providence. 18 With these questions we have reached the
ultimate questions as to the meaning of history. The fundamental character
of history as pro-gress and the meaning of that pro-gress are inseparable.
5.0. History and the contingent

19

This heading does not refer to the history of the multi-vocal concept of
`contingency' in theology, philosophy and particular science; rather it refers
to how present-day western man could and did arrive at his typical current intense experience of the very contingent as such, the here-now-hap-

pening, thereby alotting to it a primary role in his living, knowing and
doing.
5.1. The contingent is dynamic. In answer to the question how the
present-day westerner's intense experience of the dynamical came about,
we might well make mention of the amazingly rapid development of the
See footnote 11.
Cf. Theo van Wijk: Die Geskiedenis as Toekoms in S.A.V.C.W.-Bulletin, nr. 10,
Potchefstroom, South Africa.
18 It is important to distinguish between God's government or rule on the one hand
and His divine and providental guidance on the other. The first is given with regularly
recurring events, while' he second applies where contingently ever and again something
new happens or is accomplished. Analogically governors of state not only have to govern
but also to providentially guide in the ever and again contingently and thus newly
arising states of affairs.
19 The sketch here presented is onesided and selectively partial in focussing on
current experience of the contingent. Other features of the temper of modern times, the
spirit of the age, (such as the holistic attitude towards one unified world!) have been
left aside. It is also onesided in that it focusses on one prevalent type of present-day
western man only; the one primarily dominated by his experience of the contingent.
(Cf. my articles in Tydskrif vir Wetenskap en Kuns, new series, Pretoria, XVIII, 2; in
Philosophia Refonmta, XXXII/XXXIII; and in Re f erate, Suid-A f rikaanse Akademie,
16
17

1967.)
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natural sciences and technology; for these have made man dynamic-conscious as never before. Yet presentday man's peculiar and richly variegated
experience of his individual and autarchic power of self-determination and
self-controll (and determination and controll over others) in all areas of
life lies on a deeper personal level than that it could be so explained.
Natural-scientific and technological advance cannot, for instance, account
for his existential, permissive or even revolutionary sense of his own individual power of self determination. We might, in this connection, also refer to
the present-day stress on communication and dialogue and even to indoctrination, terror, hi-jacking, kidnapping, etc., all of which are symptomatic
for men who proceed from the primacy of the contingent, and who live,
know and act accordingly. We may, to answer the question concerning the
increasing awareness of the (richly variegated) dynamical, make meaningful references to the history of theology, philosophy and particular science.
We could well compare the Greek conception of the dynamic (unbreakably
bound up with the temporal) with that of the Middle Ages; we could
examine Galileo's conception of it and Newton's, that of Hume and that of
Leibniz, Hegel's and Bergson's, as well as that of Nietzsche and Kierkegaard; we could also delve into the evolutionistic, pragmatistic, and historistic views of it, not forgetting that also Einstein, Heisenberg, Barth, Heidegger, Sartre, and Jaspers have written of it, not to mention permissivist and
revolutionary conceptions of the dynamical. So doing we would indeed
gain insight into the rich variety and progressive intensity of man's experience of the dynamical in its distinguishable facets. But all of that progressively intense experience of the dynamical, however, only serves as conditioning occasion of current intense experience of the contingent, the hereand-now-happening, and of the present accordance of primacy to it. It
cannot, however, sufficiently account for this experience, and this ascription of primacy itself.
5.2. Throughout the centuries, beginning with Socrates' rejection of the
Sophist position, rationality, necessity, the a priori, general truths, general
principles, general concepts, the validity of general natural laws and general
norms, the `firm', general meanings, continuity, etc. have all received the
particular trust and confidence of men — whether for what they are as such
or for what traditions and systems said they were. For brevity's sake we
will summarize all this by calling it confidence in general truths. Western
man accepted general truths as anchorage and guarrantee of knowledge and
practice. In recent times, however, confidence in general truths has been
undermined and shaken for reason (among others) of the clashing of systems and traditions. 2 ° It was further shaken by evolutionist, historist, and
existentialist relativising (and subjectivising) of general truths, while
renewed insight into the irrational, the individually-valid, the 'Einmalige',
the individually-meaningful, and, of course, the disillusions of two world
wars, have contributed their share to the decline of confidence in general
truths as well. Simultaneously all of this helped to pave the way for current experience of the very contingent and its experiential primacy.
20 Thus Cassirer and Scheler have pointed out that modern man himself has become
problematic due to conflicting anthropololgies. Man no longer knows who and what he is.
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5.3. Growing awareness of the dynamical (5.1.), decline of trust in
general truths (5.2.) and the accompanying growth of confidence in the individual (in its widest sense), together, do not yet suffice to clearly explain
current experience of the contingent in its intensity, nor do they explain
its experiential primacy. More needs saying. A comparison might serve to
make our meaning plain. Kierkegaard and Bergson were both intensely
aware of the dynamical. With Kierkegaard, however, we find a personal
relatedness to, a personal confrontation with, and accordingly, a personal
sense of responsibility 21 with respect to this experience of dynamic happening; not so with Bergson. Typical of the present experience of the very contingent is that the dynamical (more intensively experienced than -ever before)
becomes (without apparent foundation, i.e. with increasing distrust of
general truths) a personal matter in which the person himself is at stake
and in respect of which he must here and now choose, project, know, risk
and act. Certainly the truly contingent (of matter, plant, animal and man)
always was and will be. But it strikes us that current insight into, and
experience of, the very contingent is due to a personal involvement with it
— made possible by a more intense experience of the dynamical and by the
accompanying loss of confidence in general truths. This and particularly
the ascription of primacy to contingency as such (from which men proceed
to live, know and act), is furthermore rooted in religious depths. 22
5.3.1. Present insight into the contingent as such, properly understood
as the now-here-happening — with all its accompanying contingent circumstances and opportunities — amounts to gain, as long as the contingent is
seen in relation to and coherence with its contra-polar counterparts, and as
long as it is seen to be rooted in God, of Whom, through Whom, and unto
Whom are all things. If these conditions be not met, however, so that primacy is ascribed to the contingent as such, then restlessness arises; not the
(natural) restlessness of the dynamic, but the restlessness of bottomlessness,
homelessness, insecurity, or even the restlessness of existential absurdity
and a future without prospect.
5.3.2. Current experience of the properly or very contingent stresses
especially its local-temporal character: the experience of what happens
now and here (and then and there). Herewith the local-temporallydetermined perspectives of the past, the present and the future comes to light
at the same time. 23 Accordingly are there three sets of tendencies according
R e `sense of responsibility' see par. 6.4. as well as footnotes 4 and 24.
Mediaeval culture was `jenseits gerichtet', Renaissance culture introduced secularisation (specific interest in this world and the human being in it). The Enlightenment
introduced the first phase of secularism (God's immanence considered superfluous).
The 19th century introduced secularism's second phase (God's transcendence (God. Himself) considered superfluous). Current times display the third phase of secularism as
experience of the absurdity, meaninglessness, of a world and mankind without God —
man now looking from his secularistic stand for a new (entirely secularised) god. Cf. my
Die eenheid van die wetenskap in Philosophic Re f ormata, 1968, pp. 7-12.
23 Essentially connected herewith is the current exceptional interest in the problem
of time — including future-time. In this connection I need to mention only existential
philosophy and futurology.
21

22
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to which the contingent may be experienced. Of course, the contingent
(successive as it is) is at every time actual in the (ever shifting) present.
a. With reference to the past the contingent may be actually experienced
in the present as substitution of what has happened before by something
new that is now done or accomplished — in recognition of the continuity
of succession as well as of the contingent's contra-polar counterparts. But
when primacy is attributed to the contingent this may take the form of a
revolutionary attempt to `undo' the past (e.g. the `establishment') — e.g.
revolutionism. b. In his experience of the contingent (in recognition of the
contingent's contra-polar counterparts) man can enjoy what he experiences
or accomplishes in the present (the solving of a problem, the building of
a house, a musical, a friendly visit, a trip, an international rugby-match,
a news-item). But, ascribing primacy to the contingent, man can attempt
to find his welfare (or even salvation) in the present by ever and anon
`doing as he pleases', enslaving himself to what the present bids him do —
e.g. permissivism. C. From out of his actual experience of the contingent
(again recognizing its contra-polar counterparts and in consideration of (the
lines) of the past and of what is newly present), man can meaningfully
lanning, approach the future in faith and hopeful expectation. But, ascriing primacy to the contingent he can, for instance, from out of the existentia istically experienced, contingently-situational present, project his
future without ground, choosing and risking it, without clearly knowing
whereto; in other words: he is then `en route' to nowhere. 24 The Christian
believer, however, contin ently oriented unto the future from out of the
past and the present, will act in awareness of his calling, convinced that
his ever contingent opportunities and possibilities come to him in God's
providence (not haphazardly at random), so that he knows no existential
24 We cannot now engage in a discussion of existentialist philosophy in its various
nuances, so that the following brief comments will have to suffice. First of all, its
religious basic motive is not (as Zuidema has it) that of nature/freedom, but that of
contingency/meaning ("Sinn"). That the motive of nature/freedom makes its appearance

in existentialist philosophy too, may be admitted; but it does so only as qualified by its

own new basic motive. Just how basic contingency actually is to existential philosophy
may be plain from the meanings attaching to the following terms (given in an alphabetical order): absurdity, anxiety, at-hand-ness, 'Ausschlieslichkeitsprinzip', authentic,
being, care, chasm, `chiffre', choice, concern, confrontation, danger, daring, `Dasein',
death, defencelessness, design, 'echec', encounter, engagement, estrangement, experience,
existence, existentialia, facticity, fear, finiteness, future, 'Grenzerfahrungen', `Geschichtlichkeit', groundlessness, guilt, involvement, lack of security, menace, nauseation,
nothingness, project, risk, situation, temporality, time, transcendence etc. The tensions
inherent in this ground-motive, formulated by Sartre as "existence precedes essence",
present also in `echec', cannot bediscussed here. Secondly, we must note that when
all these data are disengaged from their false existentialistic presuppositions, they
furnish us with rich insights. In the third place, contrasts like reasonable/unreasonable
and logical/illogical are attuned to `meaning'. But the `absurd' will be found (like
wisdom) only in connection with the contingent and especially where the primacy of
the contingent is experienced. Finally, existential philosophy demands a radical openness.
We must remember, however, that this is a one-sided openness proceeding from the
contingent to what the future has to offer, and that where the primacy of the contingent
is maintained, there can no longer be openness to the contra-polar counterparts of
contingent, as well as to the Word-revelation of God. This also obtains for Jaspers'
philosophical faith, which, with its Chiffre-revelation originating in the contingent, is
oriented to a creational (or: natural) revelation of God.
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restlessness like that of those who (secularistically) attribute primacy to the
contingent in all their doings.
5.4. The sketch I have traced above is not in every respect satisfactory.
I have neglected several lines. It is deficient in explication of details and
in supportive argumentation; neither have been sufficiently elaborated.
Very briefly, I must as yet point out the following questions.
5.4.1. Christian love of fellow man is something other than the modern
secularistic (horizontalistic) fellow-man-cult. For him who proceeds from
the primacy of what is in fact contingent (in deprecation of its contra-polar
counterparts), man as man — becomes the stranger (the unknown), and
his love of neighbour becomes love of the stranger instead. May I — to
clarify the point — exaggerate? Present-day western man, lacking sure footing, having nothing to latch on to, missing anchorage, and proceeding to
live, know, and act in the primacy accorded to contingency, that man,
strikes me as being very much like someone who is about to drown, desparately looking for something to hang on to. Seeing his fellow in the same
predicament he may clasp his hand. Those about to drown may — genuinely
concerned for each other — cling to each other in the fellow-man-cult. To
what effect, however? Will such acting in concert offer any real certainty,
security and firm footing?
5.4.2. Present-day man has put especial trust in communication and
dialogue, confident that the truth will appear in consequence. Indeed,
communication and dialogue are necessary and marvellous) But just what
prospect is offered by communication and dialogue among men who all of
them together proceed to live, know, and act in the ascription of primacy
to what is actually contingent, disregarding its contra-polar counterparts?
5.4.3. Then too there is that very interesting theory as well as cult of
values, with their respectively multivocal and mutually conflicting (arbi0

trary) precedencies of value-ranking. Only half a cent ago itwas prnciple and principle only that was taken to offer criteria for life, knowledge
and practice. Instead of principles values are expected today to offer such
criteria — despite the fact that no value can be criterion, since values are
but qualifications of `something' that accords with its basic `nature' (or
character), purpose, and law. 25 Still, it is understandable that with a primarily pan-dynamistic view of man and the world, i.e. by postulating the
primacy of the dynamic (and especially of the contingent), principles have
become `Fremdkorper' and values are taken as substitutes for principles.
But the point that I wish to emphasize is that values too (somehow) bear
witness to an `ought'; and that even present-day man, proceeding from the
primacy of the genuinely contingent, cannot do without an `ought', be he
existentialist, 26 permissivist or revolutionist. All this now confronts us with
the question as to the contingent `ought', contingent deontics.
See my: B and M, pp. 178 ff.; and 0 and R, II, pp. 304 ff.
Existential philosophy's requirement of authentic choice and action implies an
`ought'-demand despite the fact that this philosophy makes 'oughts' problematic.
25
26
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6.0. Contingent deontics 27
What ought man to do and how ought he to do it? Whatever man ought
to do may be called deontics (derived from the Greek: "to deon"); and the

science (theory or discipline) of deontics may be called deontology (of
which ethics is a special discipline). Among other things it enquires into
norms, duties, virtues, values etc. It is to be remembered that there are
religious, moral, juridical, economic, aesthetic, lingual and logical — in
other words, modal — `oughts' (or deontics); that there are also marital,
familial, national, governmental, ecclesiastical, industrial, etc. — in other
words idiostant-structural — `oughts'; there are, finally, `oughts' (or deontics) of education, intercourse, communication, politics, sport, recreation
etc. Until recently a general deontology (including e.g. a general ethics) has
been pursued — an inquiry into general deontics, into general (including
ethical) norms also. A general norm is a regulation, rule, criterion, or law
obtaining for all instances subjected to it, to be met by every instance concerned at all times and under all circumstances, and according to which
every instance could be casuistically determined as being good or bad (also
morally). Accordingly every instance (or case) is but a specimen for
judgment in terms of the general norm concerned. The question we now
have to raise is, whether contingent deontics should be acknowledged
besides general deontics, and whether next to a general deontology a
contingent deontology (including a contingent resp. situational ethics)
ought not also to be developed. For, apart from misconceptions and false
constructions due to the ascription of primacy to the contingent, it must be
admitted that the present experience of and insight into the really contingent, definitely confronts us with the question of contingent `oughts',
contingent deontics. Our answer to the questions should be in the affirmative. For contingent oughts do exist.
6.1. The contingent itself testifies to oughts, reveals deontics. There is a
time (A) to do this (x) and a time (B) to do that (y). Though Ecclesiastes
states it thus, each of us knows it from experience. The `now this, not that'
implied here is deontically charged. The same holds good (mutatis mutandis) for "my hour has not yet — or has now — come" and "the time is —
or is not yet — ripe". May I do something other than what is here and now
contingently demanded of me? Human beings frequently face a choice
among possibilities, and two people (A and B) may each of them face a
choice between the same possibilities (x and y). The rule obtaining then is:
what weighs most heavily must count most heavily. It may well be that A
is obliged to choose x rather than y, whereas B, to the contrary, may have
to choose y; provided, of course, that both x and y do comply with the
general norms involved. The point is that in such choices general norms
alone cannot conclusively determine which particular contingent choices
are to be made. Take, for example, a case where someone (A) must choose

between two evils (x and y) — both of them being prohibited by the relevant general norms — then that person must choose the lesser evil, ruefully
and repentantly aware as he is of transgressing a general norm. In certain
27 See my "Outlines of a Deontology of Method" in "Philosophy and Christianity",
philosophical essays dedicated to Prof. dr. Herman D'ooyeweerd, Kampen, 1965, pp. 57 ff.
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particular constellations of circumstances it may -even be so that (A) must
choose (x) above (y) while, in another constellation (contingent situation)
he ought to choose (y) above (x). In such cases too the general norms retain
validity but do not serve, as such and by themselves alone, to determine
which of the possibilities of contingent choice must in fact be made; contingent oughts (deontics) point out the way in such contingent situations.
Students have frequently asked me: "What career should I follow?" In
answering I could point to general deontic criteria; the final decision on the
matter, however, some time to be taken, is contingent. Suppose: a young
man is in love with some young lady. Should he ask for her hand at this
particular moment under these circumstances? The answer to this question
is by no means deontically neutral but, instead, charged with contingent
deontics (besides the general deontics involved); the young mans situation
is unique, once-only, — this situation will not be repeated, etc., for if he
should ask for her hand a second time, it will constitute a new contingent
happening, newly charged with contingent deontics. Need I point out that
political decisions are not just subject to general deontics, but, in a very
significant and intensive sense, to contingent deontics as well? Need it be
said that wisdom — the art of deontic decision-making on contingent
occasions — is at least as much required in political affairs as is the application of general norms and principles?
6.1.1. Contingent deontics constitutes a coherential contrapolar counterpart of general deontics. When we evaluate contingent happening in terms
of a general norm, its contingent character disappears from view; we no
longer sense its unicity, uniqueness and irrepeatability. If general norms
were the only type of deontic criteria, then contingent happenings as such
would be deontically neutral, adiaphora, so that — confronted by the contingent — one could do as he pleases. But man, called by God in everything he does, is always responsibly subject to deontics, in other words, to
contingent deontics as well. At this point we may refer to the Word of
God and point out that God ordains universal (i.e. general as well as contingent) `oughts', the general norms (or law-order) by His creative will and
the contingent deontics by His providential will. General and contingent
deontics may not be isolated from one-another; they always obtain — contrapolarly — in mutual coherence. Accordingly a general as well as a contingent deontology are to be developed in intimate and inseparable mutual
concord. General deontology alone involves one in risks of rigorism; contingent deontology alone involves in danger of arbitrariness and disintegration of life's practice. That present-day experience (so intense) of the contingent has made us (more clearly than ever before) open for contingent
deontics, is gain. But the present-day accompanying rejection of a general
deontics, due to the ascription of primacy to the contingent, signifies a loss.
6.2. Every contingent happening reveals its own contingent deontics,
addresses man in its own contingent fashion. The question now arises whether
these (individual) contingent deontics can be comprised under norms, in
other words whether we can formulate norms that embrace the various
(individual) contingent deontics concerned. Considering what we mean by
`general', we cannot call these norms `general norms'. I will call them
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`universal norms for the contingent deontics (oughts)' -- in short: `contingent
norms'. Each of these contingent norms must meet this requirement: it must
do full justice to every contingent ought (deontics) for every contingent happening concerned in its unicity, uniqueness, irreplaceability, irrecurrability
etc.

6.2.1. Some examples of universal norms for contingent hap enings,
each with its contingent deontics, are the following. What (and this is
d-ifferent i-n a-veryc-ase; henceforward: diec) your hand (diec) finds
(diec) to be done ( here and now (diet), do it (deontic) with all your
might (diec). What (diec) weighs (diec) the most (diec) should (deontic)
count as such (deontic). Redeem (deontic) the time (diec). Seize hold of
(deontic) your (diec) opportunities (diec), for God does not send them in
vain (deontic). Act (deontic) in recognition of everything (diec) as having
its definite time (diec). Notice (deontic) the signs (diec) of the times (diec).
Prove (deontic) all things (diec) and hold fast (deontic) that which is good
(diet). We could go on. The historical norm deserves special mention (as a
universal norm for contingent hap erring) 28 since it in every time-juncture
(diec) enjoins (deontic) us to work ever and again (diec) something new
(diec) on the basis of the (ever and again) old (diec), forbidding (deontic)
repristination, traditionalism, and progressivism. Is, moreover, "Reform!"
not a priceless general norm for contingent oughts? Van Riessen too, offers
a praiseworthy contribution to a Christian contingent deontology in his
Mondigheid en de Machten, although he would not want to call it such,
when he answers the question: "What is the Christian's place?" (I would
here add "(diec)" behind both `What' and `place'). In my terminology, Van
Riessen has the following universal norms for contingent oughts to offer
(for a situational ethics, in other words!): "Judge, act and respond Christianly
(deontic) to the world which engages you (diec), with wisdom and tact
(diec; p. 156); as mature persons (diec; p. 172); relative (diec; p. 183); mixed
(diec; p. 184); moderate, balanced (diec; p. 191); in perspective (diec;
p. 189); dynamically, powerfully (diec; p. 191); witnessing (diec; p. 197);
without ignoring, fleeing from, or adapting to, the powers of this world
(diec), but with full use of them (diec), and breaking with the power of
secularisation (diet; p. 206). All these norms are no general norms (as, for
instance, the general norms of ethics and logic), but altogether contingent
norms, doing justice to every (individual) contingent `ought' concerned as
such in its unicity, uniqueness and irrecurrability.
6.3. Besides general norms for general deontics and universal norms for
contingent deontics (which norms cohere mutually), there are also norms
encompassing both of these, such as: "fulfill your calling"; "fight the good
fight of faith"; and "stand fast in the freedom with which Christ has made
you free", etc.
7.0. Concluding remarks

7.1. With reference to our time mention is often made of "its normless28

See my B and M, pp. 228 ff.
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ness" and "responsibility in decline" (Van Riessen). This applies, especially,
where, secularistically, men proceed from the primacy of what is verily
contingent — in rejection of both general and contingent deontics. Man's
accountability however is not thereby diminished. On account of his capacity of choice, man is accountable and may be held to account, (this does
not equal responsibility as existential philosophers usually think). Only
there where man also stands subject to oughts (universal as well as contingent deontics and which ultimately have their origin in God), only there is
man able to act responsibly in response (obediently) 29 to deontics.
7.2. Is it saying too much when I state that humanism with its resentday ascription of primacy to the very contingent — uprooted, then, from all
that could offer steadfastness and security — has made its last-ditch-stand
whence it launches its hopeless (despairing) ideal of freedom?
7.3. That man has come to see what is verily contingent so sharply, and
intensively in our particular time (although also misinterpreting it in
attributing primacy to it) is, ultimately, inexplicably mysterious."
7.4. Contra-polar opposites must be recognized in their coherence. But
— mindful of Augustine s "Struggle between the Kingdom of Darkness and
Kingdom of Light" — we see things everywhere being torn to bits through
sin and decadence, while, in our time, coherential contra-polar dictinctions
are being forced in two, to become anti-polar oppositions, if they are not
being payed out over against each other in irrational and paradoxical
fashion. The coherence of contra-polar distinctions is, however, basically
hyperdoxical being ultimately of, through and unto God. To live, think and
act accordingly, that is to say, to do full justice to coherential polar distinctions (also as related to the continent) in all our doings, it is necessary
that we believe in the revelation of God in His Word and Work, as well
as in the meritorious work of Jesus Christ.

29 Cf. J. A. Heyns: 'Lewende Christendom — 'n Teologie van gehoorsaamheid',
Tafelberg, Kaapstad, 1972; and my `Praktiese Calvinisme', Pro Rege, Potchefstroom,

1956, P. 15.
30 Cf. M. C. Smit: Het Goddelijk geheim in de Geschiedenis.
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1. The question as to what a particular science ought to be

Whoever turns to the manuals for an answer to the question as to what
the actual task, place, content and meaning of ethics is, finds a perplexing
diversity of answers. A similar confusion results when one asks this question
of philosophy in general. What philosophy is remains a point of debate
among philosophers, but in the discussion about this apparently primary
question, already something of the philosophical choice of position and of
the cardinal contours of the philosophical conception of the debators becomes evident. This is to be expected, because ite theoretical question as
to what a particular science is, requires a scientific-theoretic answer, which
answer can only be given within the framework of a well-considered
theory of science. The latter, in its turn, is directly dependent upon a
general epistemology, and this again is dependent upon the cosmological and anthropological foundations of an entire philosophical conception. Thus, also a reformational philosophy must needs give a distinctive
answer to the question what philosophy is, and, having done so, will
have taken the first step on the way towards answering the question what
ethics is.
2. A typical example

This situation is well-characterized in the introductory part of an exhaustive article on ethics, called "Problems of Ethics", in The Encyclopedia
of Philosophy, ed. by P. Edwards. We read there (vol. III, p. 117) the
following:
What ethics or moral philosophy is, and at best ought to be, has
always been variously conceived by philosophers. There is no uncontroversial Archimedean point from which ethics can be characterized, for the nature and proper office of ethics is itself a hotly
disputed philosophical problem. But there are some things which can
be said on the subject that will elicit a wide measure of agreement,
although in any description of ethics the emphasis and organization
will display a particular philosophical orientation.
Traditionally, moral philosophy had a practical purpose; moral
knowledge was not conceived as purely theoretical knowledge of
moral phenomena but as practical knowledge about how we ought
to live. The goal was not that we should simply know what goodness
is but that we should become good. (Some argued that to know what
goodness really is, is to become good.)
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3. Philosophy, theology and ethics

One of the many presuppositions in this characteristic situation is that
ethics is considered a "part of philosophy, i.e. a specialization within the
totality of the philosophical pro lematics.
Within the domain of theology there is also s oken of ethics. The place
of ethics in theology shows some parallel with that in philosophy. For
example, A. Kuyper, in his Encyclo paedie der Heilige Godgeleerd eid, vol.
III 2 p. 417, sees theological ethics as the second, but independent, part of
dogmatics. Karl Barth also considers ethics as a theme of dogmatics, but
then more strongly integrated into it. This difference in emphasis we leave
for what it is, else we would have to discuss, of both authors, their traditional — but, in the light of a reformational anthropology and theory of
practice, very disputable — partitioning of human activity under the heads
"thinking" (casu quo, "believing") and "practice" (acting).
More important for our topic is the phenomenon that the arise of a
theological ethics overagainst the older european tradition of philosophical
ethics runs parallel to the thesis, already from patristic times, that christian
theology (casu quo, dogmatics) and not (reek) philosophy in general is
the true philosophy. Theology was thought to fulfill the same role for
christians that philosophy had in non-christian life. The same reasoning
was applied to ethics. Here "christian morality" had to replace the so-called
"practical" philosophy, which as "popular philosophy" had probably played
an important part in molding the spirit and public opinion of non-christians
in the first centuries annis Domini.
,

4. The traditional statement of the problem in christian ethics

To this day, christianity, especially in its theology, has not radically overcome this dualistic problematics. In the christian tradition, it is still accepted as self-evident that theology — to state it briefly — is human thinking
about the content of the Scriptures, about the faith of the church community
and, in principle, about everything that exists in conjunction with whatever
the Holy Scriptures (believingly or unbelievingly) is held to relate directly
or indirectly with respect to it. Similarly for theological) ethics, but then
directed to a (selecte , according to a criterium seldom explicitely stated)
number of problems of human "practice". Like in ancient philosophy, this
question about good human practice stands posterior, prior or along side of
the question about the true and real "being" of reality, especially of christian
or non-christian man.
5. The traditional meaning of philosophical ethics for christians

For christians the meaning of philosophy and philosophical ethics is not
entirely nihil. But their value in the christian tradition is significantly less
than that of theology and theological ethics. For both of the latter are
considered (maybe by means of an optimally unprejudiced instrumentarium
of "thinking" and "auxiliary sciences") as drawn directly(!) and only(!) from
the Holy Scriptures, while philosophy and philosophical ethics, so it is
held, can "merely" arise and exist from out of human "reason". On this
view, the Scriptures — until recently — was considered infallible truth,
while "reason" was beclouded by sin. The "object" of reason was also
so distorted (ever since the fall and the history thereafter) that God's pure
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creator's will is no longer "purely" knowable from it. Nevertheless, philosophical disciplines may be of service for theology as preliminary investigations and as delivering a "thought apparatus" with (sometimes) usable
"categories". This generally formulated scholastic position has since the
reformation gained in strength, especially in the lutheran tradition, and
since the renewal of Luther studies, has held back almost the entire calvinistic direction in theology and in church practice. This is so everywhere
in the world, even there where one claims still to have a "calvinistic identity" overagainst lutheranism.
6. Modern theological ethics and the reaction to it

In the most recent developments there is a repetition, for the umpteenth
time, of a dialectical turn-about, concealed but operative in the sketched
problematics and which functions as a mighty and motivating ethos. In the
so-called "natural ethics" of "natural thought" (read: philosophical ethics)
claim is made to rights, long suppressed by christian orthodoxy, and ac
cordingly we see "natural ethics" expanding itself into a secularized horizontalism with biblicistic hue. The reaction to this must needs follow. In
"metaphysical" theological ethics one again becomes aware of a polar
tension, experienced as a shift in emphasis away from attention to the
revealed will of God in the Holy Scriptures to attention for the insights of
"natural reason" with its contention about what is "evident" for all thinking
people. This experience of mere emphasis shift is characteristic, however,
only of those who, because of an ethico-foundational repulsion for "onesidedness", "polarization" and church splits, no longer can see anything
but differences in emphases, and thus suppose that the truth must lie between the one-sided extremes. Never, or only seldom, does one penetrate to
the deep, total-human groundmotives and to the philosophical problematics
which are common to both of the "wings" and the "middle groups" alike.
-

7. Fundamental theses

The sketched problematics is, in my opinion, unacceptable in ref ormational philosophizing. It implies a series of philosophical thought patterns
which, as fruits of pagan thinking of pre-christian philosophy, has entered
and been assimilated into the christian thought tradition. Hinc illae
lacrimae. Lack of space does not allow an extensive proof of this in a
critical discussion; besides, such a discussion would only be a variant of
what Dooyeweerd has developed in his doctrine of the "religious groundmotives", and also a variant of what Mekkes has lately published about
"knowing".
Via a short route, however, we shall present the theses referred to in
the subtitle to this section.
My first thesis is that philosophy and ethics, to be called christian and
scriptural, must not be "deduced" in a logical manner from the Holy Scriptures. The second thesis which must follow immediately is this, that neither
good philosophy nor good ethics is possible without a submission in faith to
the revelation of God, revealed especially in the Holy Scriptures. One can

maintain, to underscore both theses, that an ethics which (either as totality
or with respect to a particular topic) is logically deduced from the Holy
Scriptures, cannot as such be truly reformationally christian.
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8. Traditional views on the character of faith

The theses just mentioned will be foreign to all those who have learned
to think in christian-theological thought patterns. We shall elaborate on
only one of the often hidden factors which causes this unfamiliarity.
Consciously or unconsciously one views the christian faith (and also the
Word revelation in the Holy Scriptures) as "aliquid rationis" (Thomas), as
something of the understanding. Without always explicitely accounting for
it, one often experiences faith as an activity which, in character and nature,
is a logical (or reasonable) act of knowing. But then a logical act of knowing
which has its content not of itself, but draws from the truth(s) of God's
Word revelation. In this view, faith, as human act, is not really of an
a-logical character, but only its content is a "supranatural truth" given to
the understanding through grace and accepted through the operation of
the Holy Spirit. In the reformational tradition a correction is made to this
part of the roman catholic doctrine, in this sense that also the "fides qua
creditur" (faith as human act) is not "merely" an act of understanding
alone. But the complete roman catholic doctrine was not thereby reformed:
while roman catholic theology states that a faith act of understanding alone
is an "unformed" faith (fides informis) which, through the "added" love
to God becomes a "formed" and living (complete) faith, the protestant view
has in general been that the rational "assent" must be rooted in, and
coupled with, a trust of the heart.
The Heidelberg Catechism formulated this as naively as it does clearly:
true faith is "not only" a sure knowledge, whereby one holds for truth all
that God has revealed to us in His Word, "but also" a firm confidence with
respect to personally received forgiveness of sins. In other words, the
traditional philosophical anthropology (an element of the understanding
plus an element o the heart) remains in effect in the formulation of what
is distinguished in the reformational faith with respect to faith itself as act.
9. Neither a theological nor a non-theoretical question

The thoughts stated in the previous paragraph are not of theological
character. The Holy Scriptures does not posit or treat directly or indirectly
the theoretical problem concerning the relation between the logical acts
of knowing and the faith acts not typically logical. This is also not the
case in the well-known text of Hebrews 11 : 1, which is so often treated in
theology and philosophy as a kind of theoretical "definition", or cited as
proof for an analogous definition.
Also in the pre-theoretical or non-theoretical faith experience the problem
as to the relation between logical acts of knowing and non-logically
qualified acts of faith does not arise. Once the problem is posed, one no
longer deals with the actuality of believing as such, but instead one is then
actually engaged in the theoretical attitude of thought. From out of a
deeper layer in the act structure (the faith memory) the analytical sediment
of prior faith-acts, as (remembered) faith knowledge of faith distinctions,
could perhaps be involved in theoretical thought activity.
10. Faith and theology

The saying that the Holy Scriptures is no instruction manual for science
is overfamiliar, but seldom is this saying taken seriously in connection with
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theology. Indeed, the Word of God wants to be believed and nothing else!
The actual Word of God does not lend itself for theological thought
penetration. To each theological thought penetration there is the structural
characteristic viewing from a distance and the dialogue-discussion attitude.
But God is no "discussion-partner", not even when He wants to enter into
an argument with His unfaithful people, such as, for instance, in Jes. 1 : 18,
43 : 26. God is also no tender of truths from which one may choose more
or less one-sidedly or with nuance. God is our sovereign Creator and
Redeemer who has revealed Himself and for whom we have but to yield
and obey in faith submission. No resistence from feeling, will, understanding, insight, heart, or whatever is permissible. No word of criticism
is legitimate overagainstGod's Word. To be sure, the so-called criticalhistorical investigation of the Holy Scriptures is a meaningful activity,
especially when executed by a scripture-believing thinker. But it has as
such no direct business with matters of belief or unbelief: it is theoretical
labour, theoretic-analytically qualified, directed to the inspired scriptural
witness.

Again the question arises how christian ethics is possible without being
theological ethics.
11. Through faith, not through theology

It is not a fruit of human reflection, however further specified, but only
through faith that we understand that God in the beginning created heaven
and earth, with everything therein, by his Word. Through faith alone!
(Ps. 33 : 6-9; John 1 : 1-13; Rom. 4 : 17; Hebr. 11 : 3.)
Through faith we have knowledge of the truth! Also the truth that God
in the beginning called all creatures into being, each according to its kind,
through his mighty and effective creator's command. Through faith we
have the knowledge that He conserves all things through his enduring
presence, his constant willing, and leads them on to the "consummation".
From Him, through Him and to Him are all thins (1 Cor. 8 : 6; Rom.
11 : 36). For in Him we live and move and have our being ... (acts 17 : 28).
12.

Ethics as anti-gospel and pseudo-revelation

Faith as expressed above in no way tolerates the pre-christian ethics of
greek heathendom, not even in its so-called "noblest" or "highest" forms.
Its attempts to express what "the good" is and its directives as to what one
must and must not do to live in happiness, pleasing to Cod, to people and
to oneself, are without exception ultimately pseudo-revelatory and an antigospel. No generous (undoubtedly necessary!) evaluation of "elements of
truth", no common-grace doctrine and no "reasonable" and "humaine"
consideration can erase or weaken this anti-christian character of this ethics,
despite all the wisdom — thanks to God's general goodness — that is to be
found in it. In heathendom, ethics as so-called "practical philosophy" indeed
f VJf ills the role which the preaching and pondering of God's law for life
fulfilled in ancient Israel and the christian community, and which it must
still do. Ancient and later philosophical ethics is, accordingly, pseudo-law,
pseudo-"Weisung" and pseudo-indicator. It does not lead to true freedom,
true life and true happiness; this only and exclusively is the case with the
biblical life doctrine. Philosophical ethics, in principle, never "leads', be-
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cause it, as behavioural science, can only follow human conduct curbing,
supporting or stimulating it with scientific systematizing distinctions,
schemata and predictions.
13. The one and integral revelation of God's will

Yet all people, christians and non-christians, without discrimination, must
necessarily yield to the laws which God poses for human life. But has God
proclaimed all these laws in spoken and written words? — complete and
omitting nothing? No!
Can everything that God wants people to do or not to do be logically
arranged under one or more of the ten commandments? No! Or perhaps
under the sermon on the mount? Or under the "house rules" and "catalogues
of virtue" in the New Testament? No!
It is a well-known theological opinion, also defended by the late prof.
Schilder, that everything God demands of us, is to be subsumed one way
or other under one of the ten commandments. This opinion, often found
in protestant scholasticism, can only be held through the inspiration of a
rationalistic variant in the nature-grace dialectic. The biblical commands
and prohibitions are then represented as a clarification and supranatural
supplement of what is already known from "general" and "natural" revelation, the latter of which is thought partially knowable through the beclouded natural understanding.
As long as this thought pattern of general and (supplementary) special
revelation, appealing to "reason" and "faith" respectively, is not radically
overcome, the problem of ethics cannot be treated in a reformational sense.

It is a thought pattern that could only have taken root in the religious
synthesis of biblical faith and heathen thought, in reciprocal dialectical
tensions, accommodations and mutual attempts at domination.
There is but one revelation of God, and that is the revelation of creation.

It is integral and gives meaning to and makes possible all that is created
and that exists. It is also complete and not amenable to supplements which
God and/or men could add in the course of history. God reveals himself
in history, to be sure, but this revelation is a carrying out of his already
revealed "plan of Council". Also God's Word revelation is no surplus, but
it is the depth center and fulfillment of the one and integral revelation of
God. Here Christ comes to us as the one in Whom all things are created

and by whose work of reconciliation, through his death on the cross, his
resurrection and gift of the spirit, saves the creation and brings it to
fulfillment.
From out of the center and fulfillment of God's revelation of his will in
Christ, God's children, through his Spirit and Word, may live according
to the will of the heavenly father, in a small beginning of really new and
at the same time original obedience. Here there is no primary leadership
from whatever ethics, but under certain (cultural and twentieth century)
circumstances something like an ethics follows tractably, rendering a subordinate, though not unimportant, auxillary service.
14. Christian alternatives

Just as theology is not the christian alternative for ancient and modern
philosophy, so also theological ethics is not the christian alternative for
philosophical ethics.
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Every ethics always ought to be christian ethics, just as philosophy
always ought to be christian philosophy.
And no more thin christian philosophy (with all of its themes or subdomains) is even approximately identical with christian theology (with
diverse sub-"theologies"), so also christian ethics is no theological ethics.
Furthermore, just as philosophy is no lord (or queen) over theology, nor
its maidservant or auxillary science (casu quo, formal apparatus of thought
categories), so also philosophical ethics is no lord over, nor maidservant
(or foundation) of theological ethics.
Philosophy is no ruler over, nor thought apparatus for, any science whatever, but it is the foundational science of all the sciences. It investigates
the structure of all the special scientific irreducible and foundational concepts with respect to a totality vision. In the same way the so-called
"philosophical ethics" (which I prefer to call "praxology", seen not as a
"part" but as a totality theme in the whole of philosophy) is no ruler over
theological ethics. It is, however, the basis for it, namely, as a theme in the
framework of philosophy, which is the enduring, effective basis of all
sciences (including theological ethics).
15. The referential function of theology and of theological ethics
God's Word revelation in the Holy Scriptures refer us to Jesus Christ.
In Him we have everything necessary to live and to die `well". In love and
grace God has granted us Him for a complete salvation (including wisdom,
justice and holiness, cf. 1 Cor. 1 : 30). He is our "sanctification". No ethics
need meddle nor intrude here. Every ethics that attemps to penetrate here,
even if only to play the lowliest of roles, we must dismiss with the words
of Jesus: "Get thee behind me, Satan: thou art a stumbling-block unto me:
for thou mindest not the things of God, but [though with the most of f ectionate of intensions] the things of men" (Matth. 16 : 23).
Jesus is the "life of our lives". Preaching must refer us to Him, and all
good theology may participate in this referring character of the witnessing
preaching of faith. No exegesis, church law, catechetics, dogmatics, ethics,
church history, etc. can properly fulfill its serving function if it knows not
this directedness to our "second Adam", whose cross was erected from out
of, and within, the creation, to save, to continue, to carry and to "fulfill"
that creation. A "theologica crucis" which does not point to the creation
misses something of the most central meaning of the cross. A "theology of
the Word" which does not point to the creation word-in-the-beginning,
degenerates unnoticeably and unavoidably into a rationalistic or emotionalutopian distortion of the christian hope and the biblical expectation for
the future. A "theology of creation ordinances" which is not founded in the
"theology of the cross" necessarily results into a secularistic horizontalism
of communistic or fascistic signature. An "ethics" which is not inspired by
the power of God's Spirit, who makes us believe the unity of God's work
in creation and redemption, cripples itself from two sides and remains
caught (either as philosophical or as theological ethics) in the dualistic
basal dialectics involved in the distinction between "general" and "special"
revelation. This dialectics in its turn is but one specimen of scholastic
thinking in the schema of nature and supranature, of "humanum" and
"christian", whereby the "humanum" remains conceded to an autonomous
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reason, "led" by a theologically endorsed christian "element".
Each theme or "discipline" in theology must execute its task of service
in the context of the referring character of the preaching of the gospel; but
moreover — and this in the second place — also in the service of all christian
life and thinking which, on every terrain, must realize its deepest meaning
solely in the witnessing reference to Him who is the Origin and Goal of
all life. This also includes theological ethics, as integral theme in the
whole of "do atics". Its segregation to a separate discipline is already
extremely dubious. Its referential character can and must stand only in
the service of the preaching of faith!
16. The religious dialectic in theology and its "ethics"

The sharp wedge which up to now each christian theology, not excluding
that of the reformation, has driven between creation and redemption, cannot be removed by theology as such, by its own power. For this wedge is
not of theological character. Theology remains, in the present course of
things, invariably imprisoned in a deeper lying religious — one could say
"religious-ethical" — dialectic. This controls every discipline of theology
and drives them, in permanent reactionary unrest, towards the "vertical"
versus "horizontal" polarity, i.e. to the natural vs. spiritual polarity, and to
the unending attempts at the combination and mediation of scripture and
nature, of das Gebot UND die Ordnung, of faith AND knowledge, human
AND christian, church AND world, etc., etc.
17. What must we do? — is not the primary question

We must hasten now and draw conclusions, if for no other reason than
the limited space alloted to this article. We introduce these with the
supposed central question of all ethics: what must we (not) do, what is
"morally good", how must we live?
However, the central question is not: what must we do? The first
question, primary for all of daily life and thus also for its sector of theoretical thought, is: what do we in fact do? This question of self-examination
and self-reflection can only be answered in the face of God who has
revealed himself in Christ as Creator and Redeemer, and He "alone" is
"good" (Mark. 10 : 18). It is God himself who answers this primary question
of life. To this the poet appeals in Psalm 139 when he prays: "Search me,
0 God, and know my heart: try me, and know my thoughts; and see if there
be any wicked way in me [for this I cannot fathom nor judge of myself]
and lead me in the way everlasting" (v. 23-24).
Also the second question — what must we do? — is not the prerogative
of any scientific ethics to ask. It is posed and answered prior to all science,
also prior to every "ethics".
The only legitimate answer is: we must do what God wills. Christ came
to perform God's will; in Hebr. 10 : 9, Christ is reported to have said,
"Lo, I am come to do thy will", which the writer of Hebr. follows up with:
"By which will we have been sanctified through the offering of the body
of Jesus Christ once for all" (v. 10). In the same spirit, Jesus himself spoke
the words: "For this is the will of my Father, that everyone that beholdeth
the Son, and believeth on him, should have eternal life; ..." (John 6 : 40).
By the constantly repeated faith submission to Jesus in all situations of
life we do everything(!) and thereby have done everything(!) God asks of
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us. Nothing can be added to it. It is the will of God that we live in and
out of this completed fulness-in-Christ, in thankfulness and in wisdom, in
love, harmony, justice, in scientific insight, etc.
In this faith-union with our God-in-Christ we are directed through the
gospel of the cross, in the biblical context, to the root and consummation
of the entire creation, which is saved, redeemed and fulfilled through the
suffering and dying of Christ. The central command of love is then like
a compass needle, fixing our course to Christ as we move across the
graduated ' sea` e of the compass of the creation. It indicates to us the
direction of the creation law, in accordance with the "field" in which we
have to act. In this way the great commandment that Jesus quotes from the
Old Testament (Deut. 6 : 5 and Lev. 19 : 18) again stands "anew", since
the coming of Christ, in the center of the one creation order (singular)
with all its diverging creation ordinances (plural) for the many-faceted
creational life.
18. The creator's will of God in our situation
The normative meaning-structure of all that has been created, also of
every situation, calls our attention to the demands of the situation at the
moment of our activity. These demands of the situation ultimately go back
to — stated better: are ultimately founded in — the will of God for this
situation, hic et nunc. It is a situation within and of the creation, caught
up in the dynamic directedness from and to its origin, along the circular
path of time. No bible nor ethics tells us what we ought to do here and now
other than to look to Christ and believe in Him. But it is Christ who, in his
living and dying, referred us to that will of God that holds "from the beginning" until the "completion" to which He, as Chief Guide and Fulfiller,
leads us forward.
19. Human deliberation and its retroversion

In this biblical light, but then exclusively in this light, our distinguishing
knowing in life is able to orientate itself to that which, on the force of
normative creation structures, is needed as condition or boundary presupposition to enable us to do the only thing that we must do, namely,
believe. The entire normative structure of the creation is directed to this.
Looking backwards (in the "retrocipatory direction") we can perceive
something of this. Then we discover in the entire opulent work of, God
infinitely much that fills our human life with task, calling-, assignment, with
joy and sorrow, with prosperity and adversity, with freedom and necessity,
with stability and changeableness. On all this we may and must reflect,
also scientifically. Hereby we can, looking backwards, also ask ourselves
what conditions our task presupposes in and for the future. A biblical
example of such re-consideration and of understanding our task for "tomorrow" along such a path, we find, for instance, in Romans 10 : 13-15.
"Whoever shall call upon the name of the Lord shall be saved. How then
shall they call on him in whom they have not believed? and how shall
they believe in him whom they have not heard? and how shall they
hear without a preacher? and how shall they preach, except they be
sent?" Paul concludes, after this retrospection, in verse 17: "So belief cometh
of hearing, and hearing by the word of Christ."
Another example of this attention to presuppositions which, in a retro-
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cipatory sense, must be present for true faith, we find, for instance, in
1 John 4 : 20 "... he that loveth not his brother whom he hath seen, cannot
love God whom he hath not seen."
In this way, in the footsteps of the Scriptures, we can go on and ask
ourselves how one can present something to the needy, without first having
"worked with his hands" (Eph. 4 : 28). But how can we (and a nation) find
work unless we save and invest? And what shall we invest anew if there
is no possibility for sale of our present goods? And how can we live with
our products with no room to move, no healthy air to breath and no "quiet
and peaceful living" on account of the threats of domination by spiritual
(ideological) and/or armed conflict?
This circular structure of the "economic cycle" and of the political power
shifts are but a few of a thousand possible examples. All of life displays a
circular structure in all of its causal and conditioning processes. Life in all
of its sectors and aspects is structured such that one aspect is "founded"
upon the other; but this founded aspect itself does not come to development
unless it be "disclosed". In the locus of time the creation, in its direction
"to God", is disclosed only in the track of the creation ordinances. This
locus of time is the bent horizon, which lures all that exists into development and concentration in the direction of the Origin: from Him, through
Him and to Him are all things! Even when man sidetracks and misses his
true goal, he yet remains fragmentarily bound to it. He remains driven by
this God-given goal, so that also the idols will determine his temporal and
eternal lot within the bounds of God's Council.
20. Christian science

Accordingly, in the sciences, each for its own field of investigation, one
should attempt to find and follow the track set out in the creation order.
Via all kinds of subjective facts, phenomena, regularities and lawfulness,
patterns and structures the scientist will attempt to bring into focus something of the demands of the law for life, i.e. the law of and for the temporal
locus wherein we move through history. In each science (which lawfully
carries this name!) each for a limited sector of life, there should be a search
for the signals of the creation Word. But how will this be possible in
scientific endeavors outside of Christ? How will it be possible to view the
domain of investigation as one standing under the total and integral structural law of the creation order, when there is no understanding of the
meaning of the creation within the circle of light around the deepest
darkness on Golgotha?
For this reason, the first alternative for all traditional ethics (whether
philosophical or theological) must be to become a christian science. The
irst step of this alternative may be made when we see the character and
internal ("transcendental") structure of science in the framework of a
christian philosophy, and not, as protestant scholasticism maintains, within
the framework of theology.
This christian practising of science, this prophetic ideal (now vanished)
which formerly inspired the formation of the Free University of Amsterdam,
has received its first formulation in provisional results, under the name
"philosophy of the cosmonomic idea". Insofar as special sciences deal with
human action (all of them do this, but not all directly), and especially the
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so-called "behavioural sciences" or "sciences pertaining to man" ("menswetenschappen"), to this extent is it possible to trace, discover and help
positivize, from out of their respective fields of investigation itself, in philosophical-critical self-reflection, the principles of behavioural norms for
human life. For this no ethics in the traditional sense is necessary nor
wanted. The contrary is the case. Christian scientific endeavour is the first
alternative for the out-dated scholastic combination of neutral special
science plus an added (scripturally faithful or unfaithful) "ethics".
21. Philosophical ethics?

There is still room however for a philosophical "praxology" as totality
theme in the framework of a similarly philosophical anthropology. All kinds
of themes which were and are still treated in the framework of theology or
philosophy, and currently in the framework of psychology and sociology or
general linguistics, cultural anthropology and cultural history, can be developed, according to their philosophical totality character, only in a christian
philosophical praxology which, for historical and systematic reasons, had
best not be called "ethics".
22. Special scientific ethics
A last alternative for the traditional kinds of ethics, which have never

had unambiguous delineation, is that in which ethics is limited to investigating, in a special sdenti f is sense, the modal mode of being of love in all
temporal (especially social) relationships. Human love has a host of "configurations" usually determined by some societal framework. However, human
love qualifies and characterizes, in a normative manner, total behaviour
only in a few of the societal forms, namely, in marriage, family and friendship. Accordingly, these are the most important fields of investigation for
ethics as a special science. But apart from these, there are yet many other
love relationships in human life. In short: a domain of enquiry bounded by the
modal aspect of love, is a broad and diversely concatenated field for — what
may be called, in partial conformity to tradition — special scientific "ethics".
;

23. Theological ethics?

. The traditional role of theological ethics is practically useless for christians, and can even be obnoxious" for the christian life. It can only be
rescued to fulfilling its meaningful task when it is again completely integrated into theological exegesis and dogmatics, and into the so-called
"studies of the offices" ("ambtelijke vakken"), the study of faith history and
church law. Perhaps within these domains there is a special theme for
theological ethics to treat. Otherwise, it serves nothing and can best be
thrown away in the spirit of Matt. 5 : 13. For in the present situation it serves only as the gate of attack whereby an autonomous "natural" thinking
may enter into a verticalistic theology; or as a hinge about which current
verticalistic theology must indefensively let itself be turned away from
accentuating the supranatural to the present-day emphasizing of the
"natural". For on the strength of the religious dialectic referred to earlier,
there is no other option but that "nature' (suppressed by verticalistic orthodoxy) will claim its rights and attempt to dominate to such a degree that a
mystical or pietistical verticalistic reaction is bound to follow. Et cetera!
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JOHN C. VANDER STEIN
By the middle of the nineteenth century, the Western academic community was dominated by the thought-results of more than three hundred
years of anti-christian thinking. Traditional Christianity became deeply
affected by the numerous radical changes that had occurred in the areas of
science; industry, politics, art and communications. The prevailing mood in
the international christian community became one of pietistic withdrawal
from this world of drastic and rapid changes. This systematic retreat on the
part of the christian community became especially conspicuous in the nontheolo ical fields of scholarship.
While Protestantism established Theological Schools and Roman Catholicism gave its first official sanction to the normativity of the method and
content of the synthesis-philosophy of Thomas Aquinas, Abraham Kuyper
founded the Free University in Amsterdam. As a reformed christian leader,
Kuyper sought to articulate and apply the significance of the central religious thrust of biblical reformation.
In many ways Kuyper continued three hundred years after Calvin's
death what Calvin had begun during the middle of the sixteenth century.
John Calvin was not a philosopher. Yet, the work he did as a reformer proved to be of utmost importance for the eventual development of a christian
philosophy. Also Kuyper was not a professional philosopher. However, the
cultural-historical exigencies of Kuyper's day and age made it necessary
for him to discuss more explicitly than Calvin had done various fundamental and crucial philosophical issues. As a christian academician, Kuyper was
confronted by the seemingly impossible task of presenting some kind of
viable christian alternative to the existing and dominant patterns of thought.
Kuyper sought to meet this formidable challenge in a princi ial way. He
wanted an acceptable alternative which would stay clear of the religiously
false lifestyles o Anabaptistic world-flight, Roman Catholic world-compromise and Secular world-conformity. Kuyper suggested the approach of a
Spirit-driven world-reformation.
In Kuyper's opinion, this world-to-be-reformed included also the study of
philosophy. The work in our twentieth century by such men as D. H. Th.
Vollenhoven, H. Dooyeweerd, H. G. Stoker and other christian philosophers
is historically understandable when we duly reco nize Kuyper's formative
influence upon the religious thrust and direction of various thinkers in their
attempt to arrive at the beginning of an integrally christian way of philosophizing.
What Kuyper wanted to accomplish on this score and what in fact he
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did, are, however, not the same. This became evident also in the subsequent
historical development within the reformed community in the Netherlands,
South Africa and North America. Shortly after his death in 1920, some christian scholars were inclined to accept in an uncritical manner and to pass on
as inherently Christian also those elements in Kuyper's theoretic work which
were essentially not reformational and which even stood in basic conflict
with the new evangelical thrust of his approach. A subtle form of epigonism
arose. This form of subjectivism eventually gave rise to a new form of
scholasticism, to confusion, suspicion and disunity within the reformed community.
To ease and, if possible, remove these and other tensions, H. Dooyeweerd
ormata an extensive and penetrating
published in 1939 in Philosophia Reformata
analysis of Kuyper's view of "science". In this article, entitled "Kuyper's
Wetenschapsleer", Dooyeweerd clearly indicated that, in order to continue
the reformation Kuyper had re-discovered, one would have to reject certain
thought-patterns in Kuyper's philosophic conception. The religious continuity between the work and ideas of Kuyper and Dooyeweerd required,
according to the latter, a discontinuity between him and Kuyper with respect
to the theoretic structure of thought.
In our present article we wish to make a few tentative observations in this
connection about the first part of the first two volumes of Kuyper's Encyclo'pedia of Sacred Theology (translated from the Dutch by J. Hendrik de
Vries, 1898, and published by Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Comp., Grand
Rapids, Mich., 1954).
My brief and initial remarks about Kuyper's philosophical conception
have been occasioned by some comments Vollenhoven made in 1962 in
Amsterdam during a meeting of the Philology and History Section of the
Association of Calvinistic Philosophy. In his exposition of the philosophical
background of K. Schilder's scholasticism, Vollenhoven made a few brief
and pointed remarks about the scholastic conceptions in the writings of
A. Kuyper, V. Hepp and H. Bavinck (cf. J. Stellingwerff's reference to this
in his article "Kritiek op K. Schilder als Filosoferend Dogmaticus" in Philosophia Reformata,
ormata, 1962, pp. 124-125, footnote 6).
Lest we obtain a somewhat distorted picture of the role Kuyper has
played in the history of reformational thinking and philosophizing, we do
well to briefly review the positive contributions of Kuyper's thought, before
we go on to indicate the non-Christian elements in his thought-constructions.
Kuyper wanted to give due recognition to the scriptural meaning of God
as the Creator and to this world as His creation. He stressed the central
significance of "religion" and "heart" for our understanding of man, world
and man's task in this world. He sensed the presence of an antithetical conflict between the spiritual direction of a christian and of a non-Christian
science. Kuyper began to see once more something of the scriptural meaning
of creational ordinances and of the concomitant principle of sphere-sovereignty, although he tended to reduce the latter to a mere societal principle.
He was aware of a qualitative distinction between practical and theoretical
knowledge. Kuyper moved in the right direction in his explanation of the
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nature and role of philosophy, the special sciences, and the mutual
relationships between philosophy and the sciences. The same can be said
also about his understanding of the nature and relevance of "pistis" in
relationship especially to various anthropological questions.
Without detracting anything from these and other positive features in the
ideas of Kuyper, we must admit that there are also a number of negative
elements present in his thought-pattern. We have in mind here particularly
those elements which have seriously hindered a consistent development of
an integrally christian reformulation of basic thought-structures. In his
"Kuyper's Wetenschapsleer", Dooyeweerd has discussed mainly three of
such unacceptable ideas in Kuyper's thought, namely soul-body dichotomy,
idea-realism and logos-doctrine. He has also pointed out how Kuyper
sought to' relate these three ideas to each other in a particular way.
Dooyeweerd's critical study of Kuyper's conception can and ought to be
deepened and complemented. A profitable way to do this is to begin to
make serious use of the insights Vollenhoven has provided with his seemingly far-fetched but in reality penetrating account of various problematics
and answers in the history of ili-iosophy. Without superimposing improper
thought-constructions upon the actual historical unfolding and dif f erentiation in philosophical problems and insights, it has always been, and it still is,
Vollenhoven's avowed aim to uncover and describe in the Light of God's
Word and against the background of an ever more clearly articulated thetical philosophical position what has really happened in the history of
philosophy and why certain conceptions have been advocated, corrected,
opposed, ignored and replaced by other ones.
The question that arises is whether it is possible to give a more precise
description of the specific structure of Kuyper's philosophical stance.
Though such terms as "speculative", "scholastic", "compromising", "modern",
etc. are to a certain extent useful, even necessary, to characterize the nature
of Kuyper's philosophic work, they are not sufficiently exact to depict the
peculiarity or uniqueness of his philosophical position.
-

Vollenhoven has clearly indicated that any philosophical conception is
characterized by a certain combination of a general Zeitgeist and a specific
type of philosophical problematics. A Zeitgeist is religious in nature. It
indicates the religious climate within which a thinker develops his philosophy. It has to do with the spiritual direction in which a philosopher moves
in his attempt to explain the nature and role of the most basic "Law" in life.
Unlike the Zeigeist, a specific type of philosophic problematics is structural
in nature. It points out the unique pattern of thought in the philosophical
conceptions of different thinkers.
According to Vollenhoven, the Zeitgeist in Kuyper's thought is different
from the one Aristotle manifested towards the end of his life: whereas
Aristotle was anti-realistic, Kuyper was neo-idealistic in his approach. The
specific thought-construction in Kuyper, however, is fundamentally the
same as the one also Aristotle had advocated for a short while later on in
his life: both accepted the intellectualistic conception of semi-mysticism.
Semi-mysticism has certain outstanding features. It stresses the structural
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and minimizes the genetic nature of reality. Ontologically, it is dualistic in
essence. It must, therefore, find some kind of solution to the problem of
the relationship between two fundamentally different things or worlds. The
answer of semi-mysticism to this dualistic problematics is partial-universalism without the theme of macro-microcosmos: the two independent substances, i.e. the universal and the individual, do not exist apart from each
other in two separate entities, but belong together as two components within
each single entity.
The essence of the higher world is universal, intellectual, dominant, eternal, etc. At the very top of this world is the divine unity and the single
divinity. At the very bottom of this intellectual realm the common, universal
world-spirit individualizes itself into a great number of individual human
beings. The essence of the latter is, consequently, basically the same as that
of the universal world of the intellect. This is supposed to explain the difference and the commonness between each individual or personal ego and the
one, universal Spirit or Ego of Mankind.
The lower world is comprised of that which is individual only, material,
bodily and temporal. This animal-like, non-transcendent world is in essence
fundamentally other than the basic meaning of the higher and transcendent
world. The mysticism in this conception is not complete or total: the lower
world is not mystically taken up into and absolved by the higher world.
This possibility does not exist by virtue of the fact that this conception is
dualistic in nature.
A. Kuyper tried to answer two mutually related questions, namely What
is the academy? and What is science? "The academy", he wrote, "has
become an agglomerate of faculty schools, and the university idea in its
later interpretation has lost something of its inner truth" (Encyclopedia,
p. 22). It is in the context of this pressing problem that Kuyper began to
search for a principle of unity. He thought to have found such a principle
in the idea of "organic". The relationships between the various elements
within the higher world and within the lower world, the relationship between these two worlds, and the knowledge one has of this entire world
are, in Kuyper's view, all of an organic character. This usage of "organic"
by Kuyper is intimately connected with his dualistic ontology and dichotomistic anthropology. Also in this case it holds true that the nature of a
relationship is determined by the essence of the things to be related.
Kuyper discussed the question of the nature of "science" in connection
with the encyclopedic place of theology within an academic institution. He
sensed that the function and role of theology could not be understood
apart from an investigation into the nature of theory, science, philosophy
and the relationship between theology and the non-theological sciences.
Kuyper appealed to the term "organic" not onl y in connection with the
question of the nature of reality in general and of the academy in particular,
but also in connection with the inseparably related problem of the encyclopedia of the sciences.
As a theoretician Kuyper was a very systematic or consistent thinker. Even
and especially when he thought speculatively, his ideas developed and
unfolded according to a definite pattern of thought. This is evident already
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in the very way in which he introduced the whole matter of "encyclopedia"
... word, the idea, and the conception of Encyclopedia are genetically related ...
From that unconscious substrata of our life generates first of all impression. This impression is first defined by the word by which it is expressed. The idea which impels us
springs from it but gradually. And only when this idea inspires us, and has impelled us
to act, does the bud set itself and by degrees unfold; till at length as fruit of empirical
knowledge our insight becomes possible into the structure of the flower, and our conception forms itself. (pp. 24, 25)

Kuyper was not a geneticistic thinker. One should not be misled by his
biological metaphors. There is a specific philosophic content and connotation to Kuyper's use and understanding of "organic" and related terms. If
one keeps in mind the semi-mystical character o Ku er's thought, the meaning of the loaded term "organic" becomes less baffling and puzzling. Rejecting any typically empiricistic philosophy, Kuyper opted for a way of
thinking which resembles the train of thought that is peculiar of intellectualistic semi-mysticism. This begins to explain why he could write:
There lies a majesty in the human mind by virtue of which it cannot rest until it has
acquired full dominion in the world of thought. It cannot bear the suggestion that there
should still be something in that world of thought that has withdrawn itself from the
power of its sceptre. This impels it to scan not merely the whole horizon of phenomena
with its knowledge, but the field of knowledge itself with its thought. An atomistical
science offends the unity-sense of its own mind, or, by the pulverizing of the cosmos,
robs that mind of confidence of step in its walk. And therefore it is bound to presume
a relation between the parts of its knowledge also, nor can it rest until it has seen
through that relation organically, because in this way only can science harmonize with
the organic unity of its own thinking, as well as with the organic unity of the Kosnws.
(p. 15)

Within the academic world the question of the nature of "science" is of
primary importance and concern. The "science" belongs, in Kuyper's view,
essentially to the higher and universal world of the human intellect. This
semi-mystical structure of thought compels Kuyper to make use of fundamentally dualistic distinctions in his explanation of the meaning of "organic"
and "encyclopedic" knowledge. Kuyper's thought moves on along dualistic
lines. This becomes evident when one makes a careful analysis of what he
meant by higher and lower, eternal and temporal, unchanging and historical,
soul and body, spiritual and material, logical and sensory, universal and
individual, necessary and accidental, thought and experience, observation
and representation, essential and non-essential, concepts and impressions,
relations and elements, subject and object, knower and knowable, active
and passive, one and many, human consciousness and nature, invisible and
visible, immediate and mediate, intelligere and experience, logic and moments, biblical revelation and natural revelation, spiritual phenomena and
material phenomena, organic and atomistic, psychical and physical. The f ollowing quotations illustrate quite clearly this semi-mystical conception with
its typically dualistic distinctions.
The subject of science cannot be this man or that, but must be mankind at large, or,
if you please, the human consciousness ... Consequently you cannot attain unto a conception of "science" in the higher sense, until you take humanity as an organic whole.
Science does not work atomistically, as if the grand aggregate of individuals commissioned a few persons to satisfy this general thirst after knowledge, and as if these corn-
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missioners went to work after a mutually agreed upon plan. No-, science works organically, i.e. in the sense that the thirst for knowledge lies in human nature.
... A higher factor must here be at play, which for all time and among all peoples
maintains the unity of our race in the interests of the life of our human consciousness;
which impels people to obtain knowledge; which endows us with the faculties to know;
which superintends this entire work; and as far as the results of this labor lead to
knowledge builds them up into one whole after a hidden plan. If impersonation were in
order, this higher factor, this animating and illumining power, itself might be called
"science".... we may understand by "science" thus far acquired that measure of light
which has arisen in the darkness of the human consciousness by reason of the inworking
of this higher power, -- this light, of course, being interpreted not only as a result, but as
possessed of the virtue of all light, viz. to rule and to ignite new light. With this interpretation only everything accidental and individual falls away, and science as such obtains
a necessary and universal character. Taken in that sense, science makes the "mind of man"
to have knowledge; and everyone receives a share of it according to the measure of his
disposition and station in life. Moreover, it is only with this interpretation that science
obtains its divine consecration, because that higher factor, which was seen to be the active
agent in science, cannot be conceived otherwise than self-conscious; for there can be no
science for the human consciousness as such without a God to impel man to pursue science,
to give it, and to maintain its organic relation. With the human individuals, therefore, you
do not advance a step, and even if the Gemeingeist of our human nature should be per
sonified it would not do, since this higher factor must be self-conscious, and this Gemeingeist is brought to self-consciousness by science alone. This higher factor, who is to lead
our human consciousness up to science, must himself know what he will have us know.
(pp. 63-65)

Against this background and within the context of this semi-mysticism, we
can begin to sense in a clearer way what Kuyper had in mind when he
described or defined the meaning of "science" in the following technical
manner:
...science presents itself to us as a necessary and ever-continued impulse in the human mind to reflect within itself the cosmos, plastically as to its elements, and to think
it through logically as to its relations; always with the understanding that the human
mind is capable of this by reason of its organic affinity to its object. (p. 83)

For Kuyper, "organic" and "logical" mean basically the same thing. "Organic" is that which deep down is logical, universally valid, real, essential and
objective. Man does not subjectivistically superimpose something organic or
orderly upon a supposedly chaotic world. In this world lies embedded an
order. Inbuilt in this order is a logical compulsion. It is for this reason that
in Kuyper's view there is an inseparable connection between and a
common denominator
"order",
meaning in of
such
terms as organic encyclopedic" and "logical". Hence, it is possible for Kuyper to write:
cc

"

" ,,

... the treasure of knowledge which we obtain by our thinking does not originate first
by our thinking, but exists before we think; ... the knowledge to be arranged in order
stands in relation to a world of phenomena which is independent of our thought. Since
now that world of our knowledge and that world of phenomena are not chaotic but
organic, our thinking cannot rest till in the treasure of our knowledge it has exhibited
such an Encyclopedic order as will harmonize with the organic relation of both of that
world of our knowledge and of that world of phenomena. Thus our human spirit is not
to invent a certain order for our knowledge, but to seek out and to indicate the order
which is already there. (p. 28)

As an intellectualistic thinker, Kuyper was forced to accept the scholastic explanation of the difference between general knowledge and scientific
knowledge. The latter is, in contrast to the former, "systematic, i.e. it is
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knowledge orderly arranged".(p. 29) That which is organic, i.e. the logical
order, is, therefore, not merely something out there to be discovered or
observed by man in an "objective" way. Because the organic is logical in
nature, man as a thinking being also constitutes in a certain sense that
order.
... the human mind brings about a certain distinction and order in the chaos of our
human knowledge, which is not done arbitrarily, but agreeably to a fixed order assumed
to be present there. (p. 27)
An inner contradiction appears implied in this statement of Kuyper. On
the one hand, "the human mind brings about a certain distinction and
order" and, on the other hand, this must be done according "to a fixed
order assumed to be present there". In his article of 1939, Dooyeweerd
already indicated that Kuyper had no sympathy for modern epistemological
subjectivism. According to Kuyper, man does not create order. However,
Kuyper maintained at the same time that there is no order apart from the
mental activity of the human subject either! The reason Kuyper did not feel
the impasse or incongruity at this point is due to his semi-mystical pattern
of thought: the higher world of the human consciousness is a universal
realm which contains and is made up of the objective intellect. In- this manner, Kuyper accepted on the one hand an Aristotelian and scholastic conception and on the other hand rejected the Kantian and modern epistemology.
We can be truly objective and encyclopedia can become scientific
only when we begin to see and acknowledge that our human consciousness is basically intellectual and that the world-order is fundamentally logical. It is for this reason that Kuyper can write:
... that which at first made the impression upon us of existing chaotically, appears on
closer investigation to exist cosmically and organically. (p. 31)

Entirely independently of our thought a thinking motive is active in every object, and
this motive impels the thought that lies in this object to proceed in a fixed track. (p. 35)

The scholastic notion of a certain correspondence between what is in the
mind and what is in the world is quite prominant in Kuyper's conception.
The world repeats itself, as it were, in science. Our understanding mirrors
that which exists organically in the world outside us.
Hence Encyclopedia is not at liberty to deal with anything else save the organic relation in which the parts of the whole of our knowledge stand to each other. Science, in
the absolute sense, is the human consciousness. As the parts of all actually existing
things lie in their relations, so must the parts of our knowledge be related in our consciousness ... The further science advances, the easier it will be to reproduce the cosmos
logically, and to make all its parts to be clearly seen, together with their several relations. And thus science divides itself, because in proportion as the logical reproduction
becomes more accurate, it will image in a more organic way whatever exists organically.
(p. 39)

Another way in which Kuyper tried to explain the nature of that which
is objective and that which is subjective and in which he sought to clarify
the nature of the correspondence between these two was his use of the typically Aristotelian and scholastic distinction between that which is "active"
and that which is "passive". The following rather extensive quotations
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describe quite accuratatel Kuyper's attempt to establish whether "order"
is subjective, objective or both. At the same time, these quotations provide
us with an excellent summary of what we have seen thus far of the philosophical semi-mysticism in Kuyper's thought.
Our thinking does not confine itself exclusively to playing the part of the observer of
relations, which is always more or less passive, but also carries in itself an active power.
This active power roots in the fact, if we may put it so, that before we become aware of
these relations outside us, the setting for them is present in our own consciousness. This
would not be so if these relations were accidental and if they were not organically
related. But to be organically related is part of their nature. It is for this reason that the
object is no chaos, but cosmos; that a universality appears in the special; and that there
appear in these relations an order and regularity which warrant their continuity and
constancy. There is a system in these relations. These sever relations also stand in
relation to each other, and our affinity to the object proves itself by the fact that our
capacity of thought is so constructed as to enable it to see through these last relations.
If correctly understood, we may say that when human thought is completed it shall be
like the completed organism of these relations. Our thinking is entirely and exclusively
disposed to these relations, and these relations are the objectification of our thinking.
And this carries itself so unerringly that it is easily understood why some philosophers
have denied the objectivity of these relations and have viewed them, as being merely the
reproduction of our thinking. (p. 76-77)
All we say is, that nothing exists without relations; that these relations are never
accidental, but always organic; and that the cosmos, as cosmos, in its collective elements
exists logically, and in this logical existence is susceptible to being taken up into our
world of thought. (p. 78)
The relations lie hidden in the cosmos, and they cannot be known in their deeper
connection, unless we approach this logically existing cosmos as logical thinkers. The
science of the cosmos is only possible for us upon the supposition that in our thinking
the logical germ of a world of thought is lodged, which, if properly developed, will
cover entirely the logical world of thought lodged in the cosmos. And this provides the
possibility of our thinking showing itself actively. As soon as we have learned to know
the universal relations that govern the special, or have discovered in these several
relations the germ of a self-developing thought, the identity between our subjective and
objective world of thought enables us to perform our active part, both by calling the
desired relations into being, and by anticipating the relations which must reveal themselves, or shall afterward develop themselves. (p. 79)

Kuyper's conception borders on speculation when he begins to indicate
the very close relationship between the central impulse in man's selfconsciousness and the activity of (a) God. God is, in a certain sense, the
capstone which holds in tact the dome of semi-mysticism. The God Kuyper
talks about in this context resembles more a theoretic God which is the
object of a speculative conception than it does the biblical God who is the
Creator-Redeemer. Although Kuyper mitigated the logical implications of
this dualistic semi-mysticism, he did not entirely escape from the clutches
of this basically unscriptural conception. It can be said that Kuyper placed
a scholastic and semi-mystical frame around a biblical picture and then
hung the whole thing up on the hook of "a God". (p. 65)
The identity of our thinking consciousness with the world of relations must be
emphasized, however, in so far as these relations have no existence except for an
original Subject, who has thought them out, and is able to let this product of his
thoughts govern the whole cosmos. Just because these relations have no substance of
their own, they cannot work organically unless they are organically thought, i.e. from a
first principle. When we study these relations, we merely think the thought over again,
by which the Subject defined these relations when he called them into being. (pp. 77-78)
And since the object does not produce the subject, nor the subject the object, the
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power that binds the two organically together must of necessity be sought outside of
each. And however much we may speculate and ponder, no explanation can ever suggest itself to our sense, of the all-sufficient ground for this admirable correspondence
and affinity between object and subject, on which the possibility and development of
science wholly rests until at the hand of Holy Scripture we confess that the Author of
the cosmos created man in the cosmos "after his image and likeness." (p. 83)

le which results from semi-mysticism can hardly be called
The lifestyle
christian. The implied dualism and dichotomy of this conception must
sooner or later come into open conflict with the lifestyle that is demanded by
Scripture. Semi-mysticism cannot do justice to the religious heart-direction
and unity of life. It is characterized by an inherent tension. It seeks to
separate the inseparable and, after that, to establish an artificial unity. It does
violence to the unique nature and meaning of that which is creaturely.
Semi-mysticism downgrades the importance of temporal existence, bodily
concerns, sports, arts, incarnation of Christ, resurrection of the body and
the idea of a new earth and a new creation.
In his philosophical understanding of reality, Kuyper was definitely
inclined to lean in the wrong direction. As a reformer, he tried desparately
to redirect many thins in life back to a biblically-normed approach. But
he was not always able to escape the force or movement of his own semimystical train of thought. Man resembles a mirror. At the same time, he
also seems to be something like the reflection in the mirror. Within the
perspective of the eschaton, man must try to leave even his own creaturely
shadow behind. That Kuyper in his theoretical views veers in this direction
is evident from the following:
There is in us a thirst after a knowledge of things which shall be the outcome of
immediate sight, even if this sight takes place without the bodily eye. And since we
are denied this satisfaction in our present dispensation, God's Word opens the outlook
before us in which this immediate seeing of the hearth of things, this thedsthai, this
seeing of face to face, shall be the characteristic of our knowledge in another sphere
of reality. The accepted use of the word which holds on to the conception of sight in
knowledge agrees entirely with Revelation, which points us to a science that shall
consist in sight. (p. 62)

This dualistic framework of reference also prevented Kuyper from
providing a satisfactory account of a unified idea of encyclopedia, science
and organic. "Organic" is not only logical in nature but also dualistic. It
stands for a relationship between things which are ontically different.
"Science" remained an ambiguous and problematic term in the conception
of Kuyper. In a manner reminiscent of the Zeitgeist of Neo-Idealism, Kuyper tried to account for the differences between the natural and the
spiritual sciences. There is still an implicit tension between nature and
culture, world(-view) and life(-view) in Kuyper's treatment of the encyclopedic nature of the sciences. This religiously motivated tension or conflict
between the natural and the spiritual is reinforced by the dualism in
Kuyper's specific philosophic conception with its distinction between the
lower and natural world and the higher and intellectual world.
We emphatically deny that the study of the spiritual sciences can be entirely bound
to the method of the natural sciences ... Since the object of the spiritual sciences is
itself spiritual, and therefore, amorphic, our sense not only, but the representationcapacity as well, render here no service. If no other means is substituted, the spiritual
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object remains beyond the reach of our scientific research, and the spiritual phenomena
must either be interpreted materialistically as the product of material causes, or remains
agnostically outside of our science, even as the present English use of the word science
prescribes ... There is no other course therefore than to construct the spiritual sciences

from the subject itself. (pp. 99-100)

Kuyper believed that in both the natural and in the spiritual sciences
there resides, microscopically, in the human consciousness an "archetypic
receptivity" for the objects.
In the transmission of the object of the spiritual sciences into our consciousness the
same process takes place as in the discovery of our consciousness to the object of the
natural sciences. In each case we take up into ourselves the element and the relations
differently. In each case the receptivity must be present in us for the elements and the
relations. And in each case it is our thinking that makes us know the relations, while
the perception of the element comes to us from the object itself. But these two sciences
differ, in that the element of the visible world enters into our consciousness by a diff erent way than the element of the spiritual world; the elements of the visible world
working upon our powers of representation through the senses, while the entire independence of our senses and of the middle link known to us, the elements of the
spiritual world affect our subject spiritually, and thus to our apprehension appear to
enter immediately into our consciousness. (pp. 100-101)

According to Kuyper, there are not only natural and spiritual sciences.
There is also a third group or category of sciences, namely the spiritualnatural ones. Here, again, it is impossible for Kuyper to escape the dualistic
train of his thought-pattern. This third group of sicences is not merely a
golden mean between the other two groups of sciences. In reality, this third
category of sciences is the result of a subdivision within the group of the
spiritual sciences. History, ps ycholo gy , philology and language belong to
this group of the mixed sciences. After his brief discussion of the nature of
language (pp. 84-93), Kuyper went on to write:
Distinction, therefore, must be made between pure and mixed spiritual science because everything that pertains to the modulation of sounds, and the influence exerted
on them by the general build of the body, and especially by the organs of breathing,
articulation and hearing, is somatic; and the real psychical study is only begun when
in this body of language the logos as its psychic element is reached ... It is sheer selfdeception to think that we can ever succeed in making the spiritual sciences fit the same
last as the natural sciences ... As soon, however, as you venture one step farther in
this physical domain, and from these empiric data try to obtain a construction by which
to discover among these scattered data a unity of thought, the process of an idea, or
the progression from a first phenomenon to a result, you have at once crossed over
from the physical into the psychical, the universally compulsory certainty leaves you,
and you glide back into subjective knowledge, since you are already within the domain
of the spiritual sciences. (pp. 103-104)

It is superfluous to elaborate in detail how Kuyper in his attempt to
provide solutions created new and additional problems which remained
principially unsolvable. Kuyper was a reformer, despite his leanings towards
semi-mysticism. Yet, the latter has greatly curtailed the development of an
integrally christian philosophical approach, not only in Kuyper's own life
but also in the lives of many reformed scholars, especially theologians,
subsequent to his death in 1920. Some of the most important, and also
inevitable, problems which arose for Kuyper, and which must arise for all
who think structurally along similar lines, are the following:
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First. It is impossible to harmonize the biblical understanding of man
and an anthropo ogy which is dichotomistic. Implied in semi-mysticism is
an immanentistic reduction of the meaning of "subject" and "object" to
the epistemological knower and knowable. The subject, i.e. knowing man,
is located basically outside the object, i.e. the knowable world. Man's bodily
existence becomes essentially unimportant for the intellectualistic identity
of man's personality or ego. Semi-mystically, the latter becomes something
that is fundamentally similar to the universal Ego of Mankind. All of this
can have grave implications for one's understanding of such things as the
image of God in man, Adam as the covenant-head of the human race, the
relationship between the "universal" and the "individual", etc.
Second. Unless one is inconsistent, as soon as one accepts the conception
of semi-mysticism, there is no way of avoidins an intellectualistic explanation
of the meaning of "encyclopedic", "organic' , "science", "order", ` spiritual"
and "logical". This approach precludes the possibility of doing justice
to the full meaning of all creaturely existence. Though Kuyper was less
intellectualistic than J. Woltjer in his estimation of the nature and role of
science, he was, nevertheless, still a bit too appreciative of the so-called
lofty character of science or the intellectual. Through human science man
can "attain unto that high, dominant and prophetical character by which
it not only liberates itself from the cosmos, but also understands it enables
its devotees to take and active part in it, and partially to foresee its future
development." (p. 79)
Third. In Kuyper's view not only the subject-object relationship but also
the subject and object taken by themselves are organic, i.e. orderly, in
character. At the same time, Kuyper believed phenomena in nature to be
individual and even chaotic. The logical makes this chaotic systematic and
orderly. By means of a very subtle logicizing of reality — reality is
subjectively and objectively logical or organic — Kuyper sought to keep
the lower world of nature from sinking away into chaos and disorder. On
the one hand, the meaning of creation is denied or suppressed in this
conception; on the other hand, be it in a partly distorted, intellectualistic
and semi-mystical manner, the religious meaning of creation is incorporated
and retained. A certain amount of ambivalence with respect to the signif icance of the creational is inherent in the conception of semi-mysticism.
Fourth. Kuyper encountered some difficulty in trying to avoid giving
a structural explanation of the nature of sin. For a dichotomistic thinker,
sin always tens to become some form of disharmony between body and
soul, in opposition to love, which is then in some ways conceived of as that
which restores the harmony between these two. Redemption loses its
scriptural meaning. Restoration begins to obtain the dualistic connotation
of a religious reaffirmation of the greater importance of the higher and
intellectual world over and above that lower world of the body.
Fifth. Inseparably connected with the previous is the problem Kuyper
had in applying the full meaning of the religious antithesis in the world of
science. Kuyper still allowed a certain area in the encyclopedia of the
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sciences to remain unaffected by sin and redemption, in spite of all the
things he had written about the idea of two different kinds of science,
i.e. a christian and a non-christian science.
... there is a very broad realm of investigation in which the difference between the
two groups [i.e. christian and non-christian science] exerts no influence. For in the
present dispensation palingenesis works no change in the senses, nor in the plastic
conception of visible things ... By this we do not mean that the natural sciences as
such and in their entirety, fall outside of this difference, but only that in these sciences
thedifference which separates the two groups exert no influence on the beginnings
of the investigation. (p. 157) ... it should be gratefully acknowledged that in the elementary parts of these studies there is a common realm, in which the difference between view- and starting-points does not enforce itself.
Not only in the natural, but in the spiritual sciences also, a common realm presents
itself. The mixed psychic-somatic nature of man accounts for this. Consequently, the
object of the spiritual sciences inclines also, to a certain extent, to express itself in the
somatic. Only think of the logos, which, being psychic in nature, creates a body for
itself in language. Hence in the spiritual sciences the investigation is partly comprised
of the statement of outwardly observable facts. (p. 158. What Kuyper says here about
language, he applies also to history and psychology!)
Hence all scientific research which has things seen only as object, or which is
prosecuted simply by those subjective factors which have undergone no change, remains
the same for both [i.e. for those with and those without palingenesis]. (p. 168)

Sixth. The distinction between "archetype" and "ectype" results in a
distortion of the biblical revelation about the incomparable Creator-creature
relationship. Semi-mysticism beclouds not only the meaning of God's Word
for creation and the nature of The creatures' response to this Law-Word
of God, but it also leads to a wrong interpretation of the nature of theology
in distinction from the nature of the non-theological sciences.
The structure of the curriculum Kuyper proposed presupposes this semimystical view of reality. Whereas the physicist and doctor are interested
in the natural and bodily, i.e. the objects of the lower world, the teacher,
lawyer and theologian are concerned with the logical, social and spiritual,
i.e. the things of the higher world. The study of philology (with literature,
history and philosophy as sub-departments) is important for the teacher
who concentrates on the psychic or logical. The science of jurisprudence
(with sociology and economics as sub-faculties) is pursued by the lawyer
who is pre-occupied with matters pertaining man and society. Theology,
which has ethics as a sub-department, is important for the minister who
wants to study things related to man's soul and God's revelation. Kuyper
also maintained the idea that, whereas in the non-theological sciences man
is active as the knowing subject and the field of investigation is passive as the
known object, in theology the object of investigation, i.e. God in his revelation, is the active Subject or Knower, and the investigating subject,
i.e. man as knower, is the passive object of the God who reveals himself.
"Thinking man", Kuyper said, "taken as subject over against God as object,
is a logical contradiction in terms." (p. 214)
It was principially impossible for Kuyper to ascribe a proper place to
the science of theology within the Organism of Science. The basic reason
for Kuyper's failure to accomplish what he had set out to do at the beginning of the Encyclopedia of Sacred Theology with respect to the role
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of theology in relationship to the other sciences is due to his semi-mystical
anthropology with its implicit dichotomy. Kuyper wrote:
We are Dichotomists ... the antithesis should be between body and soul, and within
that soul the distinction between the psychical and the pneumatical should be sought.
(p. 214)

In Kuyper's pattern of thought, man stands somehow and somewhere
between God and cosmos. When man looks up to God and to His revelation
and wants to make a study of this divine revelation, he is active as a
christian and as a theologian! When man looks down towards the cosmos
and himself, he is engaged as a non-theological scientist for whom the
reli ious bearings are determined by the christian-theologian! Kuyper was
unable to extricate himself from thought-patterns of semi-mysticism, and,
as a result, encountered serious hindrances in coming to a clear and biblical
theoretic articulation of the unity of God's revelation, reality, man, life
and science.
Seventh. Another problem which results from the conception of semimysticism is the question of the meaning of time and eternity. It is rather
striking that "Kuyperian" philosophers have over the years been troubled,
if not plagued, by "time-eternity" debates. Perhaps also Doo eweerd and
others have not gone -far enough in their criticism of the bad and unacceptable elements in the philosophical views of A. Kuyper. A clearer
understanding of the views of Kuyper on this score will go a long way,
I think, in clearing up some of the confusion and even disagreements in our
circles with respect to the meaning of time and eternity.
The problem-historical method which Vollenhoven has over the years
developed experimentally in his attempt to obtain a better understanding
of the complexity of the history of philosophy is of greatest significance
also for our insight into our own tradition of theorizing within the international reformed community. A careful, philosophical analysis of the conceptions of A. Kuyper, H. Bavinck, K. Schilder and other reformed theologians will undoubtedly greatly enhance the communal effort to provide
a more accurate theoretic account of created reality, the contours of
christian philosophy, the essence of christian theology, the role of anthropology, the meaning of science, etc.
A christian scholar speaks with a certain tentativeness which is born not
of scepticism or eclecticism, but of the undaunted conviction that only
he who is enslaved to Christ is free to be engaged in a perpetual and
dynamic renewal also in his academic activities. If anyone has clearly
demonstrated and advocated this mentality in a superlative manner in our
century it is Vollenhoven. This has also enabled him to be more critical
than others of the scholasticism and semi-mysticism in the views of Abraham
Kuyper.

EISEGESIS-EXEGESIS, PARADOX AND NATURE-GRACE:
METHODS OF SYNTHESIS IN MEDIAEVAL PHILOSOPHY *
BY

B. J. VAN DER WALT
The aim of this article, which is dedicated to Prof. Dr. D. H. Th. Vollenhoven in celebration of his eightieth birthday, is to elaborate on his distinction between three methods of synthesis during Patristic and Mediaeval
Philosophy.
By way of background, a few introductory remarks concerning Vollenhoven's distinction between pre-synthetic, synthetic and anti-synthetic
thought, about the causes for synthetic thought and the different solutions
attempted for the problem of the relationship between the Christian and
the pagan world, may be helpful.
Pre-synthetic, synthetic and post-synthetic thought

Vollenhoven divides the history of philosophy into three main periods.
From about 700 B.C. to 40 A.D. there is the period prior to synthesis.
(Ancient Greek, Hellenistic and Roman philosophy). From approximately
40 A.D. up to 1600 we have the period of synthesis. (Patristic and Mediaeval
Philosophy). From 1600 to the present time the Philosophy is described as
anti-synthetic. (Modern and Contemporary Philosophy).
This division into three periods stems from Vollenhoven's query as to
whether a philosopher's heart is or isnot directed to obedience to God.
The religious standpoint is decisive for everybody's philosophical conception. The place given to the Word of God in a philosophy clearly reveals
what the attitude of the philosopher was towards the God of the Word.
With regard to the question of how a thinker viewed Holy Scripture in his
philosophy there are two possible answers: either the revelation of God's
Word received its rightful place, or it did not. Seldom will we meet up with
the first answer in the history of philosophy. The second, viz. that the Word
of God did not receive its appropriate place, is the dominant answer and
it includes two different attitudes: either Holy Scripture is completely and
illegitimately disregarded, or it is halfhearte ly acknowledged and it does
not find its rightful place because it was accommodated to or synthesized
with unscriptural ideas. Taking the period of synthetic thought as the
* The purpose of this contribution is not to present a detailed research into the
methods of synthesis, but rather to offer a general introduction and survey. Specialists
in the field of early Christian and Mediaeval Philosophy and. Theology will perhaps not
find anything original because it is my intention to be of assistance to both the layman
and the student. This will also account for the extensive bibliographical references I
have considered necessary to include in the footnotes.
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starting point enabled Vollenhoven to divide the history of philosophy into
the three above-mentioned periods.
Before the coming of Christ the Word of God was confined more or less
to Israel, the elect. TheGreeks and Romans, who made such a very important contribution to Philosophy, knew nothing about the Bible. They
were pagans in their philosophy and could not give the word of God its
rightful place because it was unknown to them. Already very early there
existed certain types of synthesis or compromise between heathendom and
parts of the Bible, viz. the Old Testament. This synthesis, however, occurred
on a small scale because God limited His Word of Revelation to the
patriarchs and later on to Israel. Christianity and pagan thought develop
separately. After the coming of Christ and the descendence of the Holy
Spirit, the Gospel is no longer restricted to the Jews but was preached all
over Europe. Then the paths of Christianity and paganism converged and
the synthesis between paganism and Christianity occurred on a considerable scale.
The synthesis between Christian and pagan thought could not, in the
long run, endure: 'he paths of Christian and pagan thought again separated
when it became clear that they could not co-exist in the same system. There
were, however, two different motivations for this anti-synthetical philosophy which make it possible to distinguish between an anti-synthetic left
and anti-synthetic right direction. In the former we find those who, in their
philosophical thought, broke with the synthetic mind because they wanted
to get away from the Word of God. The representatives of this direction
were not necessarily unbelievers; they may have been Christians who did
not believe that the Bible should also have its appropriate place in scientific
endeavour. The anti-synthetic right direction of thought wanted to break
with the synthetic attitude so as to give Scripture its legitimate place in
science.
Focus on synthetic thought

As an introduction to the question of how synthesis became possible this
article confines itself to the reasons as to why synthetic thought 1 developed.
In other words it !nowres into the methods which were applied to accomplish the synthesis. Vollenhoven very briefly mentions three methods. 2
Further reflections on them may not only deepen our insight into Mediaeval
Philosophy, but may also be relevant for our understanding of contemporary
thought because, though the main tendency from about the sixteen century onwards was anti-synthetic, the synthetic mind never completely
disappeared. On the contrary, we experience a very powerful inclination
towards synthetic thought within contemporary Christianity.
The causes for synthetic thought

The synthesis commenced in the early Christian church. The early Chris1 Synthetic thought is not the same as syncretism. Cf. K. J. Popma: "Natuur en
genade". Philosophia Re f omwta, 36: 102, 1971. For a distinction between the different
forms of syncretism see M. R. van den Berg: Syncretiswne als uitdaging (1966), p. 16,

33-35.
2 Cf. Kort overzicht van de Geschiedenis der Wijsbegeerte voor den Curses Paedagogiek M.O.A. Amsterdam, Thej a, n.d., p. 23, 25 and 26.
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tiaras correctly realized that God had revealed the truth in His Word. They
were, however, also aware of the fact that Greek Philosophy had attained
many moments of valuable insight. The question was what the exact relation between the Word of God and Greek philosophy should be. Different
factors urged towards synthesis between the two.
Many of the converts were philosophers. They could not immediately
rid themselves of their pagan convictions and even those who enjoyed a
Christian upbringing were still daily surrounded by pagan culture.
Secondly, paganism launched an attack upon the church. To make their
defence understandable the Christians had to speak in a terminology which
they borrowed from pagan philosophy. The result was that all kinds of
Greek ideas crept into Christian thought. 3
Thirdly, the plague of internal heresy demanded a clearer exposition and
articulation of Christian belief or dogma. In this respect Christians also
had to borrow the theoretical equipment for their understanding of Scriptures from pagan thought. The result was not only that the missionary type
of sermon was displaced in favour of a predominantly apologetic exposition, 4 but that paganism and apostasy severely affected the Christian
message. 5
A fourth reason for the development of synthetic thought was the fact
that for the majority of the early Christians, their conversion merely meant
a change in their cultic life of worship, and they did not fully realize what
the implications were for the whole of life and society. Consequently it
was easier to decide upon their attitude towards paganism in religious
matters than in scientific and philosophic ones. This loss of the vision of
the Kingdom was of the utmost significance because to be Christian was
soon regarded as merely amounting to membership in the Christian Church.
The calling and task involved in being a Christian in the all-encompassing
Kingdom of God in all spheres of life was lost sight of. Because the church
was not regarded as just an important facet of the Kingdom of God, but
3 J. Hessen puts it as follows: "Diese (the Christians - B.J.v.d.W.) will die heidnische
Welt erobern. Das kann sie aber nur, wenn sie deren Sprache redet. Aber das genugt
noch nicht: sie muss auch in deren Denkformen denken. Ihr bleibt deshalb nichts
anderes iibrig, als dass sie den Inhalt ihrer Verkiindigung in eine Philosophische Form
kleidet, mit den Gedankenmitteln der griechischen Philosophie zum Ausdruck bringt.
Die Folge davon ist, dass aus der geoffenbarten Botschaftt immer mehr eine geoffenbarten Lehre wird". Griechische oder biblische Theologie? Das Problem der Hellenisierung des Christentums in newer Beleuchtung (1956), p. 10, 11.
4 Cf. J. Quasten: Patrology I (1950), p. 186.
5 We meet up with various views as to the extent of pagan influence on Christianity.
On the one hand we have the famous words of A. von Harnack: "Das Dogma ist in
seiner Konseption and seine Ausbau ein Werk des griechischen Geistes auf dem Boden
des Evangeliums". Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte I (1909), p. 20. On the other hand
the influence of pagan philosophy on Christian thought is often underestimated. Cf. for
instance J. Hessen, op. cit., p. 96. In my opinion the idea that paganism merely had
a "formal" and no "material" influence on Christian thought is an underestimation of
the real impact of heathendom. According to proponents of this theory, Christianity,
far from losing anything actually, gained by means of pagan influence. Cf. R. Seeberg:
Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte (1913-1920) and W. Glawe: Die Hellenisierung des
Christentums in der Geschichte der Theologie von Luther his auf die Gegenwart (1912) .
Interesting literature to consult in this connection is the inaugural address of J. J.
Thierry: Die Stoa van Zeno of de Zuilengang van Salomo (1958) and H. Robbers:
Antieke wiisgerige opvattingen in het Christelijke denkleven (1959).
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was more or less identified with it, the reforming power of the Word of
God was confined to the ecclesiastical area. The world outside the church
was regarded as pagan. The relationship between church and heathendom
was identified with that existing between the Church and the world. In
this way the false dilemma between church and/or world originated. The
three different solutions given for this problem will soon be made clear.
I want to conclude my brief sketch 6 by saying that the early Christians
were rarely aware of the synthesis they were constructing — just as Christians today do not perhaps fully realize their adherence to unscriptural
ideas. It should be remembered that it was not easy for the early Christians
to maintain their identity amongst a powerful pagan culture. Because we
are able to view this period from a distance and therefore more objectively,
it is far easier for us to detect the pagan elements in the thought of the
early Christians. We should therefore not condemn them too severely
particularly when we know that up to the present day the problem of the
relationship between church and world remains unsolved for many Christians. We still struggle with the age-old problem of faith (in the Word of
God) and reason (modern secular science and philosophy) 7 which was
already a vital issue in early Christian reflection 8
.

Athens and Jerusalem
In the critical issue as to the relationship between the Christian (or church)
and the world, we may discern three main solutions: world conformity,
world flight and world compromise. All these solutions reveal a synthetic
attitude and they are clearly revealed in the three methods of synthesis
which Vollenhoven distinguishes. By using Tertullian's metaphor of Jerusa6 More details will be found in the following selection of studies on this topic:
R. Klein (ed.): Das FI+iihe Christentum im romischen Staat (1971); J. Speigl: Der
r6mische Staat and die Christen: Staat and Kirche von Domitian bis Commodus (1970);
J. Geffcken: Das Christentum im Kampf and Ausgleich mit der griechisch-romischen
Welt (1920); 0. Gigon: Die Antike Kultur and das Christentum (1966); W. Jaeger:
Early Christianity and Greek Pa' (1961); A. Rij swij ck: "De waardering voor de
klassieke bij de vroeg-christelijke schrijvers". Hermeneus, 20: 1-5, 1948/'49; G. van der
Leeuw: "De botsing tusschen heidendom en christendam in de eerste vier eeuwen".
deling Letterkunde, nr. 9: 53 -79,
Mededelingen der Akademie van Wetenschappen. Afdeling
1949; W. N. Coetzee: "Die Christendom en die Klassieke". Koers, 22: 131 -150, 1954
and A. Sizoo: Het Christendom en zijn verhouding tot de antieke cultuur (1952).
The resistence on the part of paganism is described in books such as the following:
G. Bossier: Het stervend heidendom. Een cultuurbeeld van de 4e eeuw onzer jaartelling
(1912); P. de Labriolle: La reaction paienne, etude sur la polemique antichretienne du
cken: Der Ausgang des Griechisch-Romischen HeidenI er au We siecle (1934); J. Geffcken:
tums (1963) and N. J. Hammes: "Christendom en antieke Cultuur". In: Cultuurgeschiedenis van het Christendom (second print 1957. I, p. 399 et. seq.).
7 Illustrative of the contemporary struggle with this problem are H. Collwitzer and
W. Weischedel: Denken and Glauben. Ein Streitgesprach (1965); Grensgesprekken.
Evangelic en Wetenschappen (1969); the two volumes edited by C. J. Dippel: Geloof
en Natuurwetenschap (Vol. I, 1965 and Vol. II., 1967) and the special issue of Annalen
van het Thijmgenootschap entitled "Leven, weten, geloven" (Vol. 56, no. 2, 1969).
8 A summary of three different solutions to the problem of faith and reason in
Patristic and Mediaeval thought is given by the following authors: W. Betzendorfer:
Glauben and Wissen bei den Grossen Denkern des Mittelalters (1931), p. 257; J. F'inkenzeller: O f fenbarung and Theologie each der Lehre des Johannes Scotus (1961), p. 222228 and E. Gilson: Reason and revelation in the Middle Ages (1952).
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lem, i.e. the Bible, and Athens, i.e. Greek Philosophy, I can summarize as
follows.
The method of eisegesis-exegesis revealed an attitude of world conformity.
It claimed that Jerusalem was identical to Athens and vice versa. All that
was necessary was that the pagan philosophy of Athens should obtain biblical sanction and authority from Jerusalem by an allegorical interpretation of
Scripture.
In reaction to the ideal of world conformity, but without any real solution,
the method of paradox advocated an attitude of world flight. Jerusalem had
nothing to do with Athens. They were directly opposed to each other and
it was considered that Jerusalem (faith) should avoid Athens (reason) at
every cost. Nevertheless, both had their own right of separate existence.
The method of nature — supernature preached world compromise in an
attempt to avoid the extremes of both world conformity and world flight.
Jerusalem, representing the Scriptures, faith, church etc. was not permitted
to be submerged into Athens, the secular world made up of philosophy,
reason etc., nor to escape from it. Jerusalem was neither identical to Athens,
nor opposed to it, but, as the superior to an inferior realm, it surpassed
Athens.
These solutions to the problem of the relationship between a Christian
and a sinful world were of decisive importance because they shaped our
Western civilization. Contemporary Western man — and especially the
modern Christian — often discloses his split personality which is the result
of the blending of Jerusalem and Athens nearly two thousand years ago. 9
The method of eisegesis-exegesis

Exegesis can never be an absolutely neutral activity of "read and listen"
only. On the contrary, it can be a very risky procedure because exegesis is
very often preceded by eisegesis. Vollenhoven describes this process during
synthetic thought as follows: Foreign ideas clashing with biblical revelation were first read into the Bible and afterwards taken out again but now
with biblical sanction. 1 ° Eisegesis-exegesis means the reading into and
attributing unto the Scriptures what is not there or even what is in conflict with Scripture, thus making it seem as if the Bible sanctioned pagan
ideas. The Word of God is used in this way to make an unbiblical way of
thought and life legitimate.
9 "Onze Westeuropese cultuur vertoont een merkwaardige gespletenheid, die haar
oorsprong vindt in de bronnen waaruit zij is ontstaan. Twee werelden hebben samengewerkt tot het voortbrengen van de beschaving, zoals wij die heden ten dage kennen.
De ene noemen wij de wereld van Athene, de andere de wereld van Jeruzalem ...".
,,Twee zeer onderscheiden werelden, die van Athene en die van Jeruzalem zijn dus in
onze beschaving samengevloeid, maar zij zijn vaak samengevloeid zoals water en olie
samenvloeien ... De Europese mens is een gespleten mens". G. J. Hoenderdaal: De
mens in tweestrijd (1965), p. 37, 41.
The following studies are worthwhile consulting for the problem of the relationship
between church and world: M. C. Smit: Cultuur en Heil (1959); K. J. Popma: Venster
op de wereld (1968), p. 79-83 and 92-94; R. Soedarmo: In de wereld maar niet van
de wereld. Een studie over de grondgedachten van de theologie van Friedrich Gogarten
(1957) and J. C. van der Stelt: "Church and Society (An orientation)". International Reformed Bulletin, 11 (34): 15-36, July 1968.
10 Vollenhoven, op. cit., p. 23.
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In this respect allegorical exegesis was a useful device because accordin g
to this exegetical method the real meaning of a text differs from its litera l
sense. 11 Strictly speaking one should not speak of allegorical exegesis because it is no real exegesis or explanation of the text, but merely free interpretation. 12
Allegory is a type of figurative
ative (metaphorical) langua a 13 and as such
nothing is wrong with it because it enriches our way of expression. The
problem with allegorical interpretation, however, is that a text is assumed
to be an allegory which it was never intended to be. The obvious meaning
of the text is regarded as insufficient, inferior, and even offensive. The sense
of the literal meaning is merely regarded to serve as a bridge or pointer
to the real meaning. It is clear that in this way injustice is done to both
author and text.
The vital question is why the allegorical exegete rejects the obvious
meaning as being too poor to be conclusive. A statement of C. M. Edsman
gives us an answer and reveals to us why this type of interpretation was
so popular during synthetic thought: "Die allegorische Exegese oder Allegorese hat in alien Religionen mit heiligen Urkunden eine grosse Rolle
gespielt, um den feststehenden Formulierungen einen neuen and zeitgenossischen Inhalt beizulegen and dadurch auch die Autoritat kanonischer
S chrif ten zu b ew ahren". 14
These words may be applied to nearly every form of allegorical exegesis
in Western thought. When a change in the view of life and world occurs,
which is contrary to the current religious convictions, as contained in the
sacred scriptures, allegorical exegesis is applied — in order not to read what
is written in the texts but to read into them what is not there. The holy
book is thus used merely as a protective screen, and in reality is robbed of
its authority. There are many examples of allegorical exegesis in Greek,
Jewish, Arabic and Christian thought.
Allegorical exegesis with the Greeks

The allegorical type of exegesis is nearly as old as Western civilization.
The Greeks made use of it probably because they believed that the gods
reveal themself in riddles, oracles and mysteries which could not be understood literally. 15 When the older mythological singers and poets in Greek
culture were followed by the more rational philosophically inclined thinkers,
allegorical exegesis became very prominent. The philosophical ideas about
the gods clashed in the main, with the traditional myths about them. Because it was important for the more intellectually inclined not to be regarded as irreligious, they had to interpret the prevailing ideas about the gods
11 cX1Vyop ca is derived from adXXoS (= other) + óyop^uw (= to speak in
public) and literally means "to speak like somebody else". According to Lid-del & Scott
in their Abridged Greek-English Lexicon ãXryopác means "so to speak as to imply
other than what is said".
12 Cf. in this connection H. G. Stoker's article: "Uitlegging of Interpretasie". Koers,
2 (5): 26-33, April 1935, especially p. 27-28.
13 K. J. Popma discusses this in detail in his article "Philoonsche en Stoische Allegoristiek". Vox Theologica, 15 (3) : 61, 1943.
14 Edsman: "Allegorie" in Die Religion in Geschichte and Gegenwart (3rd Print)
I, p. 238.
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in such a way as would be acceptable to both themselves and the man in the
street. According to the philosophers the mythical songs and poems expressed the same ideas as those taught by them personally in a more abstract
and theoretical way. 16 In this way it was possible to get a meaning from the
myths other than what was actually implied.
Thus the gap was bridged and synthesis accomplished between the mythical popular belief and the new ideas of the philosophical avant garde.
Both myths and the new viewpoints were saved because the advanced
notions of the philosophers merely taught in a different way what the singers and poets had contributed long ago. 17
It is clear from this brief discussion 18 that allegorical exegesis appeared
at a time of fundamental change in the Greek view of life and thought and
the resulting conflict between authorative tradition and critical phi osophical thought.
Allegorical exegesis with the Jews
The outstanding example here is Philo of Alexandria. Vollenhoven discusses his viewpoints briefly with an example of its eisegesis-exegesis in which
the Old Testament is compromised with Greek philosophy. 19 According to
L. Cohn it is impossible to explain the origin of C istian Dogmatics without
reference to Philo s allegorical exegesis. 20
.

'

Allegorical exegesis with the Arabs
Averroes, to briefly mention an example, had to show that his philosophy
is not in disagreement with the Koran. He solved the problem by way of a
precise definition of three levels of comprehension of the Koran, re resented firstly by the great masses, who lived by imagination; secondly, the
theologians, who tried to get rational justification for their belief, and
thirdly, the small number of philosophers who formed the highest class.
Because the philosophers were not satisfied with the so-called exterior and
Cf. Ibid.
"... myths could be reinterpreted, and any phrase of them that was either morally objectionable or too crude for an intellectually advanced generation could be explained away. The hidden and deeper meaning of these stories was quite different from
what they superficially appeared to mean. In other words they had to be accepted not
literally, but allegorically." F. Solmson: Plato's Theology (1942), p. 42..
17 The vital question may be asked whether philosophers still believed in the traditional myths about the gods. Was their allegorical exegesis not a useful shield to hide
their secret disbelief and thus to protect themselves? We encounter a similar problem
in connection with the theory of double truth. (See our discussion of the method of
paradox.)
18 More details about allegorical exegesis with the Greeks are provided by the
following: P. Heinisch: Der Einfluss
luss Philos auf die dlteste Christliche Exegese (Barnabas,
Justin and Clemens von Alexandria). Ein Beitrdg zur Geschichte der allegorischemytischen Schriftauslegung im christlichen Altertum (1908), p. 5-15; H. W. Rossouw:
Klaarheid en Interpretasie. Enkele probleemhistoriese gesigspunte i.v.m. die leer van
die duidelikheid van die Skrif (1963), p. 48-88; J. Pepin: Mythe et allegorie. Les origins
grecques at les contestations judeo-chre'tiennes (1958) and W. Nestle: Vom Mythos zum
Logos (Chapter V, p. 126 et seq.)
19 Cf. Vollenhoven, op. cit., p. 22. Compare also the already mentioned book of P.
Heinisch as well as C. Siegfried: Philo von Alexandria als Ausleger des Alten Testaments
(1875, reprint 1970) .
20 Cf. L. Cohn: Die Werke Philos von Alexandria in deutscher Uebersetzung I
(1909), p. 7.
15

16
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literal meaning of the Koran, which they considered to be proper for the
uninstructed, they proceeded to the interior and hidden meaning by way of
allegorical exegesis.
The simple fact of the necessity for (eisegesis) exegesis reveals that fundamentally there is no contact between the Koran (faith) and Greek Philosophy (reason). The aim of Averroes' interpretation was not to arrive at a
better understanding of Koranic revelation, but on the contrary, to modify
it to such a degree that it could be accommodated to Greek Philosophy. 21
Revelation and reason remained in essence foreign to each other. Only eisegesis-exegesis could relate the two, but it was rather a violation of the real
iteral meaning of Koranic revelation in Favour of Greek philosophy, 22
than a genuine, honest explanation.
It is not surprising that the doctrine of a double truth was associated with
later so-called Latin Averroism. 1

f

Christian allegorical exegesis in Patristic and Mediaeval thought

Oriaen may be regarded as the father of allegorical exegesis within
Christianity. He introduced the distinction between three different meanings of Scripture, viz., the somatic, psychic or moral and the spiritual. He
believed that it was only by way of allegorical exegesis that the essential,
but hidden meaning of Hoy Scripture could be grasped, and elevated to
real gnosis. According to E. Gilson, Origen has almost continually employed
an allegorical interpretation of the Bible. It enabled him to introduce a large
number of ideas borrowed from outside the Bible 24 into his biblical commentaries.
We find the allegorical tradition continued throughout the Patristic and
Mediaeval Christian Period of thought. 25 Wellknown is the fourfold exegetical method of the Middle Ages: the literal, the allegorical, the moral and
the ana ogical. The literal interpretation acquaints with the facts, the allegorical with what must be believed, the moral with what must be done and
the anagogical or spiritual with what must be hoed for. It is interesting to
note that, according to this scheme, one should believe the results of allegorical exegesis and not the facts of the literal meaning of the text.
Modern examples of allegorical exegesis among Christians

Christianity has never been free from allegorical exegesis. Whenever a
ie van Al- f drabs
21 Cf. D. C. Mulder: Openbaring en rede in de Isldmitische Filosofie
tot I bn Rued (1949), p. 167. See also his article "Openharing en rede in de Islamitische
Filosofie". Correspondentiebladen, 14 (1): 14-16, 1950.
22 According to the following statement of G. Manser: "Der vollstandige Triumph
der Vernunft fiber die Koranautoritat ist bei Averroes o f f enkundig. Die philosophierende
Vernunft entscheidet, was Tradition ist, sie bestimmt, dass, falls eine philosophische
Konklusion dem Literarsinn des Korans widerspricht, eine Interpretation gesucht werden
muss; Sie entscheidet also faktisch auch, was interpretiert soli and was nicht; endlich
entscheidet sie erst recht, wie interpretiert werden muss". "Das Verhaltniss von Glauben
and Wissen bei Averroes". Jahrbuch f fir Philoso phie and spekulative Theologie, 25:
33, 1911.
23 The doctrine of duplex veritas will be discussed in my exposition of the second
method of synthesis, viz. that of paradox.
24 Cf. Gilson: History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages (1955), p. 36.
25 Cf. H. de Lubac: Exegese Medievale. Les q'uartre seas de L'ecriture. 4 Vols
(1959-1964) .

EISEGESIS-EXEGESIS

199

new life and world view, and with it, a new type of philosophy, came into
existence, the method of synthesis by means of eise esis-exegesis was vigorously applied. In confrontation with new philosophies Christian Theology
employed hermeneutics. By means of interpretation according to (newly)
prescribed hermeneutical rules, theologians tried to show that actually
tension between faith and science (philosophy) did not exist! In this way a
synthesis between" biblical faith and unchristian science was often effected.
Compare, for instance, the numerous efforts since the days of Darwin
intended to reconcile the biblical doctrine of creation with the natural
sciences' doctrine of evolution. Another striking example is to be found in
the influence of Rationalism (in the form of Cartesianism) on Christianity. 26
It is, however, not necessary to look to the past for illustrations since at
present we are confronted by the same phenomena. Christianity is challenged today by a very strong tendency towards synthetic thou ht. So-called
Christian theologians all over the world are of the opinion that the Bible
should be interpreted according to new hermeneutic rules 27 because contemporary man, with his new world and life view, cannot understand the
Scriptures which reflect the ancient Eastern life and world view. In fact,
Christian theologians have capitulated in view of a new secular, antibiblical conception of the world and its accompanying philosophy. This
accounts for their earnest efforts to explain the most "offending" doctrines
of Scripture away in order to achieve a synthesis with contemporary
thought. 28 According to them Hermeneutics alone may inform us as to which
part of Scripture is merely "wrappings" and which the hard-core essence
remaining once the "wrappings" have been removed. 29 It is understandable
that all that is not approved of by modern secularized man (e.g. the
26 Cf. E. Bizer: "Die Reformierte Orthodoxie and der Cartesianismus" ZThK, 55:
306-372, 1958.
27 Regarding the dominating role and new form of Hermeneutics in contemporary
theological thought I refer to the statements of S. U. Zuidema in "Een tweeslachtige
theologische hermeneutiek". Philosophia Reformata,
ormata, 33: 56, 1968 and H. W. Rossouw
in his dissertation Klaarheid en Interpretasie (1963), p. 11.
28 In support, I quote Zuidema: "Op zoek naar het motief, dat bedoelde theologen
tot aanvaarding van juist dit 'denkpatroon' drijft, meen ik bij hen allen to kunnen
konstateren, dat een hetzij verborgen hetzij openlijk uitgesproken apologetische beweegreden hier de hoofdrol speelt ... Even als Origenes, Thomas van Aquino, Schleiermacher en Ritschl, willen ook zij het christelijk geloof akkommoderen aan `de eisen van
de tijd' ". "Existentie-theologische hermeneutiek" I and II Philosophia Re f ormata, 32:
1 -24 en 81-110, 1967.
29 I have in mind here the ideas of H. M. Kuitert. Criticism of his viewpoint is given
by the following: H. van Riessen: Mondigheid en de Machten (1967); H. G. Geertsema:
"Geloof in diskussie inzake H. M. Kuitert: De realiteit van het geloof"; Opbouw, 12
(11-15): 85, 94, 99, 107, 115, 116, 1968. J. H. Olthuis: "Ambiguity is the key". International Reformed Bulletin, 12 (38): 6-16, 1969 and W. H. Velema: Aangepaste Theo-

logie (1971) .
From a Calvinistic point of view the following articles of Zuidema about Hermeneutics
in general are of importance: "Hermeneutiek en contemporaine theologieen". Algemeen
Nederlands Tijdschrift voor Wijsbegeerte en Psychologie 60 (1): 39-64, 1968; "De
Heilige Schrift en haar sleutel" in De Christus der Schriften
ten en oecumenische theologie
(1965), p. 39-66; "Holy Scripture and its key". International Reformed Bulletin, 11
(32/33): 49-60, 1968). Cf. also H. G. Geertsema: "Enkele opmerkingen in verband met
hermeneutiek". Bulletin van die S.A. Vereniging vir Calvinistiese Wysbegeerte, nr. 20:
32-42, Sept. 1969.
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doctrine of creation, miracles, resurrection of Christ, etc.) should be regarded as unimportant, mere wrappings. It is also clear that the essential content may be increased or diminished willy-nilly: it is impossible to determine the precise limits between "wrappings" and essence. It is obvious that
even though the words "allegorical interpretation" might not be used by the
proponents of these ideas, these words do in fact apply to what they are
doing. Here too the Word of God is forced to say what it really does not,
and not to say what it really does.
He who is aware of the dangers of allegorical exegesis may come to surprising new insights in his understanding of the Scriptures. As an example
I want to mention Calvin Seerveld's exegesis of the Song of Solomon in his
book The Greatest Song in critique of Solomon. 30
The method of paradox

According to Vollenhoven this is the second method (taken chronologically) applied in Christian synthetic thought, in reaction against the first.
According to the adherents of the paradoxical method the Scriptures conflicted with pagan philosophy, there being no unifying ground between them.
Tertullian

The method may well be illustrated by reference to Tertullian's thought.
According to Vollenhoven he accepted a pagan conception along with the
Bible as did the proponents of the method of eisegesis-exegesis. He did
realize, however, that Holy Scripture and Greek Philosophy were in conflict with each other on more than one point. Nevertheless he did not give
up either of them. The result was the paradox: both pagan philosophy and
the Bible were accepted as true the one next to the other.
In spite of its un erible inconsistency, this viewpoint realized, at least,
that pagan philosophy cannot easily and simply be accommodated to the
Bible, as the supporters of the method of eisegesis-exegesis tried to suggest. 31
Because they have nothing in common Tertullian would not try to harmonize Christian faith and pagan thought. His famous judgment in De
praescriptione haereticorum, 7, puts it very clearly: "What indeed has Athens
to do with Jerusalem? What concord is there between the Academy and
the Church? What has the heretic to do with the Christian? Our school is
the porch of Solomon which taught that one should serve the Lord in simplicity of heart. Away then with all attempts to produce an intermixed Christianity of Stoic, Platonic and dialectic composition. We want no curious
disputation after possessing Christ, no inquisition after enjoying the gospel.

30 Seerveld summarises his objections against allegorical exegesis in the following
words: "Allegorical exegesis assumes that the text means something different than it
says, and so requires specially learned interpreters who can supply the other "real"
meaning.
This procedure has two results: (1) it takes the biblical text out of the hands of the
ordinary reader and gives it to the theological expert or charismatic seer who has the
desired gnosis (inside knowledge); and (2) it prohibits any further check upon the truth
of the final interpretation supplied" (p. 13).
31 Cf. Vollenhoven, op. cit., p. 25.
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When we believe, we need nothing above our faith. That which we believe
is the first ..."
In the same part of De praescriptione haereticorum Tertullian calls Aristotle miserum and Socrates (declared a Christian by Justin Martyn) a corruptor of youth. To support his standpoint he calls upon Paul who warned
us not to let anyone confuse us by means of philosophy and vain deceit
(Col. 2:8).
"Credo quia absurdum est"

It is no wonder that posterity attributed the celebrated phrase credo quia
absurdum, "I believe because it is absurd" to Tertullian, though it is not
found in any of his works. We will find sentences such as the following:
"The Son o God was crucified; I am not ashamed of it, because it is disgraceful. The Son of God died; it is by all means to be believed, because it
is absurd. He was buried and rose again: the fact is certain, because it is
impossible". 32
In this paragraph the statement credibile est, quia ineptum est (from
which the formula credo quia absurdum est was probably derived) is especially important. This much disputed sentence clearly reveals Tertullian's
method of paradox, because, in spite of the fact that Tertullian used the
word ineptum instead of absurdum, it has more or less the same meaning in
this context.
Tertullian meant to say that the absurdities in Christian faith offer no
obstacles to him because he did not want to bridge the gap between faith
and reason but wanted to accept them both as true mutually exclusive
though they were. The contradiction between faith in the miracles of the
Scriptures, and rational truths he accepted did not prevent Tertullian at any
rate from believing in Scripture.
Superficially it may seem as if Tertullian's paradoxal attitude reveals an
anti-synthetic approach towards pagan philosophy. On closer examination
we see that Vollenhoven is correct when he calls paradox a method of synthesis. Tertullian was influenced by pagan thought in spite of his seemingly
antithetic approach. In the statement of Tertullian mentioned above, the
word quia is the crucial because it forms the link between faith and reason.
What is more: reason decides that faith is ineptum! Faith is again
measured according to the standard of reason and philosophy in spite of
the fact that it is a negative description of faith as stupid or absurd. What
Tertullian intended as a defence against philosophical thought had exactly
the opposite result: the Gospel, and faith in it, was transferred to a philosophical level again in the sense that is said to be anti-philosophical! A judgment like Credo etsi ineptum est ("I believe in spite of the fact that it is
absurd"), or "I believe in spite of the fact that it is regarded as stupid
according to pagan philosophy", would thus not have been so dangerous as
the statement "I believe because it is absurd". When we study Tertullian's
works in detail, we are not surprised to find a powerful influence of pagan

32

Crucificus est dei f' 'us; non pudet, quia pudendum, est. Et mortuus est dei

films; prorsus credibile est, quia ineptum est. Et sepultus resurrexit; certum est, quia
impossibile est. De Came Christi, 5.
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philosophy in his system 33 inspite of the fact that he was more critical and
anti-thetical in his approach than his predecessors who made use of the
method of eisegesis-exegesis.
Duplex veritas

Perhaps the so-called Averroistic theory of double truth 34 should also be
mentioned as an example of the method of paradox. It depends, however,
on what precisely is meant by double truth. According to some interpreters
the theory implies that the same proposition can be simultaneously true and
false: true as a statement of faith (in Theology) and false as a statement of
reason (in Philosophy) and vice versa. If the position indeed affirms the
simultaneous truth and falsity of the same doctrines, then the theory of
double truth may be regarded as an example of paradoxical method.
It has been suggested by other interpreters, however, that the so-called
duplex veritas was simply a sarcastic way of saying theological truth to be

nonsense. It was merely a protective device which the philosophers used to
protect themselves against persecution by the church. It served as shield
covering secret unbelief and faith in but one truth, viz. philosophical truth.
Behind this smoke screen the philosopher could deny basic tenets of Christian faith.
A third option seems to be that the adherents of the so-called double
truth theory only tried to delimit more clearly the areas of faith and reason
and that the double truth theory was not advocated by them, but imputed
to them by the church dignitaries who indicted them. Siger of Brabant, Join
of Jandun and Boethius of Dacia, together with the other Latin Averroists,
were, primarity philosophers practising philosophy for its own sake rather
than as ancilla t eologiae in support and defense of Christian faith. The
fact, however, that they res ected reason as an autonomous instrument
able to set its own course without resorting to the teachings of revelation 35
may explain why the authors of the condemnation of 1277 imputed the theory of double truth to them as a result of their ambiguous attitude: attach33 Cf. Ueberweg: Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie, II, p. 46 and B. K.
Wassink: Credo quia absurdum? (1949). In confirmation of my own ideas I quote the
statement of Wassink: "... dat het Christendom juist niet te karakteriseren is met de
woorden credo quia absurdmn. Weliswaar is deze karakteristiek door de theologen zelf
gegeven in de strijd tegen de wijsbegeerte, maar juist in deze karakteristiek bleek toch
de philosophie triompherende te zijn. Zij immers heeft wezenlijk het terrein van de
strijd bepaald en de theolagie terug gedrongen in een misschien wel onneembare, maar
tevens volkomen geisoleerde tegenstelling" (p. 62).
34 Th e following provide valuable information about this theory: W. Betzendorfer:
treten im christlichen Aben iachen Wahrheit. Ihr erstmalige Auftreten
Die Lehre von der Zweifachen
land and ihre Quellen (1924); Q. Breen: The twofold truth Theory in Melanchthon".
(In: Christianity and Humanism (1968), p. 69-72); E. Gilson: "Boeee de Dacie et la
double ve'rite". Achives d'Histoire Doctrinale et Litteraire du Moyen - Age. 22: 81-99,
1955; K. Heim: Zur Geschichte des Satzes von der doppelten Wahrheit (1918); A. Haufnagel: "Zur Lehre von der doppelten Wahrheit". Tubing. theol. Quartalschrift,t, 136: 28495, 1956; A. Maier: Das Prinzip der doppelte Wahrheit (1959); M. Maywald: Die Lehre
achen Wahrheit (1871); Michaud-Quantin: "La double - ve'rite' des. Avervon der zweifachen
roistes. Un texte nouveau de Boe'ce de Daci". Theoria, 22: 167-184, 1956 and M. Pine:
"Pomponazzi and double truth". Journal of the history of ideas, 29: 163-176, 1968.
35 Cf. A. A. Maurer: Medieval Philosophy (1962), p. 201, 202.
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ment to Christian faith on the one hand, but to Aristotlian philosophy in the
area of science as well. 3 °
This doctrine of double truth, which can be traced to the 16th century
in the thought of Pomponazzi 37 and even Melanchton, 38 is of great relevance to the present time because, today, many Christians still take the
method of paradox to be the only solution in their confrontation with contemporary secular culture.
The method of nature and grace

This third method of synthesis merits careful consideration. It is the final
result of previous efforts in determining the relationship between Christianity and pagan philosophy so as to combine the extremes of the two methods (world conformity and world flight) already discussed. Not only is
this method of great historical importance, but it is still a bone of contention
in contemporary Protestant and Roman Catholic thought. Many theologians
regard it as the fundamental point of difference between Protestantism and
Catholicism. 39
According to Vollenhoven the relationship between pagan philosophy
and Christian thought is by the proponents of this method, considered to
be like that of threshold to sanctuary, inferior to superior realm. 4 ° The
higher sphere supercedes, or crowns, the lower. Nature is a necessary prearation for grace, and conversely, grace does not abolish nature, but perfects it — without intrinsically reforming it.
Historical background

The two-realm theory of nature and grace, already well developed during
the Middle Ages, achieved its most articulate expression in the philosophy
of Thomas Aquinas. It is possible, however, to trace its roots far back in
history.
According to K. J. Popma the distinction between sacred and profane, 41
present in Greek thought, constitutes the origin of the nature-supernature
theme. 42 It forms the background of Plato's thought 43 and can also be
36

Cf. F. van Steenbergen: The philosophical movement

of the thirteenth century

(1955), p. 89.
37

Cf. the bibliography footnote 34 above.
Cf. the study of Q. Breen mentioned in footnote 34.
rontatie met de jongCf. B. Wentsel: Natuur en genade. Een introductie en confrontatie
ste ontwikkelingen in de Rooms-Katholieke theologie intake dit thema (1970), p. 3.
40 Cf. op. cit., p. 26.
41 "Profane" is derived from the Latin pro + fanum = in front of the sanctuary.
K. J. Popma gives many noteworthy insights about the origin and consequences of the
idea of an original dualism between the profane or secular and sacred or holy in his
work Levensbeschouwing. Vol. IV (1962), p. 57, 179-83.
42 Personally I regard the following statement of K. J. Popma as very important:
"Amongst others Mircea Eliade and G. van der Leeuw made it acceptable that
a dualism of a holy over against a profane `world' belongs to the oldest traditions
of human paganism. In the holy sphere Gods live their own lives and speak their own
language. Man in his profane existence needs the divine message, which as such is
incomprehensible to him. So he uses the intervention of a cultic functionary who is
considered capable of understanding the divine language and of translating it in profane
words. In his function, not in his person, this middleman was held to be divine in the
same way as the god whom he represented. Sometimes his title was 'theologos', i.e. the
38
39
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detected in the systems of Aristotle, 44 Philo of Alexandria 45 and Tatian. 46
The implication of this very important insight is that synthetic thought
in the form of the two-realm theory does not imply that the supernatural as
well as the natural component has its origin in Christian thought alone. The
whole dualistic scheme of nature and grace is a modification of an originally
pagan dualism between the profane and the sacred. Synthetic thought imlies the acceptance by Christianity of the pagan idea of an original dualism
etween a profane and sacred realm. 47
It would be very interesting to discuss why such a dualism came into
existence in primitive thought, 48 but we will confine ourselves to the further
development of the theme in Christian synthetic thought.

E

Clemens of Alexandria

According to Popma, Philo was the father of the idea of praeparatio
evangelica, viz. that Hellenistic culture is a preparation for or education
unto the Old Testament. 49 This idea is very clearly expressed in the thought
of Clemens.
God educated the Greeks by means of their philosophy and the Jews
with the Old' 'Testament unto Christ. Greek Philosophy and the Old Testament are two rivers converging in the New Testament. Greek Philosophy is
appreciated as the preparatory work or harbinger of New Testamentfulfillment. In this way the revelation of God is re ativized. On the one hand,
Clemens accepted the Word of God as the absolute truth while on the other,
he believed that the pagans had achieved truth which the Christians had
only to complete and bring to perfection. 5 °
Origen

He also postulates the idea that the Gospel only actualized what was in
potentiality present in pagan thought. Human wisdom is the pedagogue of
speaker and translator of divine words; this is not only the oldest but also the original
and never completely absent meaning of our word `theologian' ". "Natuur en genade".
Philosophia Re f ormata, 36: 123-124, 1971.
43 Cf. Ibid, p. 110.
44 Cf. Popma: Levensbeschouwing. Vol. III (1961), p. 333.
45 Cf. Popma: Philosophia Re f ormata, 36: 101-102, 1971.
46 Ibid.
47 In the thought of Thomas Aquinas, for instance, the theory of nature and grace
does not imply a division between God (Grace) and creation (nature), but a distinction
between a natural and supernatural side of God as well as in creation.
48 W. Philip has this to say of the matter: "Religionsgeschichtlich 1st die Spannung
zwischen Natur and tbernatur allenthalben Ausdruck der Sehnsucht nacht einer seligen
Oberwelt uber dem diistemn Weltraum, einer nahenden Heilsepoche nach blutiger Weltzeit, einer Durchdringung des todtbedrohten Menschen mit Himmelkraften". R.G.G.
(3rd print) IV (1960), p. 1329.
49 Popma rejects this as an unscriptural idea. Cf. his previously mentioned article in
Philosophia Reformata.
ormata. In my opinion the idea that the pagans longed for the coming
of Christ was a forerunner of the idea of desiderium naturale which will be discussed
in detail.
50 Th e mistake many people make with regard to the so-called "moments of truth"
in pagan thought is to uncritically assume a false theory of truth. The truth of a system
does not consist of unconnected fragments but it forms an organic unity. Therefore
ideas cannot be arbitrarily isolated from the whole of which they are part and described
as "moments of truth". They should be viewed in their context and in the light of the
"spirit" of the whole book or philosophy.
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divine wisdom. The Christians should therefore not hesitate to claim what
is correct in pagan thought as their own. Just as Israel took gold and silver
from the Egyptians to make utensils for the tabernacle, the conqueror
(grace, faith, theology, church) may take the products of pagan culture and
philosophy using it for the greater glory of God. This is regarded as legitimate because the treasures of Athens actually belonged to Jerusalem — the
pagan philosophers reached moments of real truth because they plagiarised
the books of Moses!
This apparently devout argument reveals a lack of radical Biblical criticism and is evidently an unobtrusive effort to evade the antithesis. 51
Augustine

E. Kinder warns that it will be incorrect and a perpetration of injustice
to try to read Augustine in the light of the later Mediaeval two-realm theory
of nature and grace. 52 Augustine does not concern himself with the tworealm theory in the form of nature-grace, 53 but it has been shown suffi
ciently that he definitely adhered to a certain type of two-realm theory 54 —
possibly under influence of Manicheism. 55 The idea of the desiderium naturale, so important to the nature-grace theory, as we will soon see, can also
be traced back to the neo-Platonism of Augustine. 56
Synod of Orange

The method of nature andace received its first official sanction at the
Synod of Orange (in 529 A.D. 67 which formulated decisions against semiPelagianism. These canons dealt with the subject of man's state before and
after the fall in such a way that it opened door to the nature-grace theme.
51
52

Cf. K. J. Popma: De oudheid en wij (1948), p. 73.
Cf. his contribution "Gottesreich and Weltreich bei Augustin and bei Luther".
In: H. H. Schrey (red.): Reich Getter and Welt. Die Lehre Luthers von den zwei Reichen
(1969), p. 42.
53
H. H. Schrey distinguishes in his contribution "Aufhebung and Erfiullung der
Geschichte? Ein Beitrag zum Verstandniss der Lehre von den zwei Reichen" (in the
volume mentioned in note 52 above) between three types of two-realm theories: the
Manicheistic type of Augustine, the Eusebian-Mediaeval type and the Lutheran type.
54
Cf. E. Terselle: "Nature and grace in Augustine's exposition of Genesis 1-5".
Recherces Augustinienes, 5: 95-137, 1968. On page 136 he gives a description of what
Augustine meant with the concepts grace and nature. He also shows the connection
between Augustine's two-realm theory and the doctrine of two kingdoms. In this connection see H. van der Laan: "Wezen en oorsprong van Augustinus' leer der twee rijken".
Correspondentiebladen, 24: 33-44, April 1960.
X. Lorentz, in his article "Gnade and Erkenntniss bei Augustin" ZKG, 75: 21-78,
1964, also proved that Augustine accepted a certain form of two-realm theory (p. 78) .
According to J. van Laarhoven, in his contribution "Luthers Lehre von den zwei
Reichen. Notizien caber ihre Herkunft" in the volume mentioned in note 52 above,
Augustine should not be viewed as the spiritual father of the doctrine of the two kingdoms of Luther.
55
Cf. the contribution of A. Adam "Die manichaische Ursprung der Lehre von den
zwei Reichen bei Augustin" in the volume mentioned in note 52.
56 Cf. Wentsel:
Natuur en genade (1970), p. 446 and 448.
57 Cf. Vollenhoven, op. cit., p. 26 and also Philosophia Re f ormata, 11: 111, 1946.
G. E. Meuleman does not agree with Vollenhoven's interpretation of the decisions of
Orange. Cf. his contribution "Natuur en genade" in Protestantse Verkenningen na V aticanum I (1967), p. 61.
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Before the fall man possessed a special measure of super-nature. When he
fell into sin he lost the higher supernatural part (faith). Man's fall did not,
however, essentially affect or change his lower natural part. It remained
more or less intact. Man still possessed the natural light of reason. The
human being after the fall is man minus faith, and after salvation man plus
faith again. According to this view, sin or evil is only the absence of the
good (faith), a lack or deprivation. According to the Bible, however, sin is
a "positive", radical apostate power which leaves nothing — not even socalled natural reason — intact.
Vollenhoven mentions two other examples in which the two-realm theory
is clearly expressed. At about 1060 A.D. it was stated that the doctrine of
transubstantiation could not be philosophically explained because it belonged to the area of grace. Ina out 1140 the theme of nature and grace
facilitated another thinker's distinction between Theology (sphere of grace)
Philosophy (sphere of nature).
Thomas Aquinas
Undoubtedly the method of synthesis by way of the theory of naturegrace was most consistently and lucidly applied by Aquinas (1225-1274). 58
According to him grace did not abolish nature, but perfected it. Nature,
embracing the whole of reality as understood by pagan philosophy, was
related to grace, i.e. the whole of life viewed in the light of the Bible, as
is a threshold to a sanctuary. According to him then there are two more or
less autonomous areas of life. It is impossible for the higher sphere (grace)
to reform the lower (nature) because the lower enjoys a great degree of
autonomy. Real Christian activity in the field of nature (for instance a
radical Christian Philosophy) was neither necessary nor possible.
Problems with the idea of "desiderium natural?

New developments within Roman Catholic thought resulted in a closer
analysis of the exact relationship between nature and grace in the system
of Aquinas. It is in this connection that the idea of desiderium naturale or
natural desire was singled out for attention. 59
58 P. Ohm summarizes Aquinas' views as follows:
"Der H. Thomas gebraucht das Wort `Natur' fur die Wesenheit eines Dinges, speziell
fur die Wesenheit eines Dinges insofern es handeln and leiden kann. `Naturlich' ist dan
fur dieses die Natur mit allen, was zu ihr gehort, aus ihr folgt oder von ihr gefordert
wind.
Folglich ist fur den Menschen 'naturlich' zunachst seine Wesenheit, dan alles was es
auf Grund seiner Wesenheit hat, bezw. beanspruchen kann".
" `Uebernatur' ist der Inbegriff alles dessen, was uns Gott ungeschuldet in freier Liebe
zu den naturlichen Gaben hinzugeben hat oder geben will. Unter `Ubernatur' verstehen
wir alle Erkenntnisse, Werte and Vorziige, Gaben and Ziele,. Betatigungen and Wirkungen, welche die naturlichen Anspruche, Bediirfnisse and Krafte des Menschen iibersteigen and von Gott aus ungeschuldeten Wohlwollen zur `Natur' hinzu gegeben werden".
Die Stellung der Heiden zu Natur and Ubernatur nach dem hl. Thomas von Aquin
(1927), p. 26, 27.
Cf. also H. Lais: Die Gnadelehre des hl. Thomas in der Summa Contra Gentiles and
der Kommentar des Franziskus Sylvestris von Ferrara. (1951) B. Wentsel discusses
Aquina's viewpoint on p. 448-475 and gives a summary on p. 472-475 of his study
Natuur en Genade.
59 Cf. B. Wentsel op. cit. as well as the following studies. Desire for God. Does man
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Thomas Aquinas emphasized the fact that God is the origin (exitus) and
goal (reditus). According to the neo-Platonic scheme everything emerges
from but also aspires back to God. In this circular movement it is especially
the striving to return to the Origin (God) which is important at the
moment, as is Aquinas' statement hominum insitum est desiderium naturale
videndi Deum. A detailed discussion of this doctrine is not possible here
because it requires an exposition and explanation of Aquinas' whole ontology (particularly his doctrine of analogy and participation). We will confine ourselves to one main question, viz.: how is a supernatural striving in
the natural sphere possible? If it is indeed possible, then there must be
something supernatural in the natural sphere. Viewed from the opposite
point of view we face this problem: if grace does not abolish nature, but
perfects it, then there must be something natural in the supernatural sphere
of grace.
In spite of its problematic character the doctrine of natural desire is of
great importance in the thought of Thomas and his followers because it
constitutes the liaison between the two orders (nature and grace).
Different interpretations

A glance at the history of the various interpretations may be of value
for arriving at deeper insight into the whole problem.
Cajetan (died 1534) solved the problem by eliminating the natural character of the desire. He makes a supernatural desire of the desiderium natutale because, in his opinion, the natural human being cannot aspire to something supernatural. (He did not use the term "natural" in the concept
"natural desire" in the strict sense of the word.) When man is elevated to a
supernatural level he has a desire for God.
Sylvester Ferrariensis (died 1528) solved the problem by rejecting the
supernatural character of the object of the desire: the natural desire is
directed to the natural side of God only and not to His supernatural side.
At the end of the previous century, and also after the Second World War,
quite different interpretations were advanced. According to all previous
commentators on Aquinas, nature was not positively directed towards grace
but constituted a more or less passive substratum. The new interpreters
brought forth a great variety of possible solutions 60 but they all converged
in their rejection of the idea that nature and grace existed harmoniously in
two neatly separated worlds. 61
M. Blondel combined his dynamic view of reality with the idea of natural
aspire naturally to the beatific vision.? An analysis of this question and its history (1947);

J. E. O'Mahony: The desire for God in the philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas (1929);
F. de Raedemacker: "Het Desiderium naturale videndi Deum". Biidragen. Tijdschri f t
voor Filosofie
ie en Theologie, 17 : 56-79, 1956; J. B. J. Meyer: De eerste levensvraag
in het intellectualism van St. Thomas van Aquino en het integraal-realisme van
Maurice Blondel (1940); Id.: "Het participatiebegrip in de Thomistische circulatieleer."
In: De Thomistische Participatieleer. (Verslag van de Tiende Algemene Vergadering der
Vereniging voor Thomistische Wijsbegeerte), p. 55-71.
60 Cf. the above-mentioned works of B. Meyer and P. B. Bastable.
61 M. C. Smit summarizes the change in the following words: "Legde men in de
19e eeuw het accent op de distantie, op de gapende kloof tussen natuur en genade, in
de 20e eeuw, vooral sinds 1930, zoekt men beider synthese in haar intieme verbondenheid. Tegelijkertijd echter handhaven de meeste Rooms-Katholieke denkers de dis-
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desire and speaks about the gap, nostalgia, defect, insufficiency and unsatisfied ontological longing of the imperfect being for the perfect (God). Blondel's problem was that by stressing the unity of nature and grace too much,
the differences between them could be lost from sight. Transgression into
the boundary between the two is implicit if the natural desire reaches the
supernatural destination under its own power. Another difficulty is the following: if God created such an impulse toward the supernatural in man,
does it not imply that nature can lay claim to fullfilment from grace? Is
God not forced to comply with nature's claim? And if this is so, is God not
robbed of His sovereign freedom, and grace of its gratuitous character? This,
perhaps, is the reason why Blondel in his later works avoided such expressions as `the necessity of the supernatural' and the `demand of nature with
regard to grace'.
H. de Lubac tried to solve this interesting problem by teaching that the
natural urge is not given to man as a permanent property, but that it is
something which perpetually emanates from God Himself. Thus God longs
towards Himself through His creation and He Himself is the answer to this
longing. In this way God's freedom is saved but a new problem threatens,
viz. pantheism.
A third solution that the spiritual life of man points beyond itself is suggested by K. Rahner. In a transcendental openness the inner part of man is
towards supernatural elevation. 62
The dialectical tension resulting from the accommodation of Christian to
pagan thought, in the theme of nature and grace, is clearly visible in the few
interpretations mentioned. It would have been easy and simple to stress one
ole of the double order of nature and grace. However, this would imply
heresy: he who overemphasizes grace, may be charged with pantheism,
and he who overaccentuates nature, may be accused of "naturalism" or pancosmism. On the one hand, the unity between nature and grace must be
emphasized, and on the other hand, the boundary between the two must
be duly observed.
It is clear that the theme of nature and grace is not only an epistemological method according to which the problem of the relationship between
Christianity and pagan philosophy is solved. It can, therefore, not be qualified as either theological, or philosophical, or as a mixture of both. It is
even more fundamental than the ontolo ical level: it is basically a religious
groundmotive. It reveals a synthetic religious position according to which
an effort is made to serve two masters at the same time: pagan thought as
well as the Word of God.

E

Practical consequences
Because the nature-grace theme is not of a solely abstract, theoretical
tantie. Hier ligt de bron e'n van de polariteit e'n van die schier onbeperkte gevarieerdheid van hun besohouwingen". De verhouding van Christendom en Historie in de huidige Rooms-Katholieke Geschiedbeschouwing (1950), p. 19, 20.
See in this connection also the essay of G. E. Meuleman mentioned in note 57 above
as well as the study of U. Kuhn: Natur and Gnade. Untersuchungen zur deutschen
katholischen Theologie der Gegenwart. (1961)
62 For Rahner's viewpoint see his essay "Natuur en genade volgens de leer van de
Katholieke Kerk". In: Brandpunten in de hedendaagse Theologie (1962).
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thought-pattern but a religious driving force and impulse, its influence in
ractical life is tremendous. Subject to it the whole of life is viewed ass lit
b y polar tension that we get the following dualistic notions: secularreligious, common grace — special grace, autonomous man — sovereign God,
the God of the philosophers — the God of the Bible, God the Creator —
God the Redeemer, word and earthly things — heaven and heavenly thins
the visible — the unseen, the body (outerTife) — the soul (inner life), or inary laymen (not in service of God) — clergymen (in special service of God),
unordained — ordained, sir — the reverend, politician — priest, father —
monk, mother — nun, marriage — celebacy, industry — monastry, the state
and other natural institutions (marriage, family, school, university, free
associations etc.) — the church, emperor — pope, general revelation (in
nature) — special revelation (in Bible), reason -- faith, understanding — believing, Philosophy, natural Theology and all the other sciences (neutral) —
supernatural Theology (by nature Christian), university — seminary, academy — church, classroom — chapel, secular or natural law — canon or
divine (supernatural) law, natural — spiritual, autonomous — theonomous,
optional — necessary, fact — value, observation — evaluation, horizontal —
vertical, now — then, already — not yet, appointed by man — instituted by
God, learning — praying, temporal — eternal, free will — Christian will,
natural man — Christian man etc. 63
;

Biblical criticism

According to this scheme the non-ecclesiastical areas of life can only
have sense in so far as they are dominated and perfected by the church.
Being a Christian is regarded as identical with belonging to church. Religion is in this way confined to the so-called higher spheres of life. Because
the lower area of so-called natural life is autonomous it cannot be christianized. In spite of the subordination of nature to the supernatural, grace floats
like oil on water so that a reformation of the whole of life in the light of
Scripture is out of the question.
From what has already been said it is clear that one's view about the
relationship of nature and grace, and of pagan thought and the Bible, is
closely related to one's conception of fall and redemption.
Thomas Aquinas advocated an ontological viewpoint, according to which
fall into sin implies a loss of the supernatural or divine Salvation implies the
return, as a kind of donum superadditum, of the divine part to an unaffected human nature. Salvation actually implies a deification of man.
Thomas placed the antithesis in the ontological structure of things (e.g.
man) rather than in the direction of man's response to the Word of God. 64
Therefore, the viewpoint of Thomas is ignorant of the radical character of
both fall and redemption. After the fall, man, by nature, is still directed to
God (the desiderium naturale) because he is not entirely corrupted. Accor63 Cf. the Syllabus A survey of biblical Christianity in the Western world since the
sixteenth century. (1970) by J. C. van der Stelt, p. 6, 7, 18, 19. J. H. Olthuis gives a
classification of the different types of two-realm theories in his article "Must the church
become secular?" International Reformed Bulletin, 10(28): 14-31, 1967 which was also
published in Out ^ o f concern for the church (1970), p. 105-125.
Cf. A. Troost's critique on the two-realm theory in his article "De openbaring
Gods in de maatschappelijke orde". Philosophia Reformata, 34, 11-12, 1969.
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ding to Scripture, however, man is totally corrupted and cannot return to
God of his own will and desire as is the case in the semi-Pelagianism of
Aquinas.
Redemption is not something total and radical in Aquinas' view either,
since it is confined to a certain part of the human being. His whole existence
is not renewed. (The only difference between a Christian and a nonChristian is that the Christian has grace added). Biblically speaking redemption implies a total and radical religious change, a turn-about in
direction.
The Biblical doctrine about nature and grace 65 is that grace can only
be spoken of after the f all 66 so that man was not robbed of grace when
he fell into sin. Further, the antithesis does not lie in the opposition between
a realm of grace and a realm of nature, but rather in the radical conflict
between two spiritual directions: the spirit of light and the spirit of darkness, obedience to God and disobedience. The tension is not between grace
and nature, but grace versus sin and the wrath of God. 67
The final outcome of Thomas' two-realm theory in subsequent times was
a progressive separation and, finally, an utter divorce between nature and
grace. Secularism soon attained to dominance in the historical development
of post-medieval, modem culture. Aquinas and others meant well with the
two-realm theory, but the end was a secular world.
That is why my discussion of the three methods of synthetic thought
cannot end but with the urgent conviction that the time for radical
Christianity is now!
SUMMARY
Athens and Jerusalem: Methods of synthesis in their encounter

The purpose of this essay is to investigate, by way of introduction, the
reasons for the rise of synthetic thought in early Christianity and to elaborate on the three methods by which this synthesis was accomplished.
According to Prof. D. H. Th. Vollenhoven Christian synthetic thought
manifested itself in three different religious methods which, by using
Tertullian's metaphor of Athens (Greek philosophy) and Jerusalem, (the
Bible), we can summarize in the following way:
65 The studies of 0. Noordmans: Natuur en genade bij Rome (1949) and A. A. van
Ruler: "Natuur en genade" in his book Theologisch Werk Vol. I (1969), p. 121-133 does
not offer radical criticism on the two-realm theory. The following are, however, worthwhile reading in this connection: D. Jacobs: Incarnatie en genade (1958); B. Wentsel:
Natuur en genade (1970), cf. p. 334-352; A. D. R. Polman in Christelijke Encyclopedic
Vol. III (1958), p. 154-155; S. G. de Graaf: "De genade Gods in de structuur der
gansche schepping". Philosophia Re f ormata, 1 : 18, 77-79, 1936. Id.: Chapter V of
his work Christus en de wereld (1939); A. H. de Graaf: The educational ministry of the
church (1966, resprint 1968), p. 32, 65 etc. and D. H. Th. Vollenhoven: Het Calvinisme
en de Rcformtie van de Wijsbegeerte (1933), p. 45-47.
66 Cf. Wentsel, op. cit., p. 306.
67 Cf. Wentsel, op. cit., p. 306, 430; Popma: "Natuur en genade", Philosophic
Re f ormata, 36 : 109, 1971 and Vollenhoven: Het Calvinisine en de Re f ormatie der
Wijsbegeerte (1933), p. 45.
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The method of eisegesis-exegesis revealed an attitude of world conformity.
It claimed that Jerusalem was identical with Athens and vice versa. It was
only necessary that the pagan philosophy of Athens obtain biblical sanction
and authority from Jerusalem by an allegorical interpretation of Scriptures.
In reaction to the ideal of world conformity, the method of paradox
advocated an attitude of world flight. Jerusalem had nothing to do with
Athens and visa versa. They were directly opposed to each other and
Jerusalem (faith) should avoid Athens (reason) at every cost. Nevertheless,
both had their own right to separate existence.
The method of nature-grace (supernature) preached world compromise
in an attempt to avoid the extremes of both world conformity and world
flight. Jerusalem, representing the Scriptures, faith, church, etc. was not
permitted to be submerged into Athens, the secular world made up of
reason and philosophy, nor to escape from it. Jerusalem was neither identical to Athens, nor opposed to it, but, as the superior of two realms, it
surpassed Athens.
1. In the method of eisegesis-exegesis allegorical exegesis was of great
importance. Its historical background is traced to Greek, Jewish, Arabian
and early Christian thinkers. A few examples of its actuality in modem
Christian thought are given and reasons why this method is unacceptable
are stated.
2. My discussion of the method of paradox concentrates on Tertullian's
idea of credo quia absurdum est as well as on the theory of the so-called
duplex veritas.

3. The historical background of the method of nature and grace is
traced back to the distinction between the profane and the sacred among
primitives. This dualism influenced Greek thought. The idea of praeparatio
Evangelica, which was very prominent among certain early Christian
apologists, was also of decisive influence in the development of the naturegrace theme. The question whether Augustine accepted a two-realm theory
in the form of nature-supernature is discussed as is Vollenhoven's idea that
the theme of nature and grace first appeared at the Synod of Orange. At
the time of Thomas Aquinas the two-realm theory of nature and grace was
well developed, but it reached its most articulate expression in his philosophy. The determination of the exact meaning of his theory of desiderium
naturale is very important for the interpretation of his viewpoint. Some
old and new interpretations to solve the problems involved are discussed
in this connection. In the concluding part of the essay the unhappy consequences of the nature-grace theme are indicated. Criticism in the light of
Scriptures reveals something quite different about nature and grace and
their relation.

A SELECTED AND ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY
OF D. H. TH. VOLLENHOVEN
BY

Drs. K. A. BRIL
This biblio aphy more or less represents a supplement to the bibliography compiled by C. Groen in Perspectief (Kampen, 1961), which covers
the years 1918 through 1960. This present bibliography, therefore, is mainly
limited to what has been published since 1961. Subsequent to publication
of the bibliography in Perspectief,, approx. sixty articles covering the same
period were found that had not been included, among which mimeographed
articles and shorter articles in M.V.C.W. As it does not seem necessary to
include them below, we hope to publish them in Corr. Bl. in due course.
Inasmuch as the volume Perspectief may be difficult to obtain for some
readers, we have first mentioned the most important works of Vollenhoven
through 1960 in our bibliography, followed by publications since 1961 and,
finally, publications of others since 1960 which deal with Vollenhoven's
work.
In the same volume of Perspectief can be found a bibliography written
by G. Puchinger. In 1960, C. G. Seerveld wrote a short, witty sketch with
bio raphical observations. Biographical information can also be found in
P. den Ottolander, Streven, 1962, p. 182, and H. E. Runner, Perspective,
1972, p. 7. Lastly, we would like to point to the first and the last part of
Vollenhoven's valedictory lecture of 1963.
As far as writings regarding systematic philosophy are concerned, they
can easily be found in the first part of the bibliography in Perspectief.. For
the period since 1961, see the various articles in Oosthoeks Encyclopedie
(1959-1964), Plato's realisme (1963, pp. 127-131), Isai ooge Philosophiae
(1967) and Problemen van de ti/d (1968).
In the period with which this bibliography is concerned, research has
clearly been dominated by the "problem-historical" (or problem-geschichtliche) method. This is amply illustrated by the following translated passage
from the Preface of IsaUooge Philosophiae (1967):
The changes made were limited to corrections of a technical nature.
For my initial plan, viz., to improve sections here and there, would,
in fact, have meant a complete revision anyway. And that was out
of the question: the time and strength I still have should, I think,
be reserved for the further development of the consequent problemhistorical method, the results of me again and again.
The Professor has written a three-sentence profile of this method in Current
Research in The Netherlands, Humanities, 1971, which is to be published
in 1973. For the sake of clarity, we take the liberty of quoting it here:
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Every philosopher is dependent upon his predecessors and contemporaries and exerts an influence both on his contemporaries
and succeeding generations. These observations applied to the
field of history of philosophy necessitate an analysis which takes
account both of the prectominant philosophical climate and the
specific philosophical approach of a particular philosopher. A
systematic investigation o this fact leads to a consequent problemhistorical method.
Concerning development of Vollenhoven's historiographical method, see
his own publications in Phil. Ref., 1941, p. 65; Corr. Bl., Sept., 1946, p. 32,
and Phil. Ref. 1961. Furthermore, see S. U. Zuidema (1963), H. Hart (1964,
1965), H. van der Laan (1967) and A. M. Wolters (1970).
Although it is evident from several of his studies that Vollenhoven, beginning with his dissertation of 1918, has continually shown a deep interest
in the history of philosophy, the problem-historical method itself did not
arise until the early 1940's. A first stage was reached in the lectures on
Kort overzicht over de geschiedenis der wi/sbegeerte of 1947 (not to be
confused with those of 1956). We may speak of a further development with
the publication of the important survey-article in Phil. Ref. of 1961, as well
as the internal publication of the Schematische Kaarten (Schematic Charts)
in 1962. All of this has been clearly summarized in his (unfortunately) unpublished guest-lectures in South Africa in 1963 as well as in the Plato
research to be found in his valedictory lecture of 1963. However, this is
followed by an amazing development, with which the works in this bibliogra by are by and large concerned. A survey that serves as an aid to the
study of the articles of this period can be found in K. A. Bril, Tien jaar
probleem-historische methode, 1971.
Many may have asked in recent years why it is that on several subjects

at most mimeographed editions are available and why no further editions
and summarizing surveys have been published. This becomes somewhat
clearer by examining the published materials.
After publication of Geschiedenis der W i/sbegeerte I (1950), it became
evident that many additions and modifications were necessary. Since the
summarizing survey in the Schematische Kaarten of 1962, it appeared
essential to distinguish more types and to locate others more accurately.
The Geulincx lecture of 1967 is an important landmark in this respect. The
three types that Vollenhoven had distinguished in the Interaction Theory for
more than twenty years had to be increased to at least six types. His interpretation of Plato also underwent a series of critical modifications since
April, 1969. Moreover, several historical phases (or time-epochs) needed to
be supplemented.
A summarizing survey of the results can be written only after thepreparatory work has reached a certain conclusion. It is for this reason tat,
or the time being, only several mimeographed editions can be made available which have been included in this bibliography. Even Vollenhoven
himself has to be studied `problem-historically'.
Students attending the lectures of 1958/9 to 1962/3 have compiled about
ten collections of lecture notes, for which Vollenhoven himself is not responsible. These mimeographed notes, which have been photocopied partly
later on, are by and large sold out. These have not been included in this
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bibliography. A summary of them can also be found in the above work of
K. A. Bril on p. 10.
The following, however, is essential to the study of the problem-historical
method. Ever since his valedictory lecture, Vollenhoven gave a privatissimum,
a tutorial lecture, during each academic year. Of these lectures from 1963/4
through the eighth of 1970/1, those from 1966/7 on have been typed and
photocopied on a limited scale. Since 1971 they are being mimeographed
and re-published. Thus it is possible to closely follow the development of
Vollenhoven's research after his seventieth birthday. These lectures have
often been the result of exacting labor under strenuous personal circumstances.
The research and future publications Vollenhoven still plans to make can
be found in the above-mentioned Current Research in the Netherlands.
This constitutes a revision of the Schematische Kaarten of 1962, which he
had planned to do already upon his retirement (cf. his Privatissimum of
1967/8, p. 1), as well as a short survey of the consequences of his method
for the history of philosophy, a revision and continuation of the survey in
Phil. Ref., 1961.

We sincerely hope that it will be possible for Vollenhoven to accomplish
at least some of this as yet. The Privatissima can be considered as being
preparatory work.
A number of works for the study of systematic philosophy and the development of historiographical methods have already been mentioned.
For the examination of the problem-historical method itself, a number of
publications are rather essential.
In the first place, we should mention De consequent probleem-historische
methode (1961) and Schematische Kaarten (1962; English translation, 1973).
Further, in chronological sequence, works published in 1956, 1959, hilosophical articles in Oosthoek's Encyclopedie (1959-1964), "Hoofdtrek en der
wi sgerige problematiek in de hedendaagse mens-beschouwing" (1964),
Sc ematisc a Kaarten, supplement (1967), Privatissimum 1970-1971 (1971),
Privatissimum 1969-1970 (1972) and the publications in preparation f or 1973.
Moreover, from the works by other authors: K. A. Bril (1971), H. Hart
(1964, 1965, 1966, 1968), N. T. van der Merwe (1969), H. E. Runner (1958)
and B. J. van der Walt (1969/70, 1971).
.

Availability

The most convenient address for the mimeographed and other nonofficial editions is The Bureau of the Philosophical Institute of the Vrije
Universiteit, De Boelelaan 1105, Amsterdam, The Netherlands.
Abbreviations
Corr. Bl.: Correspondentie-Blader. van de Vereniging voor Calvinis-

tische Wijsbegeerte.

M.V.C.W.: Mededelingen van de Vereniging voor Calvinistische Wijs-

begeerte.
Phil. Ref.: Philosophia Reformata.
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VOLLENHOVEN'S MOST SIGNIFICANT WORKS
THROUGH 1960
We have included each published monograph of this period. Moreover,
partially coinciding with this group, publications are mentioned which are
listed by the author himself in Oosthoek's Encyclopedie (5th ed.) under the
entry "Vollenhoven", viz., 1918, 1926, 1929 (should be 1930), 1932, 1933,
1948, 1950 and 1956. As far as I know, only five publications appeared in
English during this period, not taking into account two very short articles.
The former have also been included.
1918
De wi/sbegeerte der wiskunde van theistisch stand punt.
Amsterdam: van Soest, 1918. 444 pp.
Dissertation Vrije Universiteit.
In 1953, Vollenhoven writes about this work, "In his dissertation
(1918), Vollenhoven, with regard to his position on the mutual
relationship of intuition and thou ht, approached the position of
Poincare, who associated Lebensp ilosop ie with ennoetism".
-- Oosthoek's Encyclopedie, Vol. 15 (1953, 4th ed.), p. 586; entry:
"Wijsbegeerte, Calvinistische".
On this subject, Vollenhoven wrote later on in, among others,
"Problemen en richtingen in de wijsbegeerte der wiskund e", Phil.
Ref. 1 (1936), pp. 162-187.
1926

Logos en ratio, beider verhouding in de geschiedenis der W esterse kentheorie.
Kampen: Kok, 1926.77 pp.
Inaugural lecture at the Vrije Universiteit.

"Kentheorie en Natuurwetenschap".
Orgaan der Chr. Ver. van Natuur- en Geneeskundigen in Nederland (1926),
pp. 53-64, 147-197.
1930
De eerste vragen der psychologie.

Lecture held on November 9, 1929 for the Gereformeerde Psychologische
Studievereniging.
Loosduinen: Kleywegt, [1930]. 34 pp.
1931

"The significance of Calvinism for the Reformation of Philosophy".
The Evangelical Quarterly, 3 (1931), pp. 387-403, 4 (1932), pp. 128-160,
398-427.

Translation of: "De betekenis van het C'alvinisme voor de reformatie van de wijsbegeerte".
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Anti-revolutionaire Staatkunde, (quarterly edition) 5 (1931), pp.
180-198, 266-334.
1932

De noodzakeli/kheid eener Christeli/ke logica.

Amsterdam: Paris, 1932. 110 pp.
1933

ormatie van de W ilsbegeerte.
Het Calvinisme en de Reformatie

Amsterdam: Paris, 1933. 319 pp.
A register of names was published as an appendix in Corr. Bl. 2,
nr. 1 (1937).
1939

Proeve eener ordening van wi/sgerige conce ties.

Referaat voor de vier-en-twintigste Wetensc appelijke Samenkomst van de
Vrije Universiteit, July 12, 1939.
Assen: Hummelen, 1939.76 pp.
A statement of correction of some printing errors can be found in
Corr. Bl. 4, nr. 3-4 (1939), pp. 44-45.
1941
Richtli/nen ter orientatie in de gangbare W ijsbegeerte.

Publication of the Reunisten-Organisatie of N.D.D.D. nr. 13, 1941. 162 pp.
A further elaboration of the first 54 pages of this book can be found
in Phil. Ref. 6 (1941), pp. 65-85 and (1942), pp. 9 -46. Accordin
to the first note in this article, this whole book had been intende
to be worked out further.
A schematic, tabulated survey of the book was published in Corr.
Bl. 6 (1941), nr. 3, pp. 51-52 and nr. 4, pp. 91-93.
Isagoge Philosophiae.

Amsterdam (no publisher), sept. 1941. 122 pp.
Mimeographed.
Earlier editions appeared in 1930 in two volumes and two identical
editions in 1936 and 1939. The text of the two latter editions differs
considerably from the one of 1941 and very strongly from the one
of 1930.

Since 1943, it has appeared with the publisher THEJA mentioned.
The text and pagination of the mimeographed undated editions
from 1941 up tote reprint of 1967 (see there) are identical.
A striking detail in the notes of 1930 is that Vollenhoven here
names fifteen modalities instead of the well-known fourteen, this
in contrast to 1936 and later. He distinguishes there between the
mechanistic and physical (energetic) modality. Cf. Dooyeweerd,
New Critique of Theoretical Thought, who also distinguishes f if teen modalities. See Vol. IV, Index of Subjects and Authors, under
tfie entries: kinematics, movement and physical aspect.
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1948
Hoo f dlijnen der logics.

Kampen: Kok, 1948.84 pp.
It appeared earlier in Phil. Ref. 13 (1948), pp. 59-118. The later
edition was modified somewhat in the last sections.
"The Course of Plato's Development".
In: Library of the 10th International Congress of Philosophy, Vol. 2: Philosophical Essays.
(Bibliothe'que du Xme Congres international de philosophic, 2: Melanges
Philosophiques).
Amsterdam: Veen, 1948. Vol. 2, pp. 1-16.
1949
Philosophical articles in Oosthoek's Encyclopaedie (4th ed.), 15 volumes.
Volume 16 (supplement) and volume 17 (2nd. supplement).
Utrecht: Oosthoek, 1949-1953, 1955 and 1957.
Vollenhoven wrote the philosophical articles in the 4th edition
starting with Volume 5 (1949), the articles "Damascius" through
"Zeno". Many of the articles have not been signed, though he did
write them. Especially the second supplement of 1957 contains
many modifications and additions.
5th edition, see 1959.
1950
Geschiedenis der wi/sbegeerte. I. Inleiding en geschiedenis der Griekse
wijsbegeerte voor Platoon en Aristoteles.
Franeker: Wever, 1950. 618 pp.
For further research concerning this period, see the introduction to
this bibliography.
Translation, see 1958.
Faith: its Nature and Structure, and its Significance for Science.

Toronto: Tomorrow's Book Club. Mimeographed.
Translation of: "Het geloof, zijn aard, zijn structuur en zijn waarde
voor de wetenschap." In: Levensbeschouwing en levenshouding
van de academicus, pp. 71-77.

Utrecht, Dekker en Van de Vecht, 1950.
1956
Kort overzicht van de geschiedenis der wi/sbegeerte voor den curses paedagogiek MO. A.

Amsterdam: THE JA, 1956. 42 pp.
Available via the Bureau of the Philosophical Instiute.
Partial translation, see 1960.
1958

The History of Ancient Philosophy.
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Translated and introduced by H. E. Runner.
Grand Rapids, Mich.: Calvin College, 1958-1959. 193 pp.

Syllabus for Philosophy 220.
A partial translation of Vollenhoven, Geschiedenis der wi/sbegeerte.
I., 1950.
Pp. 1-20 contains an introduction by Runner.
Pp. 21-79 is a translation of Geschiedenis, pp. 17-106.
Pp. 79-193 is a translation of Geschiedenis, pp. 138-312.
In this thanslation, the footnotes have been omitted.
1959
"Conservatisme en progressiviteit in de wijsbegeerte".
In: Conservatisme en progressiviteit in de wetenschap.
Interfacultary lectures held in 1958 at the Vrij e Universiteit by Prof. Dr.
D. Nauta, Prof. Dr. G. J. Hoijtink, Prof. Dr. D. H. Th. Vollenhoven, et. al.
Kampen: Kok, 1959.
1960
Hellenistic. (Introductory remarks to the "theme of apriority").
Translated by H. E. Runner.
2nd. ed. ca. 1960. 6 pp.
Mimeographed.
A translation and revision of Vollenhoven, Kort Overzicht, 1956,
pp. 19-22.
WORKS OF VOLLENHOVEN SINCE 1961
1959-1964

Philosophical articles, Oosthoek's Encyclopedie, (5th ed.), 15 volumes.
Utrecht: Oosthoek, 1959-1964.
In contrast to the 4th edition of 194^ ff., the text of the first
volumes was written by Vollenhoven as well. The remaining artiIles were revised. Approximately half of the articles were not
signed, though written by Vollenhoven. All of it contains ca. 970
entries (approx. 166,000 words).
English translation, see 1973.
1961
"De ontwikkelingsgang van Plato bij het licht der probleemhistorische methode". (Short summary of the lecture held on the study conference of
Jan. 3, 1961).
M.V.C.W., June, 1961, pp. 1-2.
Cf. also 1963.
"Jubileumvergadering. Het openingswoord van de voorzitter".
M.V . C.W ., June, 1961, pp. 2-4.
25the annual meeting of the V.v.C.W., Jan. 2, 1961.
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"Amerika".
M.V.C.W., Dec., 1961, pp. 6-7.

"De consequent probleemhistorische methode".
Phil. Ref. 26 (1961), pp. 1-34.

"Bij de start".
Aug. 28, 1961. 10 pp. (typewritten).

Lecture in Unionville, Ont., Canada, at the occasion of the adoption of the A.R.S.S. Constitution.
English translation, see 1968.
Also cf. M.V.C.W., July, 1962.
1962

"Praeplatonici".
Corr. Bl. 26 (April, 1962), pp. 12-16.

"Gastcolleges in de wijsbegeerte aan de Vrije Universiteit".
M.V.C.W., July, 1962, pp. 5, 6.

"Amerika".
M.V.C.W., July, 1962, pp. 6, 7. (Cf. also 1961).
Schematische Kaarten, with register, belonging to "Kort overzicht van de

geschiedenis der westerse wijsbegeerte".
Amsterdam: [Vrije Universiteit], 1962. 62 pp.
Mimeographed. Limited circulation.
Translation, see 1973.
Cf. also 1967.
1963
Guest-lectures in South Africa.

Held August through September of 1963. The text of 24 (Dutch)
lectures was typed from tape-recordings, ca. 180 pp. The transcripts, however, show discontinuity in places and the spoken texts
presuppose illustrations which are not available, but can be reconstructed from the text. For a survey of the titles, see K. A. Bril,
1970.

"Plato's realisme".
Phil. Ref. 18 (1963), pp. 97-133.

Valedictory lecture, Oct. 26, 1963. Not published separately.
1964
"Hoofdtrekken der wijsgerige problematiek in de hedendaagse mensbeschouwing".
Koers, Maandblad vir Calvinistiese Denke, 32 (Nov. /Dec. 1964), nr. 5, 6,
pp. 1-31.

"Het monade begrip in het westerse denken".
Lecture held on July 17, 1964 for the departments Filology and
History. Not published.
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1965

"Methode-perikelen bij de Parmenides-interpretatie".
Phil. Ref. 30 (1965), pp. 63-112.

Also see 1966.
"Gnostiek".
[Amsterdam: Filosofisch Instituut. Undated.]. 7 pp.
Notes on a lecture of Prof. Vollenhoven on July 5, 1965.
Mimeographed.
"Schriftuurlijke wijsbegeerte juist nu!"
M.V . C.W . 28 (1965), Dec. pp. 1-6.
1966
"Methodical Dangers in the Parmenides Interpretation".
Phil. Ref. 31(1966), pp. 68-71.
Summary of the article in Phil. Ref. 30 (1965).
1967
Het neoplatonisme. I. Privatissimum 1966/7.
Amsterdam, 1967. 33 pp.
Photocopied lecture notes.
2nd. print, see 1972.
De conceptie van Arnoldus Geulincx (1624- 1669).

4 pp. Mimeographed.
New data concerning the Theory of Interaction.
Isagooge philosophiae.

Amsterdam: Vrij Universiteit, 1967. 139 pp.
Mimeographed. The text like the 1941 edition (see there), but with
a new spelling and a list of contents.
First edition, 1930 or before. Available at the Bureau of the Philosophical Institute.
Schematische kaarten, aanvulling.

Supplement to the edition of 1962.20 pp. Limited circulation. Contains a modification of the three types of the Theory of Interaction
to six types. Names of persons are omitted.
See also K.A. Bril, 1971.
1968

,,De wisselwerkingstheorie in de oudheid". I Privatissimum 1967/8.

Amsterdam, 1968. 30 pp.
Photocopied lecture notes.
(2nd print, see 1973).
Problemen van de tild in onze kring.

Amsterdam, 1968. 8 pp.
Lecture with a resume consisting of six theses.
Mimeographed.
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„At the beginning".

The Christian Vanguard 8 (March, 1968), pp. 3-5, (Al. ril), pp. 6-10.
Address delivered on the occasion of the adoption of the A.R.S.S. Constitution (Aug. 28, 1961).
The address was delivered in the Dutch language; the manuscript
translated by J. Kraay.
See also 1961.
1969

Privatissimum 1968/9.

Amsterdam, 1969. 19 pp.
Photocopied typed lecture notes.
(2nd print, see 1973)
1970
Privatissimum 1969/70.

Amsterdam, 1970.39 pp.
Photocopied typed lecture notes.
(2nd print, see 1972)
,,Historische achtergrond en toekomst".
M.V.C.W., Dec., 1970. pp. 2, 3.
1971
Privatissimum 1970/1.

Amsterdam, 1971.82 pp.
Available at he Philosophical Institute of the Vrije Universiteit.
1972
Privatissimum 1969/70. 2nd. print.

Amsterdam: Vrije Universiteit, 1972. 36 pp.
Mimeographed. 1st. print, 1970.
In Preparation For 1973
Het neoplatonisme. Privatissimum 1966/7. 2 nd. print.
Amsterdam: Vrije Universiteit, 1973. 28 pp.
Mimeographed. 1st. print, 1967.
,,De wisselwerkingstheorie in de oudheid".

Privatissimum 1967/8, 2nd print.
Amsterdam: Vrije Universiteit, 1973.
1st. print, 1968.
Privatissimum 1968/9. 2nd print.
Amsterdam: Vrije Universiteit, 1973.
1st. print, 1969.
Schematic Charts with Index of the Results of the Consequent ProblemHistoric Method. 2nd edition, as of Spring 1962.

Amsterdam, 1973. 68 pp.
Original Title: Schematische Kaarten, 1962.

222

DRS. K. A. BRIL

Philosophical Dictionary.

Translation of the philosophical articles in Oosthoek's Encyclo pedie, 1959-1964. It contains both systematic and history of philosophy, as well as persons, concepts, and phases. Totals approx. 400
pp. If financially possible, this work will be published in about one
year.
See further the introduction.
WORKS BY OTHER AUTHORS
Here again, we have restricted ourselves mainly to works from 1960 on,
with only a few exceptions, such as English publications.
ANDEL, H. J. G. VAN

History of Philosophy, by D. H. Th. Vollenhoven.

Book review in:

The Reformed Journal 8 (March, 1958), nr. 3, pp. 21-23.
BEGEMANN, A. W.

Plato's Lysis.

Amsterdam: Buyten en Schipperheyn, 1960. 541 pp.
Dissertation Vrije Universiteit.
A few copies are still available at a reduced price at the Philosophical Instiute.
-- "In de greep van de Calvinistische Wijsbegeerte. Geschiedenis van een
lief de .
M.V . C.W ., Dec., 1965. pp. 1, 2.
-- De relatie tussen wi/sbegeerte en theologie en haar belangri f kste gestalten in de Helleense periode van het oud-Griekse denken.
Kampen: Kok, 1965. 27 pp.

Inaugural lecture Vrije Universiteit.
BUS, A. P.

Descartes. Proeve van een typologische bepaling met verwijzing naar

een fase uit de wijsgerige ontwikkelingsgang van Aristoteles.
May, 1967. 14 pp.
-- On the Elements. Aristotle's early Cosmology.
Assen: Van Gorcum, 1973 (in press).
Translation of 1971 dissertation.
BRIL, K. A.

Tien jaar probleem-historische methode, Bibliografie en overzichten
over de jaren 1960-1970.
Amsterdam, 1971. 50 pp.
Mimeographed. Available at the Bureau of the Philosophical Institute.
Contains a chronological survey of the most significant modifications made in the period treated. A summary of the types and historical phases named in the Schematische Kaarten (1962) as well
as their modifications. In addition, a list of contents of the priva-
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tissima 1966/7 through 1969/70 and an index of names with mention of type and historical phase. The bibliography reports a few
more internal publications than the present one, which has been
elaborated.
GROEN, C.

"Publicaties van Dr. D. H. Th. Vollenhoven".
In: Perspectief.. Feestbundel van de jongeren bij het vijfentwintigjarig
bestaan van de Vereniging van Calvinistische Wijsbegeerte.
Edited by W. K. van Dijk, et.al.
Kampen: Kok, 1961.
Contains a bibliography covering the years 1918-1960.
HART, H.

"Historicale problemen". Stellingen ter bevordering van de belangstelling voor de konsekwent probleemhistorische methode.
Corr. Bl. (Dec. 1964), pp. 7-10.
-- "De probleemhistorische methode van Prof. D. H. Th. Vollenhoven".
Corr. Bl. 29 (Nov., 1965), pp. 3-15.
-- "Stellingen over het pragmatisme; met bijzondere aandacht voor John
Dewey .
Corr. Bl. (Nov., 1965), pp. 3-24.

-- "Dewey's Logic".
Phil. Ref. 30 (1965), pp. 13-52.
-- "Verplichte verschuiving".
M.V.C.W., April, 1965. pj. 6-10.
-- "Een geest niet van Go ' .
M.V.C.W., June, 1965, pp. 9-12.
Published earlier in Aksent 1 (10 Nov., 1964), pp. 2-9.
Concerning pragmatism.
-- Communal Certainty and Authorized Truth. An examination of John
Dewey's philosophy of verification.
Amsterdam: Swets & Zeitlinger, 1966. 156 pp.
Dissertation Vrije Universiteit.
-- "Analysis of a Reply".
Phil. Ref. 32 (1967), pp. 68-70.

In reference to J. Mansveld, 1966.
-- The Challenge of Our Age.

Toronto: The Association for the Advancement of Christian Studies,
1968. 147 pp.
JONKER, C. C.

"Aftreden van Prof. Vollenhoven als voorzitter van het bestuur".
M.V.C.W., June, 1961, p. 1.
KLAPWIJK, J.

"Over mogelijkheden van christelijk filosoferen"
M.V.C.W., Sept., 1971, pp. 7-10.
KRAAY, J.

W.V.O. Quine: Practical Ontology.
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Paper for Philosophy 395, Calvin College, 1966.
Mimeographed.
-- How Should We Read Aristotle?
A methodological critique of twentieth century aristotelian scholarship.
Grand Rapids, Mich., Calvin College, 1966. 38 pp.
LAAN, H. VAN DER

"De konsekwent probleemhistorische methode in confrontatie met de
historio rafie van de moderne wijsbegeerte".
Corr. B ., 30 (1967), pp. 15-23.
-- De wi/sgerige grondilag van Bonaventura's theologie.
Amsterdam: Buyten en Schipperheyn, 1968. 251 pp.
Dissertation Vrije Universiteit.
-- Sedjara Filsafat I.
Aliran pokok didalam filsafat junani dan hellenistis.
Makassar, Perguruan Theologia, 1970. 49 pp.
Mimeographed.
History of Philosophy up to and including Neoplatonism.
-- Sed/ara Filsafat
at II.
Sedjara filsafat pada sintese.
50 ses. Mas. sampai 1550.
Udjung Padang, Sekolah Tinggi Theologia, 1972. 17 pp.
Mimeographed.
at Mengenai Evolusionismus.
-- Filsafat
Udjung Padang, Sekolah Tinggi Theologia, 1972. 13 pp.
MANSVELD, J.

"A Reply to Prof. Vollenhoven".
Phil. Ref. 31 (1966), pp. 124-125.

Also see Hart, 1967.
MERWE, N. T. VAN DER

Op weg na 'n Christelijke logika. 'N studie van enkele vraagstukke
in die logika met bezondere aandag aan D. H. Th. Vollenhoven se viesie
van 'n Christelijke logika.
Potchefstroomse Universiteit vir C.H.O., 1958. 333 pp.
M. A. Thesis. Mimeographed.
-- "Aanpassing, verruiming, re ormasie in die logika?"
Phil. Ref., 28 (1963), pp. 147 -169.
-- "Aspekte van 'n funksionele beskouwing van verbeelding en 'n tipologie
van teoriee oor die verbeelding".
Phil. Ref., 34 (1969), pp. 147-178.
-- "Grepe uit die kontemporere wijsbegeerte".
In: Die atoomeeu - "in U lig". pp. 76-112.
Potchefstroom, 1969. 390 pp.
OTTOLANDER, P. DEN

"De Vereniging van Calvinistische Wijsbegeerte 25 jaar"
M.V . C.W ., Dec., 1961, pp. 7, 8.
Published earlier in de Linie, Jan. 7, 1961.
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-- "Prof. Vollenhoven, neo-calvinistisch wijsgeer, 70 jaar".
Streven, 16 (1962), pp. 179-182.
POPMA, K. J.

"Hoof d- en nevenrichtingen in het realisme".
Corr. Bl., 6 (1941), nr. 3, pp. 50-51.
-- "Opdracht".
In: W etenschappeli/ke bi;dragen door leerlingen van Dr. D. H. Th. V ollenhhoven, aangeboden ter gelegenheid van zijn 25-jarig hoogleraarschap aan de Vrije Universiteit 1951.
Franeker: Wever, 1951. pp. 7-11.
Also published in M.V.C.W., Dec., 1951, pp. 4-6.
-- "Jubileum aan de V.U."
M.V.C.W., Dec., 1951, pp. 3, 4.
-- "Vollenhoven".
Bookreview of: Geschiedenis der W i/sbegeerte, Vol. I, 1950.
M.V.C.W., Dec., 1951. pp. 7, 8.
-- "Historicale methode en historische continuiteit".
Phil. Ref., 17 (1952), pp. 97-145.
-- Wijsbegeerte en anthropologic.
Amsterdam: Buijten en Schipperheijn, 1963. 318 pp.
Vol. III/IV of the series, Christelijk Perspectief.
The first two chapters from this:
"Vroeg antieke theologieen". (pp. 9-88).
(Published previously in Opbouw, 4, 1960/1, nr. 36-38).
"De kennis omtrent de antieke cultuur". (pp. 89-151).
(Published previously in T i/ dschri f t voor philosophie, Leuven, 22,
1960, pp. 441-476).
-- Geschreven toespraak ter gelegenheid van het afscheid van Prof. D. H.
Th. Vollenhoven als hoog eraar aan de Vrije Universiteit van Amsterdam.
Eenigheid des Geloo f s, 18 (25 Oct., 1963), nr. 2, pp. 6, 7.
-- Levensbeschouwing. Opmerkingen naar aanleiding van de Heidelbergse Catechismus. 7 Vols.
Amsterdam: Buijten en Schipperheijn, 1958-1966.
See Vol. VII, under the register of names, entry "Vollenhoven",
p. 343.
This entry is rather incomplete as far as an examination of the
problem-historical method is concerned.
-

PUCHINGER, G.

"Dr. D. H. Th. Vollenhoven".
In: Perspectief.
Kampen: Kok, 1961. pp. 87-98.
-- "De oprichting van de Vereniging voor Calvinistische Wijsbegeerte".
De Rotterdammer, Jan. 2, 1961. (Also in M.V.C.W., June, 1961, pp.
10, 11).
.

RIESSEN, H. VAN

"Aflossen van de wacht".
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M.V.C.W., Dec., 1963, p. 1.

--- "Een nieuwe kop".
M.V.C.W., July, 1964, p. 1.
(M.V.C.W. no longer led by the chairman of the V.v.C.W.)
ROSS, W. D.

See under Runner, 1951.
RUNNER, H. E.

The Development of Aristotle, Illustrated From the Earliest Book of
The Physics.

Kampen: Kok, 1951.
Dissertation Vrije Universiteit.
A review by W. D. Ross can be found in The Classical Review,
New Series, Vol. 1, nr. 2 (= Vol. LXVIII of the continuous series),
June, 1954, Oxford: Clarendon Press, pp. 161-162. This review also
appeared in Corr. Bl. 19 (June, 1955), pp. 31, 32. Kraay, Op. cit.
1966, pp. 31, 32, mentions 12 other reviews of this work, among
others, K. J. Popma, Phil. Ref. 18 (1953), pp. 139-140.
-- The History of Ancient Philosophy.

Syllabus for Philosophy 220. Grand Rapids: Calvin College, 1958/9.
193 pp.
Also see under Vollenhoven, 1958.
--- Hellenistic (introductory remarks on the "theme of apriority").
Ca. 1960. 1st print, 8 pp. 2nd print 6 pp.
A translation and elaboration of Vollenhoven, Kort overzicht van
de geschiedenis der wi/sbegeerte, 1956, pp. 19-22.
Mimeographed.
-- Interview: Vollenhoven Celebrates His Eightieth Birthday.
Perspective; Newsletter of the AACS, Vol. 6, nr. 6 (Dec. 1972) pp. 7-10.
SASSEN, F.

W ijsgerig leven in Nederland in de twintigste eeuw.

Amsterdam: Noord-Hollandse Uitg. Mij., 1960.
Chapter 6, especially pp. 152-154.
SEERVELD, C. G.

Benedetto Croce's Earlier Aesthetic Theories and Literary Criticism.

Kampen: Kok, 1958.
Dissertation Vrije Universiteit.
-- "A Note on Philosophy at the Free University of Amsterdam".
The Reformed Journal, 8 (Febr. 1958), nr. 2, pp. 16-18.
Also see 1960a.
-- (Vollenhoven and Dooyeweerd).
Corr. Bl. 24 (April, 1960), pp. 5-10.
The editor writes, unjustly, that this article without title is a somewhat modified version of the one of 1958. However, it is definitely
a new piece of writing which makes partial use of the 1958 article
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