Scholasticism and Rermed Scholasticism at Odds with
Genuine ReformatiomChristian Thinking

D.F.M. STRAUSS

It seems important that, within Reformigtological circles especially, we reach a
better understanding of what an integrallyfdeational-Christian scholarship really
means. To maintain a historical perspextivand first of all tglace in relief what
anxieties are registered against such schlolpa— we have to look at Scholasticism,
and with that, at Reformed (Protestanth&asticism. By inalding their relationship
in our treatment of the subject we wilkarly see lines that run back through
Scholasticism to Greek paganism. Agathsit background the truetentions of an
integral Christian scholarship will standtpii will be seen clearly that trying to
accommodate or reconcile non-Christian tiads of thought with a Christian theory
of science completely extinguishes the aw®mof survival for genuinely Christian
scholarship.

Scholasticism

In the 13" Century, Thomas Aquinas (1225-12B#pught the inheritance of earlier
centuries’ Roman Catholic philosophya@omprehensive completion. Right up to
the present time Roman Catholicism accepmdisic structure of his thinking as its
official standpoint (cf. the encyclicals of Popes Leo Xl and Pius Xl, naffdyum
Novarum”(1891) and'Quadragesimo Anno’{1931) respectively).

Thomas’ “synthesis-thinking” grew out ofsheffort to throw a bridge between the
Greek understanding of nature (Aristotle’'sp®precise) and tHecriptural teaching

of the creation of the cosmos. That Greekception was governed, in whole and in
part, by the dualistic form-matter schemezstek paganism, radically opposed to
Scripture’s creation-motif. In the form-b@r scheme there is actually no room for
creation, merely the recognition of an@whous, chaotic matter that, by a (divine)
forming activity, achieves a coherence aificand matter. The Greek concept of
substance is associated directly with thigt,itemporal reality iglivided into sensory
and supra-sensory realms (the phenooneand the noumenon). The “nature” of
things must lie behind their visible alging and becoming, since it always remains
possible amidst their flux and alterationnbake a judgment of identity (e.g. a tree
remaingreein both its winter andummer appearance). In this manner, the “nature”
or “substance” of things is shifted to thepra-sensory realm ofir experience, where
the authentic “being” of existing things is concentrated.

Led by the form-matter ground-motif, theggk metaphysical concept of substance
imprinted itself on their view of humanid, which still survives among us. Human
nature is seen as assembled from two commusndistinct in prigiple i.e. a mortal
material body and an immortal ratiorsalul. Plato acknowledged the substance-

! Translated byr. David Hanson[lt originally appeared iNed. Geref. Teol. Tydskiutch

Reformed Theological JoujalMarch 1969 (pp.97-114).]
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character of only the soubpt of the human being, cadsring that the body was
merely its “tool”? According to Aristotle, form is the divine, higher principle that is
embedded in non-divine, chaotic matter asassential nature”. For him, neither soul
nor body is substance; however, togetheyttio indeed make up a substantial unity
in which the soul figures as the “essential forimiThe active “nous” (general
principle of thought) that nkes itself busy in human thinking from the outside, is
certainly a substance for Aristotle, but it has a supra-individual chafacter.

Thomas Aquinas tried to accommodate thialism to the Christian religion, but in
doing so, he robbed the centgzriptural ground-motif, maely: creation, fall into sin
and salvation by Christ Jesus in the camion of the Holy Spirit, of its life-
encompassing, all-controlling power. & hsycho-creationist standpoint of
Scholasticism further accentuated Gweek soul-body dualism by demanding the
independence of the human body, as substasver against the soul. While
Aristotle had taught that the soul was iamtled in the body from without (but did not
see the body as substance), for Scholastittibad to be a substance, since only when
the human body was readied by a so-cadkeghnic life-principle, was God able, by
special creative act, to perniite soul’s entry into that prepared bodily substance.
This understanding is a necessary consecpief the orthodox-Scholastic standpoint
that the soul is “indestructiblgso, must always exist astual substance in the
human composite.) On this account, thterapt to reconcile the Greek form-matter
scheme with the Scriptural doctrine oéation brought the Greek dualism itself into
sharper relief in Scholastic thought: the tegsable problem itanfronts is how to
understand the substantial unity of the human being if we have to view it as an
assemblage of two independent substances i.e. body and soul. We cannot find a third
(unity-)factor as a last resort to protea tieal survival of the two substances. In
consequence, the soul’s “indestructibilifgiced Thomas’ original conception of the
substsantial bond of soul and body, to let go of the independent status of the body
alone:

By stowing away this dualism within the Christian creation-motif, the integral (life-
comprehending) characterfall into sinandsalvationwere lost. In agreement with
the Greek view of human nature whicuhd the non-divine in the earthly matter of
the body, Scholasticism found the source pfisihumankind’s “lower desires”. Sin
thus brings human lust into rebelliona@gst our natural reaa which actually ought
to be in control, but is wounded (but matlically perverted) by the fall. Human
nature has been robbed by the fall of itpernatural gift of grace, namely faith,
which is restored to us through Christ dhd church (itself a supernatural perfect
institution of grace).

2 Cf. Plato’s dialogueTimaeusijn which he presents his mature opinion of the matter.

3 Aristotle defines this in Bk. Il dbe Animain this way: “It must followthen, that soul is substance in
the sense that it is the form of a natural body having in it the capacity of life”. Tr. RD Hicks,
Cambridge, 1907, p.49.

* De Anima(tr. RD Hicks), p.135: “But this intellect has no intermittence in its thought. It is, however,
only when separated that it is its true self, and itsi®ssential nature, alone is immortal and eternal.”

® Cf. Thomas'Summa Contra Gentile€h. 68: “...the soul by its essence gives life to the body” from
which it appears that the body cannot maintain its real existence over againstddiséeructibility

soul. (Translation cited frofBasic Writings of Saint Thomas Aquin®s]. I, by Anton C. Pegis, New
York, 1945, p. 122).



Here, then, we arrive at the result of thcholastic attempt to accommodate the Greek
understanding of nature and the Bibliggdund-motif, namely the false nature-grace
motif, which didn’t just control the Thomistisnderstanding of hman nature, but in

fact lay at the foundation of Scholastic thouighits every facet. The whole of life is
divided between two territorieghe natural sphere — whehee state, being the highest
community in the so-called temporal ordewyst lead humankind to the highest rung
of morality (the same purpose ascribed to it by Aristotle), which in turn forms the
lower threshold of the supeatural sphere of grace where the church leads it to
perfection (holyform-perfection).

This nature-grace motif of Roman Cailb@@m gave Thomas a “simple” formula by
which to distinguish theology and phitgshy (in contrast to Augustine, who united
them). Philosophy, as an autonomous science, should receive sufficient light from
our natural reason; only theology can be calladistiansince it investigates the
revealed doctrines of grace in Scriptuiéherefore, philosophy may propose nothing
that conflicts with those supernatural dowts of grace — a notion that comes directly
out of Aristotle, who treatevery science as subjectedtetaphysical knowledge of
god (3% book of the Metaphysica, Ch. II). &konsequence is Scholasticism'’s
reverence for theology as “Regina Scientiaiqueen of the sciences). (Contrast
with this Abraham Kuyper’s words in ttéerautof 18" June, 1893 (no. 808): “Still
they tell us that Theology is Queentbé sciences...There are no underdogs in
science, and there is no science that thysn the law as if it were queen. The one
who reigns alone, also in science, and Betsaws down there, the one who gave his
ordinances for human thought and for to@scious life, is the God of truth”.

On Scholastic grounds thezan be no mention of a @stian science alongside
theology — a view that is incontrovidty decided by the Roman Catholic ground-
motif of nature and grace (which alsaelenines how we see the relation between
theology and philosophy).

Reformed (or Protestant) Scholasticism

Resistance to the tensioridlctic) within Stolasticism’s natte-grace ground-motif
first appeared in the train of William of ®tam’s late Scholastic nominalism. Nature
here is no longer seen as a thresholdface but as its opponent. For Ockham, this
led to the acceptance of two kindstwifth, for (as Vollenhoven noticed) “what
Ockham rejected as a philosopher, he aeckps a believer” — the opposition of
nature and grace! Though Luther could aodtept this explicit dualism, and to a
certain degree overcame Ockhamistic duglisencould not escape it entirely. This
appears mainly in his starting with thekbamist statement of the problem as to
whether Scripture stands on the ground of ¢at within the sphere of spiritual life

that surpasses the law. This backgroduadlism lies beneath his opposition of law to
gospel — gospel freedom throws the law adides us from the law. The biblical
truth proclaims otherwise: that Christ frees us from slavery to sin and brings us into
obedience to the law. Luther’'s own werd am of Ockham’s school” demonstrate
his affinity with nominalism.

Calvin might perhaps have broken completeith this persistent dualism, but from

lack of a Scripturally-impregnated ontolodne too was unable to free himself from
Scholastic vestiges. One thinks specifically of his view efstbul-body connection.
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The human being he understands to consisbdfy and soul, but he thinks of the soul
as an immortal (though created) “beitftfiat is the noblest part of maf”The soul

is placed within the bodwhere it “dwells as in a hoasthough, when it “is freed

from the prison of the flesh”, finds in God “its abiding comforter3oul and body
come eventually to stand as independealities over against each other (Cf. where
Calvin writes: “Therefore distinct things cle said about the soul that are in no way
applicable to the body, and about the body enatiher hand, that do not apply in any
way to the soul® This dualism, which never completely takes inuhiy of the
human being, is likewise of Greek origin. Under the primacy of the form-motif, the
Greeks already taught that thaul is the “noblest” part of our being, as compared
with its less worthy (and non-divine) ma#d-body. (When this, so-called, less
worthy material-body came to be seen afterdbming of Christ athe seat of sin, the
Mediaeval ascetic-ideal and monastic exiseewere born.) Conape further just the
dualistic view of humankind entertash®y Orphism (with its special accent upon
light and darkness). In thaadition, light is associatedith the stars and darkness
with the dark earth. The immortal humswul originated in a luminous heaven.
When the soul fell to earth it was placed with dark body as if in a prison or grave,
and can only return cleansed to its heavéwiye after a cycle of reincarnation. This
agreement with Orphism is clear in Calvitis only with fine “agustment” that this
dualism can be accommodated within the framework of Scripture’s starting, point
despite the fact that Calvin genuinelyrtké from out of the integral Scriptural
ground-motif of creation, fall into sin anddemption (the ground motif that forms the
central thrust of hignstitutesand reappears too in the divisions of Bedgic
Confessiongcompiled in 1561 by Guido de Bres from Calvihistitutes.

Calvin’s reformational line was quickjyushed aside by so-called Reformed or
Protestant Scholasticism because it sidtirealised no inner philosophical
reformation. Under Melanchthon’s influencerté has ever since existed a Protestant
Scholasticism (distinct from that of Rojrfadapted” to the fermational theology.

Where Roman Scholasticism still saw reaasrthe relatively autonomous foundation
for grace, Reformed Scholasticism wantedestore the Biblical “connection”, yet
without truly honouring the lifeencompassing reformationalmeiple that Christ is
King over the whole of human life, sinteat “connection” with Scripture is
understood only in a narrow religious (faitegnse. This means that the activity of
humannatural reasorn(so-called) has to be led byetHight of Scripture”. The
“connection” implies then that non-Refoed philosophy and the special sciences
must be “adapted” to the “light of Scripe” as theology (“queen of the sciences”)
delivers those “Biblical principles” to whicthey are subjected. There must be no
thought of an inner reformation of philosophy and of the neoltdgical special
sciences (dwlarship).

The tempered (adjusted) dualism of Selsticism would soon show itself in a new
dualism within Reformed-Scholastic circlesuyper shows us ithis connection, as
it were, a double dualism in that he fitisinks within the tension between a truly
Reformational pull (Cf. above all hZalvinisn) from the one side, and a Reformed-

® Calvin, J.Institutie,Vol |, tr. A. Sizoo, Delft, p.173.

" Ibid.

8 |bid. p. 523.

° Cf. Ibid. p. 181: “...as the spirit is given by God and, leaving behind the flesh, returns to Him...”
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Scholastic pull from the other; then secondly, the dualism within Reformed
Scholasticism unfolds in his doctrine of common and special grace.

His return to the teaching of a radical pension of human nature makes clear to us
that Kuyper has left the Rman Scholastics far behindhe addition within creation

of a supernatural grace to human natut@ch they had taught, was unacceptable to
Kuyper because he identified creation and ndfurghis informed his Protestant-
Scholastic view of nature and super-natare] his view of the relation between state
and church, got its shape within that. “Ttarting-point of the &te lies in nature as

it exists; that of the Church lmpntrast is supernatural.” Rber, “ The contrast is and
remains this, that the starting-point of the State lies in Creation, in nature as it exists,
in common grace, while the starting-poirfithe Church lies in Re-creation, in

miracle and in particular grac&™”

Christ, as head over special grace (and the church) exercises no “direct” but only
“indirect” influence upon the territory of common grace. This occurs as “the lamp of
the Christian religion alone inside the wallglof institution, shines its light through
the windows into the far distance and upbtrhmse sectors antbnnections of our
human life, that reveal themselvedhie diverse expressions of human life and
activity”.*? That is why the congregation of Gétrivith “its influence upon state and
civil society desirs nothing other thaan ethical victory not the compulsion of
confessional ties, nor even teepression of high-handed mastety. This “indirect
influence” struggles to “lead human life tdnigher level, enriching it, ennobling it

and encouraging it to flourish in its fullness”.

Though Kuyper never sees these two sphief common and special grace as
separated, the confinement of Christ to church and worship will not allow his
reforming power as mediator of salvation to wortegrally through into the full life

of the Christian. The last two quotations reveal the recognisable effect of Scholastic
dualism (in the Reformed-Scholastic sensegnatstate (and “society”) must bring us,
with “indirect” light from Scripture, to “arthical victory”, wheeby the church as a
result, will “lead human life to a highével”. In orthodox-Sholastic terms this

would read as follows: “The state carries lamity to its highest natural level, namely
morality (Aristotle’s opinion)while the church leads humanity to its supernatural
perfection”.

Kuyper was unable, with these distinctiotwspoint the way to an inner reformation

of whatever lies in the tatory of “common grace” bgond the church and special
grace. In principle, therefore, tiegaremains “freedom” for non-theological
philosophy and special sciences to fimehicections with current (non-Christian)
philosophy and special sciences withia #ame framework of “common grace”.

This entirely external assmtion brought about by themy between so-called natural
thinking and the “light of Scripture” opeifiegr Reformed Scholasticism no perspective
on the inner reformation of philosophy aheé non-theologicapecial sciences.

10 Kuyper, A.:De Gemeene Grati8® unchanged impression, J.H. Kok N.V., Kampen, 1931-2 (three
volumes). CfVol. Il, p. 85.

" Kuyper, A.:lbid., IlI, p. 110.

12 Kuyper, A.:lbid., Ill, p. 272

13 Kuyper, A.:Ibid., Ill, p. 279

14 Kuyper, A.:lbid., Ill, p. 249



On theway to Inner Refor mation of Thought

If we pay attention to Kuyp&s truly reformational fundanrgal concept (and it has to
be seen as thmajor linein his two-fold hought-pattern), we find perspective that
offers the necessary pointeosvards a truly reformationalinderstandingf science,
one that escapes every dualistic accommodation attempted by scholasticism.

In his lecture on “Sphere Sovereignty”i880, Kuyper bluntly enfesses the kingship
of Christ as théncarnate Wordrom which nothing in this wdd is to be stolen. In
his “Calvinism” of 1898 haaively confronts the fundamental cosmological
confession of the “ordinances ob@' on the diverse terrains of lifé. Kuyper's
reformational starting point comes to the farest clearly in his conviction that the
Calvinist life- and world-view has to beoted in the undetanding of the human
relationship to God. And such a life- andrld-view will have to manifest a life-
encompassing character: “If such an acisoto put its stamp itself upon our entire
life, it must start from that point in ogonsciousness, in which our life is still
undivided and lies comprehended in its unityot in the spreading vines, but in the
root from which the vines spring.” Thpaoint is the “depthsf our hearts” from
which “the different streams of our humbfe spring and separate themselves” and
where “all the rays of our life converge as in one focfis.”

This is how Kuyper describes the reformatl basic concept, as he gives greater
precision to the meaning of mankind as created in the image of God: “But just as
the entire creation reaches its culminatingmpm man, so also religion finds its clear
expression only in man who is made in ittmage of God, and this is not because man
seeks it, but because God himself impldnteman’s nature the real essential
religious expression by meanstbé “seed of religion”§emen religionis.. God
Himself makesman religious by means of teensus divinitatise. the sense of the
Divine), which He causes to strikee chords on the harp of his sot Here we find

in clear and certain terms, withoutyaadulteration, Kuyper’s truly Scriptural
confession of the human heart as the $omad religious root-unity of our whole
earthly-temporal existencEpm out of which concerdtion-point flow all life’s
actions. Kuyper’s insight heis unique! (Even Bavinck digtts the Preacher’s word:
“Keep your heart above every other thing, dat of it come the issues of life”, in
Scholastic fashion and — in line with thegistent dualism in that view of human
being — sees the heart only as the eéatnate passions a belong among our
“capacities for desire”).

If Kuyper had been consistent with tfiisindational insight relating to humankind, he
could have avoided the often-threatenituglism which partitions his doctrine of
common and special grace as a consetpiehthe persistent influence of the
Scholastic nature-grace ground motif. lhegimaginary danger that this doctrine of
Kuyper’s drives a wedge between creatioil redemption, and in so doing, robs the
Scriptural ground motif of its radical (pereting through to theoot) and integral
(all-embracing) character.

15 Kuyper, A.:Calvinism(tr. H Beets)Sovereign Grace Uniom,ondon,1932.p. 114ff.
1% bid. p. 42-43
bid. p. 79-80



Because Kuyper identifies creation and nafasethe terrain dicommon grace”) the
direct relation to Christ is broken, beca@wist belongs in the “super-natural”’ realm
of special grace. The non-ecclesiastical sphere of common grace (creation) is thus
withdrawn from the Lordship of Christor an illustration, compare Kuyper’s remark
about the position of the State with regiovdsod and Christ: “In this extremely
difficult and complicated dogmatmuestion, we have to idéfy the decisive dividing
line, allowing sovereignty to come into its own, not losing our yagetting Christ

in the place of God, as though earthly ordet aivil power come from Christ and the
regnum oeconomicufir. — the rule Chriséxerts as God-man rather than as second
Person of the Trinity)*® Compare also the third volume of “De Gemeene Gratie”
(p-123) where Kuyper points out thaetApostle doesn’t call government the
“Servant of Christ” but tb “Servant of God”. “Niher do we say that the
Government rules by “the grace ofii3t’, but by “the grace of God”.

So, though Kuyper, following his own basic insid¢fmt the heart ithe root-unity and
origin of all the life-exprssions of a person, might hgwmessed on to the reformation
of the so-called natural terrain (of commmace), he continues instead in Reformed-
Scholastic style to maintain a seeminggutral, natural “substructure” for the
supernatural sphere of speajice, one that only stds in need of incidental
correction and supplementation by the lighSafipture. This uncoupling of Christ
from the “natural terrain” leads Kuyper higisas far as accepting a factually neutral
“belief” in God’s providence that “almbanyone” could accept as well: so long as
Christ does not figure in it at all. Helvocated this conception specifically in
connection with the “Town-council prayer®To assure the broadest possible
acquiescence” one must place the prayethiw the general territory of Common
Grace. Nothing else can then intrude ithén the belief in God’s providence, in his
providential dispositions arttie hiding or manifesting ddivine blessing. A prayer
that now remains within thisircle of providence can be prayed by almost anybhe.”

According to Kuyper, it is possible to gart'natural” knowledgef the “creaturely
law-order”, outside the compass of pautar grace. “Now because this Common
Grace is independent of Special Revelatithe whole legal order that made its
appearance in every nation side Israel, and notably Rome’s mighty City State
with such exquisite refinement, at leaspnvate law, has toffid its explanation in
the natural human life® Therefore Kuyper sees “huméfe, in both its existence
and its history” as “source of “knowledge” (s&dR Staatkundep. 57). Kuyper’s
view of natural human knowledge reve#hat he has “reformed” the orthodox-
Scholastic standpoint (which natural reason, as a relatively autonomous
underpinning for the superstructure of Hphere of grace, can arrive without any
Biblical revelation at a so-called natukaowledge of the cosmos) in a typically
Reformed-Scholastic direction; he undemsigthat “Special Revelation (offers) for
law nothing more than confirmati, correction and supplementatiéh’See also p.
84: “Special Revelation then, chigfbrovides foundations, correction and
supplementation for law which oges out of other sources.”

18 Kuyper, A.:De Overheid, Locus de Magistratd®Zd’n. Kampen (no date) p. 189

19 Kuyper, A.:Anti Revolutionaire Staatkunde, Vol.JIH.Kok N.V. Kamperi917. p. 285
20 Kuyper, A.:Ibid, Vol. 1,1916. p. 31.

Zbid. Vol. I, p. 35.



The knowledge and science of the “natutattain, is not inwardly reformed, but
only fertilised by and “accommodated to” “the light of Scripture” (Special
Revelation). This perspective draws Kuyperay from his Scriptural foundation and
in consequence of his creation / redemption daglhe cuts off at the root his path to
a radical reformation of (the curr@¢mhilosophy and non-theological sciences.

But if we concentrate instead on the pecsipes that open within on his Christian
religious foundational concepti, then lines are there reveadlthat make that inner
reformation of philosophical and spaicscientific thinking possible.

Positive Refor mational Thinking

To stay within the confines of an ailécwe have brought forward repeatedly the
anthropological aspect of the problem.oifArprecisely this angl Kuyper’s insights
show us how to make clear the mewnof reformational-Christian thought.

As already explained, the mmnon soul-body-dualism is rooted in the Greek form-
matter motif, while the substance-problem lurks behind it. The hamama

rationalis (rational soul) is from the startvgin independence as a “substantial,
spiritual, complex of functions” that may st apart from the body, which is a
“substantialpatural, complex of functions”. Imeality, the rational soul as a
“substantial, spiritual, compteof functions” is thereforan abstraction from the full
existence of the person and can in no waidbatified with that complete unity of
human self-hood that forms the deepmatrof our existence. Human self-hood
transcends the temporal order of our #nse since it forms the concentration point
of all the expressions of huméife, as its root-unity — amsight that Kuyper already
shared completely. The human “selfhood” driélnot to be idenfied with an ethical
function, reason, will, feeling or any othemtporal aspect of existence because that
diversity of temporal aspects dispersgsry attempt to find the radical unity of
human existence within it. Can human Betid be sought in tha&otic life-function

(an organic soul), in the sensitive functi@npsychic soul), in the thought life (a
rational soul), in the historical functid¢a self-transcending soul in the sense of
historicist existence-philosophy), in the sddunction (the typal proclamation of
humans as communal-“beings”) or in the edihifunction (e.g. Fichts “absolute I” as
the hypostasis of a person’s moral function)? dispersalof human selfhood

among the diverse temporal aspects agpelaarly from this way of putting the
guestion, which shows that human “selfhobd} to lie at a deeper level. These
diverse aspects (functions) find theausce and deeper root-unity in human
“selfhood” — and therefore ¢hquestion of who and whistthe human being'’s full
selfhood, cannot be answered by the multitudinous scientific disciplines, since science
(even theology) is bound to the temporal orafeexistence. So the eye of science will
always be diverted among théferent aspects of realithat mark off her research
fields, namely the numerical, spatial, motibremergetic, bioticpsychic, analytic,
historic, lingual, social, aesttie, juridical, ethical and pistiaspects; it will be unable
to penetrate to that full human selfhoodtttranscends thespectual diversity.

To get through to that radical unity and so acquire true self-knowledge, human
thought must focus concentrically on tlepths of our hearts” from which “the
different streams of our human life spriagd separate themselves” and where “all
the rays of our life converge as in one focus.” (Kuyper). The fundamental human
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relationship to God is decideal that root of existence gaaccording to Calvin, true
knowledge of man depends upon true knowleafg@od). Kuyper declares that:

“God himselfmakeaman religious by theensus divinitatigexperience of the eternal)
which plays upon his heart strings”. In tetsitement, his eye falls on the innate
human search for its origin. The fall idom has misdirected that compulsion and
steered it away from God on a false couoseards something creaturely that is
elevated to an absolute status andiech fallen people coesrate their hearts in
feignedhumility. Doing so, they forfeit true sekhowledge — that depends wholly, as
was said, on true knowledge Gbd. Reliance on the metaysical substance-concept,
which harks back to Greek philosophkipg us how a so-called autonomous reason
attempts irmpostasyto identify human selfhood withn independent “spiritual
function-complex” abstractedom concrete existencena cannot arrive at radical
self-knowledge on the basis of the atepodating nature-graggound motif (which
continues to operate in Reformed Scholasticism.)

It is only revealed to us that we aretle grip of the Absolute when in complete
surrender to the central Bibal ground motif of creabin, fall and redemption. This
central meaning of the Biblical ground tiidias to be distinguished from its
significance as simple articles of faifThe ground motif mush fact be thestarting-
pointfor both our theologicalrad our philosophical thinking activity, as it cannot be
“made dependent on theological interptietas and concepts, which are fallible
human endeavour, tied to the temparaler of our existence and experiente”.

Kuyper had already observed this distioe: “So one stood before two different
things. On the one side before the knowledfy&od, as God himself offers it in Holy
Scripture to all those he ¢=l But also, on the other side, before a broad field of
varied, intricate, outworked and difficuliusties that were of a scientific naturg.”
And that’s why: “on his death-bed it will giit the theologian not a bit that he knows
an astonishing amount of divinity, and three and only question his children ask will
be whether he possesses that knowleddg&od, of which John says: ‘This is
everlaszging life, that you know the onaydrGod and Jesus Christ whom he has
sent.”’

Therefore, the radical meaning of the Biblical ground motif “can only be revealed by
the Holy Spirit, because he opens our hesotthat our faith will no longer be a mere
acceptance of formal articles @iir Christian confession, butiging faith,

serviceable to the central working of GoWord in that heart — the religious centre

of our life. Naturally creation, fall and redemption through Jesus Christ (the incarnate
Word), in the communion of the Holy Spidte also articles daith that every

dogmatic theology handles -oaly with other arties that actually or by implication

are founded in Holy Scriptur&ut in their radical meang — as the ground motif of

the Word-revelation and the key to tkkrowledge — creation, fall and redemption are
no simple articles of faith; they are rathes iWord of God itself in its central spiritual
power, directed to the heatthe religious cengr of our existence. Confronted by the
Word of God in his heart, man can affeothing, but only listen and receive. God

does not speak to theologians, philosophesscholars, but he does speak to sinners
— lost in themselves and reborn as childseé@od by the work of the Holy Spirit in

# Dooyeweerd, HWat is die mensBacum (no date), p. 15.
% veenhof, C.in Kuyper’s Lijn,Oosterbaan, Gog$939, p. 57.
2 |bid. p. 58.



their hearts. The Word ofdél in this central and radical meaning must penetrate to
the root of our being and become the cantrotive-force of our whole Christian life
— a life with its rich diversity of aspesstspheres of calling and departments in
temporal reality. As such, this grountbtive of creation, fall and redemption ought
to be the 2central starting-point and motfeece of our theological and philosophical
thinking.”

Under the influence of thisentral Biblical ground motithought escapes in principle
from all the dualistic attempts at accommiaiathat bisect human existence between
an “immortal rational soul” and a corruige “material body”. In no way does
Scripture teach that an abstract complefuattions (as form substance) departs the
body at death, but it confesseattthe heart is the completentral, root-unity of the
human being as created in the image ofl @mpossible to idengfwith any abstract
portion of the temporal body-structureidiprecisely the created-ness of every
creature that eliminates the very possibitifjnon-dependently &ting substances in
temporality. All things exist in an im&oven coherence, dependent equally on the
cosmos-encompassing law of God framich each creature acquires the
determination and boundary of its meaning.“Byv”, as Kuyper already noted, is not
intended only the “Ten Commandments; not even the Mosaic law, nor the moral or
ceremonial law.” Instead, “what must comeiniew is that whole concatenation of
laws, in every creaturely thing, by whielrerything exists that God created on, or
above, or under the eartff”

At the same time, it is thimeaningdetermination ancheaningcharacter of the

creature that stands radically opposethe substance-noept of the Greek

philosophy (as it persists in Scholasticism and Reformed Scholasticism too), because
it is exactly the meaning-charactdrreality that demonstrates then-independent

mode of existence — finding no resitself — of reality under the law of God.

The fall into sin, terefore, brought into lo@y no independent power over against God,
but only brought about an apostate ditfor creatures, whereby the inherent
compulsion towards an origin has come to eg¢he fall. Sin, thus, does not reside in
some or other abstract complex of functiohtuman temporal extisnce, or even in

its so-called “lower desiresSuch a conception still hangs on to the Greek dualism in
which the un-formed chaotic principle wfatter represents the non-divine in the
cosmos and locates this imperfection in lansiin their “earthly material body”. The
common psycho-creationist standpoint, which understand&tithimplants the

human (rational) soul, from without, in aggprepared bodily substance by a special
act of creation, runs up agairnke second part of the dea scriptural ground motif,
namely the radical (it penetrates to tbetj corruption of humankind in its fall into

sin. (The psycho-creationist standpdias sometimes been accepted by reformed
theologiansy.

If we were serious about the radical corraptof humanity, this would have to mean
that God’s special act of creation (of a so-cadlaana rationalis)\would bring forth a
sinful soul: an absurd consequence amallfounacceptable. The only escape is to

% Dooyeweerd, H.op. cit.,p. 15.

% veenhof, C.op. cit.,p. 30.

" See Honig, A.H.Gereformeerde Dogmatielk,H.Kok N.V. Kampen 1938, p. 362. (He even speaks
of the body as the “tool” of the ab- the well-known image of Plato!)
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refer sin Scholastically to the body’s lowestful capacities, but this too appears
directly in conflict with the Scriptural motif of humaadical depravity as a result of
the fall. The perseverant form-matter dualism, backed up by the Greek substance-
concept, self-destructs in dissolving aotnies, because the Scriptural ground motive
revealsits emptiness and innemi&on and indeed makesikeaningless this central
confrontation.

The fall into sin penetrates for that matierough every tempal branch of human
existence and into the religious root-urofyself-hood. As religious centre this self-
hood is the full unity (the I-ness) of theman being, in the transcending of the
temporal human function-mantle and the fooligs existence. It is not a theoretical
abstraction, since, as heart or soul (asiked the inner person in Scripture) human
self-hood forms the root-unity of the persatyafwhich is concentited in it). Within
the cadre of this bi-unitgf the human full self-hoodnd its bodily function-mantle
(which extends it over the whetemporal spectrum of iexistence) we have arrived
at an image of the person that has bemiipted under the inflmee of the Biblical
ground motif and which makes every dichotomy or dualism of human existence
impossible. And that is the same self-hdloak is radically coupted by sin. See only
Gen. 8:21; Matt. 12:34 and 1®. When Paul speaks of tHests of the flesh”, he
points only to mankind’s sinfulature, and that sinful nature is concentrated in the
heart as the religious focus of our @gigce. Because this is not merely a
“supernatural” gift of grace that was losttire fall, Christ asnediator of redemption
claims the regenerateartfor the whole-hearted service Gbd in Christ. Christ, the
king of the whole life and natolely of the churchrad worship! As Kuyper put it
already: “There is not a sgweainch of the whole territorgf our human life, of which
Christ who is sovereign ovail, does not shout: ‘Mine!"?® The entire cosmos finds
in Christ, in his human nature, i.e. as R@ot of the reborn human race, its fullness of
meaning and its totality of meaning. Chisstadical turning-round of the unfaithful
apostate root of the cosmos reveals imrhis conserving and renewing work in
temporal reality (currently knowas common and special grace).

In Christ, as the second Adam, God loak®n the fallen cosmos in grace because the
temporal structure of reality in which faithfand unfaithful share alike, is maintained
by his conserving activity of grace. Renagigrace (also known as regenerating and
special grace) includes only the “ecclesiasitilis” (invisible church). In this way,
Christ maintains the fullness of meaniwigthe creation and nesgarily comes to be
revealed in time also dke root of conserving graé&The revelation of the body of
Christ is therefore not restricted to the church, stheeChristian university, school,
state, marriage and family etc. are equedlyelations of the body of Christ — Christ,

the transcendent-religious ramitevery Chrstian life-form.

It is impossible to speak of a neutral sgheithin so-called common grace, where the
total antithesis, for or against Christ, does radically apply. Woever tries therefore
to trace back the so-caleommon grace only to God as creator, opens a gulf
between creation and salvation and robsstof His Kingship. Conserving grace too
(common grace) finds its religious root@rist as its King, without which God does
not look upon his fallen creation in gratelo recognise the church as an institution

2 \eenhof, C.op. cit.,p. 43.
# Dooyeweerd, HA New Critique of Theoretical ThougMpl. lIl, Philadelphia, 1957, p. 525
%0 Cf. Dooyeweerd, HVernieuwing en Bezinningutphen, 1963, p. 37
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of special gracavithin the temporal created world-orgdeoncerned to restore of a
God-focused disclosure to the creatiodmainan faith-function, ot lead, with the
foregoing distinctions, to a géion of human existendato two zones, of common
and special grace; a separation that oniggeerant Scholastic nature-grace dualism
demonstrates (with the wedgeWween creation and redemption).

Life embracing Refor mation

In Christ, human life over the whole linebsought again intobedience to God. This
is an obedience to the God-ordained normafichuman life that are firmly laid as
universally applicable into God'’s crg@n order — an obedience only possible in
Christ, because he as the incarnate Word has fulfilled the law for us.

This shows us that the practice aflial-reformational-Christian scholarship
(philosophy and special sciences) isn't jili& “adaptation” of traditional philosophy
to Christian teaching by “theght of Scripture”; it fighs for the reformation of our
philosophical (and special scientific) focashe whole-hearted service of God. By
Reformed Scholasticism, this reformationaliggle will understatgiably be seen as a
threat to the position of theology ‘gadge” over Revelation, the source of the
“principles” to which philosophy and then-theological spediaciences must
“adhere”. A heart gripped by the Scriptugabund motif and inwardly reforming as
its starting-point even thought itself, reprats for Reformed Scholasticism an idea
that betrays rank subjectivism. Some ustind that in this way philosophy is
grounded irreligio subjectivarather than revelatiorpbianerosiy This opinion
always obstructs the actual inner reformation of thought since it implies that all the
principles for our life argiven in the Bible — an idg&at easily issues in rigid
Biblicism.

When the Biblical ground motif lays hotd one’s heart and becomes in fact the
central motive-force of one’s life, theentre of our existeecnewly re-directed
towards God gives birth to obedience to the principles (given in God’s law) that hold
for our intellectual life; the way openstize flowering of a genuinely Christian
scholarship. The Biblicajround motif gives onlgirectionandfocusto our scientific
thinking — it brings us back to obed@nto those creation-norms that God has
ordained in a constant structured law-ordéne norms that must guide praxis in
Christian scholarship are not given as such in Scripture; b@&ilbtieal ground motif
at work in the heart, thelrgious centre of our being, s us into obedience to the
appropriate creation norms as the outcome of afoemwsupon God. As the
presupposition of any radical Christifnought act, the Biblical ground motif
(gripping the human heart)rfos the wholly transcendeatpriori of Christian
scholarship; it direstand governs our entire thoudif¢ as a supra- and pre-
theoretical religiouground motif in the root of oureing. (“Religion” is understood
here as what, from the heart, the religioaatre, or root-unitypf human existence,
directs the whole of life, tluding its worship or regjion in the narrower sense.)

Only by starting with that transcendenpriori can we can get to the transcendental

conditions at the foundation of the praetiof scholarship — something that lies
outside the scope tiis article.
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For the Reformed Scholastics, the religidesermination of all thinking always
appears to be a form of subjedm since they cannot see thleanerosis-

(revelation) foundation in this standpoint. How do we actually come to a full
acceptance of the Revelation? Is it pi@nerosigRevelation) that believes, or does
the acceptance of the Revelation presuppogep on the centre of one’s being by a
revelation of the Origin? When you bygsahuman self-hood in the reception by faith
of Revelation you actually elimate the subjective (not subjeast) act of faith. It is
first thetotal surrenderof a person to the centr@triptural ground motif (through
electing grace and the redetmp work of Christ) thatauses radical turnaround in

the root of our existence. In principlejglis a tying-back of human self-hood to its
true Life-root — a tying-back that does memain restricted to the church and worship,
but that lets its integral effect take holdeviery sector of life. This diversity of effect
finds its concentration point in the humself-hood, which in obedience to God, must
refer to God as the integral Origin of all things.

Reformed Scholasticism forces us themas$& the following counter-question: can
philosophy be practised regardless of husefithood? Is it poskle that | practise
philosophy without my I-ness substantivelyolved? Human self-hood is the root-
unity and nucleus of personalithat gives rise to thieusiness of thinking in all
people. This doesn’t set the footings of philosopheligio subjectivabut it is true
to reality, as an answer to the question: lama philosophise? It isn’t Revelation that
practises philosophy but the persoriuh self-hood under the power of some
religious ground motif or other. Chtian philosophy and science would only be
founded inreligio subjectivaif it exalted the full unityof our self-hood, where all
thinking acts have their source, tothe Archimedean point of philosophy
(Archimedes is believed to have s#it if he could find a fixed poimtutsidethe
earth, he would move the earth). The Archilean point refers to that fixed position
from which an overview and an insight irttee cosmic meaning-totality can be got.

Were human self-hood to figure as Aroledean point for us, then Christian
scholarship would represent the most espuent form of humanism, for, where
humanism still always absolutises some paxther of the person (the mind or moral
will for example, in the absence ofdieal self-knowledge) Christian philosophy
would have elevated theerson in full self-hootb be Archimedean point for
philosophy. Human self-hood (the heart) eatually never serve as Archimedean
point since it is precisely one’s self-hood (as root-uoitihe existence from which
one thinks) that, in its lack alf-sufficiency, needs a secure resting place. For that
reason, Dooyeweerd writes: “The Archimed@amt of philosophy is chosen in the
new root of mankind in Christ, in which lbggeneration we haygart in our reborn
self-hood.” Of subjectivism, in whater variety, there is no trace.

Per spectival Summary

We have drawn attention chiefly to thethropologicalfacet of this subject.
Scholasticism, it appeared, can in feetognise only theology as Christian
scholarship, because the dualistic natynace motif — born in the attempt to
accommodate the Greek form-matter-motif and the Scriptural ground motif of
creation, fall and redemption — interpr@t®-called natural human reason as a
relatively autonomous substructure to the ssipecture of the sphere of grace. In
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consequence, philosophy could be cultivatath adequate light from human reason,
needing no tie to God’s Word revelation.

Reformed Scholasticism, reacting to that,longer saw reason as the relatively
autonomous substructure to grace, sihcensidered that #ology would furnish
Biblical principles to which the non-thejical sciences and philosophy need to “be
bound”. This “binding” by “the light of Stpture” does not amount to their inner
reformation, however. Such a reformatioksat break away from every dualistic
accommodation-attempt that not only seeemporal reality (supported by the
substance-idea) in two, but issues alsa dualistic view of human being which
leaves no room for the heart as religioostrunity of the totality of human temporal
existence. That religious rootitly is never to be identified with the “rational soul”, a
theoretical abstraction from human existem time, and seen as an independent
“spiritual complex of functions”.

The true reformation dhought, therefore, means the radical turnaround dielaet

of our being: théneartthat must be re-directed radigaand integrally in obedience to
God, by Christ. To use Kuyper’s picturedan analogous sense: Scholasticism has
imprisoned the “light of Scripture” withithe dark walls of the church; Reformed
Scholasticism, according to Kuyper, has ogktie “windows” so that the “lamp of
Christian religion” can be turned upon #ie “sectors and connections of our human
life”. The real reformational-Christtemindset penetrates rather to ligét which
God’s life-giving Spirit has turned on in tiheot of human existence, through the
grace and saving work of Christ, and which skionut from out of that root’s depth on
every sphere of life (not onindirectly, but radically and integrally) so that Christians
can let their whole lives blossom in thenouring of God. The “light of Scripture”
means therefore thibumination of humanrheartsby the Biblical religious ground
motif which as the central motive power allothegir whole lives to unfold in Christ to
God'’s praise — whole-lagted service of God.
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