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CHAPTER I 

The Problem of Neo-Cal vinistic Philosopb.y. 

-1-

The influence of the new Calvinistic philosophy deve­

loped d uring the l ast decades at the Free university of 

Amsterdam, bas been l a rgely confined to e.formed acad emic 

circles in the Netherlands, t he United States of America 

and South Africa. However, with the trans l ation of the major 

works of it s ch ief expounder, Professor H. Dooyeweerd , i nto 

English, and the newly awakened interest among Roman Catholic 

philos~hers both in France and Germany in it s contribution 

to the problems of Christian philosophy, the new philosophy 

bas become more widely known and appreciated. 

Apart from tbe gain in recognition, there bas been ano­

ther gain, namely, a greater degree of self-criticism on the 

part of neo-Cal vinis tic philosophy . itself, stimulated by the 

challenge of its fundamental principles from without . The 

first phase, the actual construction and completion of the 

main body of this philosophy, is past. The second , refilectiTe 

phase, bas commenced, with an attempt to discuss and defend , 

in a critical philosophical manner, its own conception of 

philosophy, which it claims to be specifica lly Calvinist. 

Of this concept of philosophy H.G.Stoker , himself a 

C&lvinist philosopher of the Uhiversity of Potchefstroom, 
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South Africa, writes as follows: "The new philosophy," he sta-

tee, "bas a great pretension. · It wishes to .remove a century-

old lack of Calvinism, namely, the .lack of an own Ca lvinistic 
"1) 

philosophy. He adds that in the history of the cultures of 

the world 'there has never existed a Calvinistic philosophy. 

stoker's statement is of interest primarily for the 

problem which his use of the term "Calvinistic philosophy" 

r a ises. This problem is not .one of historical 'verifi.cationa 

we ·are . not firstly · concerned with establishing whether there 

indeed exist .s or has existed a· philosophy which corresponds to 

the concept of Calvinistic philosophy, or which satisfies its 

requirermnts. ·Om- problem belongs to the philosophical order, . 

namely, what does the term "Calvinistic philosophy" ~? 

At a fir s t glance t h is problem se~ms to o'ffer no great 

difficulty. If Platonic philosophy is pbilosopby based on the 

phi l ·os ophy of Plato, if Thomi st phi 1 os ophy i ·s ·phil os opby ba• 

sed on the philosophy o'f Tliamas Aquinas, Calvinistic philosop~ 

will obviously rman philosophy Oa.sed on the philosophy of Cal­

vin. The problem is then simply to find out what ·Calvin's phi­

losophy is before deciding w~ether the new philosophy .is. in-· 

deed Calvinistic philosophy. But in that case, why does st~er 

claim that it bas ne.de good the ~ of a Calvinistic philo­

sophy? 

We are face d , moreover, with the unanimous as ertion 

of Calvin scholars that Calvin never presented us with a , sys­

tem of philosophy, and that it is indeed futi1e to attempt 



to construct one from his own 'declarations concerning philo-
. ' ' ·' 2) ' ., 3) . 

sopby. As Potgfeter and Bobatec · fin-ther point out, Calvin 
. ' 

was not even consistent ·in his use of the term, philosophy'. 

He writes of a Chrlstiana philosophia, meaning "gospel of 

gracett; of a "heavenly philoso:pby" (coelestis philosophia), 

:meaning 'the JVSter·les of salvation. In the French edition of 

· the Inst.itutes in 1541• he uses the · term .·la l?hilosophie . 

Chrestienne to signify the doctrine of the Cllristian fa~th. 

Then ·again he uses •philosophy'"' as ·a term of abuse. The con-
' 

te~orary &cholastic theology persuades the people ,er illam 
' 4 

philosopbiam' against whicn st.Pa.ul had warned us, and be 

criticises those who are not satisfied with the simplicity 

of the Gospels but wish to change it into a profanum philoso-
5) 

phiam. 
' On the other band we know that CalTin protested agains~ 

the Lutheran and Anabaptist depreciation of philosop~ and 

that he included philosophy• especially Aristotelian philoso-
6) 

pby, in tb! cUl"ricUJ.um of the Academ;y o:f Geneve. He claims . 

that philosophy. is a gift of God,· azxl that even the heathen. 

scholars who tbrough all ages devoted themselves to it were 

inspired by God Himself~ The writings of antiquity on "physicS:, 

logic, ma.thema.tice am other arts and sciencea" claim his ad-
. 7) . . 

miration am gratitude. "Whenever, therefore," Calvin wri-

tes, · "we meet with heathen writers, let us learn from that 

light of truth which is admirably displayed in their works, 
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that the human mind, fallen as it is., am corrupted from its. 

integrity, is yet invested and adorned ~Y God ith excellent 

tale nts. If we believe that the Spirit of · j,s the only . 

fountain of truth, we shall neither re· ct nor despise the 

truth itse:lf, wherever it shall app~ r, unless we wish to in­

sUlt the Spi:rit of' God; for the gitts of t~ .Spirit cannot be 

undervalued without offering contempt ani reproach _ to the 

Spirit himself ....... Shall we say that the philosophers were 

blind in their exquisite contemplation aui in their scien­

tific description of nature? Shall we say that those, who by 

t he a rt of logi·c have taught ue to speak in a rmnt:Jer consis­

te'nt \rlth reason, were destitute of understanding themselves? 

••••• We sball not be able even to read the writings of the 

ancients •••• without great admiration; we shall admire them, 

beca use we shall be constrained to acknowledge them to be 

truly excellent. And smll we esteem any thing laudable or 

exce l lent, which we d o not recogni·se as proceedi~ from qod? · 

Let us, then, be ashamed of such great ingratitude, which was 

not to be charged on the heathen, poets,- who confessed tbat 

:philosophy, and legislation. am u.Seful arts, were the in~n-
8) 

tions of the gods. •• 

But while Calvin agrees with Erasmus that elements of 

truth are present · in pagan tho"tght., ani while Pe ap:pre ,ci~tes 

their value and acknowledges God Hi mself as their primum gra­

'llrut :fontem, these moments O'f truth are nade possible only by 
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God's common grace, which does not destroy 'but curtails and 
' . '9) ' ' I , ' , • 

retards the effflcte of original ,,in. Sin bas dimmed our 

eyes to such an extent that we cannOt ·even see ·the clear nani-
., ' ' 

feetation of GOd '8 glory in the strueture ~ the world, tbe 

revelatio generalis. Scripture, as tb8 · revelatio s;pe·cialis;,> .. 

serves as a . pair of spectacle's to enable us to recover our 

lost pe·rceptions. Calvin elself'here likens .Scripture to a 

torch ' or a sun, · ccrnpared with which the rudimentary truths 

which .heathen science and phllosopb;v can attain by · means of 

the gratia communis ap))ear only. as sparks. 

In a discussion of Cal Tin's concept of phil.osopby, . Bo­

m.tec refers primarily' . to the first chapters of the Inst1tu-• 

tea·; where Calvin grounds all .lmowledge in se.lf-knowledge. 

( 

Self-knowledge teaches US our oWD ignorance az¥1 Wickedness," 

anl tm"ns the mind .to God as the source of all perfection and 

wisdom. •since 'llJaR is subject to a world of miseries, am 

bas been spoiled of his divine arrq, • Calvin writes, "this· 

melancholy exposure disco"t'ers an iDJnense DBsa of deforzn1ty. 

Every one, t~refore, must be .so :bupre·ssed with a consc 1()us­

neas of hi's own infelicityi as to arrive at some knowledg~ of' 

God. Thus a sense of our ignorance, vanity, po"t'ert)"; infir­

mity, deprant,., and corruption, leads us to perceive and 

acknowledge tlB.t 1n the Lord alone, are to be found true wisdem, 

solid strength, perfect goodneS.s. ·am tmspotted righteoUsness; 

and so, by our imperfections, we -.re excited to a considera-
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tion of the perfections of God. •, Calvin however tmcondi- · ' 

tionall.y rejects all metaphysical speculations which seek _un­

aided to penetl7.&te to the essetJee of God, ,which we can never 

approach by .human reason but can only adore!!• our acquaintance 

with God's nature is not tbe outcom -of •...-ain aul airy spe-
ll) 

culation" but is founde~ on religion au:l piety. •cold am 

frivolous.. tbe,n 1 " Calvin exolaima, •are the spe·qulations of t 11.c 

those who e:mJ>loy tbemsel..ea in disqui.s-itions on the esl!lence 

of God,. whe.n it would be more interesting to us to become 

acquainted with his character• arxl to know what is agreeable 

to his nature •• ••. OUr knoWledge of God should rather tend,j 

first, to teach us fear and reverenee., am .secondly, to in­

struct us to i mplore all good at his haul, am to render him 
,12) 

the praise of all that we receive. • 

True self-know'.ledge further reveals to us tmt tbe 

highest wisdom is not the perfection of reason advocated b7 

the ph1losopby' of antiquity, but tbe salvation of· na_p. ot 
' 

this eschatalogical orientation of Calvin's notion of p~lo­

sopl'\Y• Boba.tec writes as follcnnu lf])er Gegenstand der christ­

lichen \Veisheit, die allein den Namen einer wabren Philoso­

phie ~rdient, (vera et germana philosophia, solaque digna 
J 

suo nomine) ••••• _,. iet nicht bloss de!- zur rationalen V()ll-

kommenheit .selli\ngte Jenscb., sondern der Biirger dea Gottes-
' 

reichs, der nach seiner PiJ.grimschaft hienieden die ewige 

Seligkeit im Himmel erreichen will. (in .regno Dei Ticturue 
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. 13) 
in c~elumque tandem migraturus)." Accord ing to Calvin, 

Bohat~c en nt1nues, the ch~ef chara cteristic of philosophy · 

should be a critical hu.mility. ~rudentia, which !s t he fruit 
' t. ' 

of self - knowle dge, and which t-eaches us that it is the grea­

t~st wi sdom . to a ttend the ecn ool of God, by bowing to t he 
14) 

authority of Scripture . 

While the Institutes · 1 tself was used a s .a handbook in 

the ology at both continental a ni English universities, Ca lvin 

yet touches1 a s we have seen, on certain philosophic~l pro­

blems . The excellence of heathen philosopb;y is explained in 

t e r ms of t he doctrine of common g r a ce, a m its faults a scribed 

to it.s metaphysi-cal p r .etentions, fom1ded on pride. The possi­

bility of a phil.os o:phy taking its p:rineiples from a general 

r eve l at ion is d i s carde d ,. for the latter can be deciphered only 

through the s pecial r ·evela tion in Scripture. This ca uses Cal• 

vin to decla re tbtt ·the principles of all knowle dge must be 

sought in Scripture. The a cceptance of Scripture cannot. 

however, be dissocia ted from the accompanying virtues of .hu­

mility, true piety and re l .i g ion. which are gifts of the Holy 
~) . ' 

Spirit.. Calvin thus breaks completely with the optimifi!tic 

r at ionalism of the Renaissance and cont~mporaneous Human!~ 

according to which man himself is the s ource and n orm of 

a ll t r uth. 

It d oes not follow• however, - tba.t Calvin ha.s validated 

these statements in a philosophical nnnner, or that he has 
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pre sen~ed us ith a system of philosophy . .- The history of 

philosophy in t he Ca lvini s tic world a ft.e r Ca J;.vin furthermore 

revea ls, according to t he American Ca l vinist philosopher,. 

w. Young, tmt though t here was philosoph ica l a ctivity. there 

was no philosophy whi.c!l could properly be termed Ca lvinistic. 

Whether t his la·Ck must be eo~ht, a s a.ccordi11g to Gilson's 

point of view, i n an eXPlicit condemna tion of philosophy on. 
16 ) 

t he part o:f the efornntion,. or, e.s according to Ca lvinis-

tic interpretation, in the re s istance of the traditional 

coreeption of an a ut onomous philosophy in Lutheran as well 

as Ca lvinistic circles, i s not a t t he moment re levant. The 

fact r emains, writes Young, "that we have found a series of 

c ompromise s between Ref or mat ion theology and va.ri·ous forms of 

secular philosophy. At no point d i d Ca lvinism even d i splay 

the c onsc iousne ss: that in its t he ologica. l system were c ontai-

ned clues for the development of a ra ica lly unique sy s tem 

of philosophy •••••••• it was an a ttitude of a ccommodation 

and synthesis wi th pr evalent or classica2 modes of philoso-
17) 

phising." He ref e·rs to the strong Scholastic influence 

in the 1tvriti:ng,s of Beza a nd Arminius, a nd in Voetius' criti­

/ ci em of Desca rtes. The pred ani nat ing influence of' Descartes 

in tbe .seventeenth century, which affected even tre gifted 

Ca lvinis tic thinker, Arnold Geulincx, is p ointed out .bY Sas-
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18) 
s.en. In the nineteenth century t 1e empiricism of Opzoomer, 

t he S-pinoziem of van Scholten a nd the ethical i de lien~ o'f 

~nteple de ta Saussaye a nd Hoekstra predominate. Among the 

philos opbieal activities in qland and North America the same 

epiri t of syncretism. ie viei'ble. Young mentions t he Platonism 

of Hooker and owe, the 1 ntl uenoe of Locke on :aut le r, of Newt on's 

determinism on Jonathan Edwards• aui of the s chool-philoe ephy 

on Baxt er; whom be quotes a.e s aying the. t no b ooks so sui ted his 

d i spos ition as Aquinas, Seotu.e, ·urandus, Occam ani t he!. 

d ioiples, .,because they na:rrowl.y searched after truth and bro~ht 
19) 

t h ings out of the darkness of confusion ... 

This opinion o'f Young is echoed by Dooyeweerd ,. when he 

writes that the eformation never develop'd a phll!)sophy on her 
20) 

Reforme d Chr.i s tian ba.s1c conception, am tmt even her theology 

bad become t a inted with Arietoteliam a ni Scholastic trad itions , 
21) 

notably with the meta.pbye1cal doctrine of substance. 

We .have :progr~ssed to thi s extent, that e have e stab.lished 

that .Ca lvinistic philosophy d oes not mean a philosopby based 

on the philosophY of Calvin. . ooyeweel"d writes explicitly, with 

r eference to the term "Calvinistic plJ,ilosophy": "It d~s not 

mean, tba.t we will .eek a philosophical system in Calvin tbat is 
22} . 

not t ere." lielther d oes it aan a synthesis of . ei"ormed theology 

with traditional philosophy. To establish wmt it doe s mean, we 

/must turn to 
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those thinkers who were not only Ca.lvinis~s 1, and philoso­

phers~ but for whom th~ notion of a Calvinistic philosophy' 

itself first became a problem. 

-2-

The first 13ign of tbe emergence of such a "radical­

ly unique system of philosophy" is t .o be foWld in tbe thought· 
' 23) 

of Abraham Kuyper• the founder of neo-Calvinistic philosopby. 

Kuyper's initial aim is the r eformation of the the ology of 
24) 

the · Nederla.nds Hervormde Kerk, but this develops into a. 

re-e:x:ami nati on. of all spheres of knowledge, which he wishes 

to relate to the principles of qalvinism. Thus he writes: 

"Philosophy', psychology, aesthetics,. jm-isprude nce, 

the socia1 sciences, li.terature., a.nd even the medical and 

natural s ciences, e.ach and all of these, when philos ophi­

ca lly eoncei ved, go back to principles, am of neces sity 

even the question must be put with much more penetrating se­

riousness than before, whether the ontological and anthropo­

log ical principles that reign supreme in t he present nethod 

.of these sciences are in agre.enent with t lE· principles 2f. 
25) 

Ca lvinism, or are at variance with their v ery ~esence." 

The question then at once arises: what, for Kuyper, 

are t he principles of Ca lvinism? 

The form of this question itself requires a.n explana-
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tion •. We bave asked.,. not simply .what t e principles of Cal-

vinism are, but wm.t they are for Kuyper. The reason far 

this i .s t~t the re is considerable difference of opinion in 

Calvin~stic sc~olarship on t .his ~tter . Venter p o.ints out 

that there are IIE.ny echola~s who wrongly seek to find in Cal• 

vin 's thotght 'one ca rdinal principle, am he cites in t his 

c onne ction Kun>eJ;, who finds in the d octrine of the sove­

r e ignty of God not only the principle of politi·cal philosophy 

but a lso of aesthetics, cosmology ,ani epistemology. The Cal­

vin scholar.,. Eoba.tec, again,. Venter cnnt inues, has varied in 

his collce:pti on ·of what the "Sta.n.mllehre 11 of Calvin is, attach­

ing himself comreoutively to the d octrine of predestination, 

the doctrine of the sovereignty of God• the Bch ola.stic ele­

ments i n Calvin 1 s thotght ani the i llfluence of Ar i stotle a.nd 

RO!l'Bn Law. Venter conclud~EU "From our study of his writings 

it bas become clear to us that it i s compl e t ely without mea­

ning to t .ry and find one basiv truth in Ca lvin from which 
26) 

other truths can b e logically deduced. u 

F.J .. :M. Potgieter, again, agrees with Venter that the 

tho'J.€ht of Calvin c cntains a plUl"ality of principles, n one 

of which may be raised to a privileged posit ion above the 

r est. He mentions amongst others the principl e of the tota l 

depravity of man through sin, that of c ommon grace and of 

.oo:.lit?:ienesis. ith spe c·ific reference to the relevance of 

these princip·les to philosophy •. Potgieter disc l a i ms the at-
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t e·mpt of Refo!"l'IE d philosophers to found their philosophy 6n 

any one principle, such as Ba.vinok's i dea of revelation,. 

·stoker's .idea of creation or Dooyeweerd 'e i dea of law. "It 

is with out doubt true. 9 he wr-ites, "that sCripture teaches. 

that t here is a revelation, creation and order, but, although 

each of these 'principles is ~ !!. Scriptural• it is lggi­

ca lly excTooed that each of ·them, corresponding to Sc~.ip­

t .ure, should serve a s the ·sole foundation of a. Ca lvinistic 

ph ilosopby. There is only one solution, namely, tbat follow­

ing the steps of Calvin• an ordered. plurality of principles, 

each with its own independent meaning·, must s erve as a basis 
2'7) 

of philos ·ophy. ll 

In the light of these opinions , 1 t could be que stioned 

whethe r Kuyper i .e l.ndeed giving us· a satis:""actory account of 

tbe principles of Calvinism. Kuyper himself believes that 

he i s writing in the autbe'ntic spirit o.f Calvin. Thus. he 

. writes in a letter to Gunning: "I do nothing but copy. Vlhat 

I wish to achieve in tm spheres of tmology. canon law and 

political philosopey" (am philosophy too . ., he could have ad­

ded) "is nothing but to produce a pure copy of what Calv!n 
28) 

visualised.'' According to · Rullman, Kuyper does not merely 

confi ne himself to Calvin but •proceeds fr·.om the eterna~,. 

unc lnngable and incorruptible principles which the grt?at_._Re -

forme r produced :from God's Word in the 16th century ........ . 

Dr. Kuyper d i d not copy Ca lvin but was t .be' regenerator of 
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Calvinism.- of .the whole Reformed view of li:fe,_ of which the 

reformat.ion of the Church was only one, even tho~h i:zrw·or-
. 29) . 

t ant , part •. " To effect t -his regenera tion of Cal vinis:m in 

\ all spheres of knowledge. Kuyper founded tbe Free University 
I 

of Amsterdam in 1880, which had as its aim not only the crea-

tion of a R:efor-I.Ded theology but .of a Reformed science and a 

Reformed philosopey. 

Our a.im is not., however11 to decide whether Kuyper was 

il'ldeed the regenerator of Calvinism. or whether he distorted 

Ca lvinism in the intere~:ts elf a specula.tive and modernistic 
30) 

spirit, but to indicate wla t;, to. Kuype r himself, the Cal-

vinism to which he wishes to relate t he principles of the 

sciences am philosophy,, rooa.ns .. 
. .--<•' 

In his .Stone Lectures, K't\Y'P8r gives an account of what· 

he understands by Calvinism. Calvini sm,. he sta tes. 1s neitjter 

an( eccles metical, nor· a the ologicaJ., nor a sectarian ~~on-

' 
ception,, _but an al.l•embracing system of principles, a c omplete 

31) 
life-view. Such a life-view, 1n Whatever culture we :find 

it, demand.s an insight into the three :fundamental r e latiqns 

of all 1l'UY1Bn l .i:f'e, nanEly,,. our relation to God., our rela~ion 

to man, am our relation to the wor·l d .• Ca lvinism eXl)resses 

these relations as follows: For our relation to God, an im­

mediate fellow,ship wit h the e ternal,. independent of priest 

or church; :for the :relation of ma.n to man, the reccgnit ion 



of each pe.rson as a value,, which is his by vir-tue of his cre~­

tion in tm image of Goo, an therefore of the eqtality of aU 

men before God his magistra.tesJ md for our relat-ion t .o 

the w·orld , the r e cognition tllat in the orld the curse of sin 
32.) 

i s r estrained by gr a ee·. that the li f e of t he world is to 

be honoured in i ts independence ani t t we must; in every 

do:uain, discover the treasures a nd develo~ the p otencies '!11-d-
33) 

den by God in nature and in human life. 

Tr...e primary intere~st of t ni s su:'n!llary account of wtat 

Kl.:zy})e r unde r s tands by the Calvinistic warld-view lies, for 

the philosoi>her, in Kuyper's oonoeption that roan 'a relation to 

man ani to t r.e world, whi .ch involves he very :possibility of 

science an " ph iloa o:pby, depends· on his :prior relation to 

God. Wbat he understand s by this "immediate fe llowship. with 

the ete r nal", Kuypet' a.tt-empt:s t o expl ain i n .d s next lecture 

on the connection between Calvi ni.sm am religion. 

Firstly, Kuyper stat es, relig ion .is not con:f'ined to-

one group or ehurch" but is common t o all men. No man. can 

claim to be constitutionally devoid of' t he s emen religionis 

which God., together with tbe ser1sus i v1n1tatis, has impl~ted 

i n every man. Moreover, Kuyper continue s, religion is a rela­

tion of t he whole rm.n to God. Q,uoting the Gospels,, "Thou 

sbalt love God not only with all t 'P..y heart arr.1 with all. thy 

·strength, but also wi.t h all thy mind,." Kuype r states tmt the 
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religious organ is to be fotmd, not in a part of our being, 

for exa.inple otlr intellect• will or feelings, but in our 
34) 

whole being, at that point where all the :faculties are 

drawn together in a unity. Hence the importance of the follow• 

ing passages' 

"If suc.h an action" (i~e. om" interpretation of our 

relation to God) "is to put its stamp upon our entire life, it 

must start from that point in our' consciousness in which our 

life is still tmdivided and lies comprehended in its unity -

not in the spread!~ vine.e but in t h9 root from which the 

vines spring. This point, of course, lies in t~ antithesis 

between all tl:e.t is finite in olll.'" hunan life and the infinite 

that lies. beyond it;. Here alone we find the common source 

from which the dif'ferent streams of our hunan life spring and 
35) 

sepcrate themselves. • 

Aga.ins 

"As the entire creation reaches 1 ts culminati. point 

in man, so also religion finds its clear expression only in 

na.n who is made in tbe inage of God, am this not because man 

seeks it, but because God Himself implanted in IrBn 's nature 

the real essential :religious expression ....... God Himself 

makes :rm.n religious by means of the sensus divinitatis, i.e. 

the sense of the Divine, whi.ch He causes to strike the chords 

on the barp of the soul ••••• the bea·rt is to be understood 

not as an organ of feeling but as that point from which G·od 
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36) 
acts B.nd :from which he acts on tiE understanding. • 

On these passages Dooyeweerd co:rzlm3nts, saying that Kuy­

per has here with one tremendous •••P de~royed the anthro­

pological concept of man. He haS led us beyond the temporal 

functions,. including thought. to the central religiqus root, 

the heart, as concentration point and deeper unity of' our 

whole existence. 

From this it follaw.e that there is no aspect of our 

( 

existenee which can be considered to be indifferent or neutral 

to religion. God is sovereign, all life belongs to Him am 

is created by Him according to its proper law am natm-e. The 

· sovereignty of God over the whole cosmos is then, for Kuyper, · 

the ftmdamental principle of Calvinism. •:rlrst. stands the qon­

f'ession of _the absolute Sovereignty of tbe Triune God, • he 

writes, 11for of Him, through Him, aD:l unto Him are all 

things ••••••• This is the fundamental conception of religion 

as maintained by Calvinism, am hitherto, no one bas ever 
~ :5'1 ) 

found a higher conception. • lherything created, be conti-

nue.s, was :furnished by God with an unchangeable law of its 

existence. Because God b&s ordained such l~WJJ and ordinances 

for all life, all life must be consecrated to His service. 

I:f everything that is, exisis for the sake of God,. then it 
- 38) 

:follows t .m.t the whole creation mu~t give glory to God. 

Now what does the! Cal'fi.nist 2an by his :faith in the 
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ord inances of God? Kuyper asks. Every aspect of created life , 

~ ans ers, has a l aw for its existence, instituted by God 

Himself. These l aws or ordina.nces we nay call laws of nature, 

pr ovided that by t h is term we n-ean, not laws originating from 
39) 

nature , but laws imposed upon nature. From this d octrine of 

God 's sovereignty over all aspects of creation. Kuyper deve­

lops hie con.ception of sovereignty i -n its proper· orbit, ap­

plying it, especially in his theory of church ani state . 

Finally Kuyper· asks the quest.ion . whether religion must 

be norrnal or abnormal. Must . we re.ckon de facto with man in . -
1is present condition as normal, or as having fallen itito sin 

and having become abnormal, in which ca se religion must 
' 40) 

neces.sarily a ssume a sot.eriologieal character. If we c onsi-

der man as nornal, his religion is a slow process of deve­

lopment from the most primitive stages to its present status. 

as the "unconscious feeling for an Unknown Infinite," m d sin 

itself is explained in terms of an evolution from a lower to 
41) 

a higher moral position. According to tre abnorna.list tbeo-

ry, man being created in the .image of God,. was also created 

with a pure ani genuine religion. The degrading religions 

of primitive pagan communities are not natural to man but the 

out come of h is Fall,. and religion CS:n c oneequently only be 

restored to its original purity in a soteriological manner, 

by a r ad ical regeneration of ~n. Pa lingenesis, however, is 

not only an immediate act o'f grace "setting right tre crooked 
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wheel of life," but involves the necessity of Scriptural re­

velation, which· presents us with a clear consciousness of 

our relation to God. But Scripture is not only the formal 
42) 

principle of the Reforzred confession, states Kuyper. In 

our abnormal cond ition, ol.n" immediate communion wi~h God is 

lost, si.n has broUght separation am darkness; a .m t he 

necessitas luminis artifi,cio.si arises. As Calvin points out, 

this ~ for SCriptural revelation d oes not rest in ra.tioei­

nation, but on the immediate t~stimony of t be Holy Spirit, 
43) 

the testimoniUm §Riritus Sancti. 

If we accept the latter point of view, then all life, 

whiah includes the life of thought, .is affected by original 
\ 
1 sin, ani all life,. also the life of t hrught, must be rege-

nerated by God's special gra.ce. 'The radical :fashion in which 

sin i nfluences int.ellect~l activity, Kuyper de scribes as 
44) . 

f ollows: (l) Corr~sponding to the abnormal condition of the 

universe. falsehood in every sense of the word is now preva-

lent. This particularly affects those sciences which depend 

upon pe rsona.l communication. (2) Except for a.ctu&ll falsehood, 

we have the unintentional mistake,. in observation and memory 

as well a s in the actual processes of tho~ht, :from which 

follmvs., (3) self-delusion am self-deception, rm.ld.ng true 

scientific self-kn<Ji'ledge impossible. (4) Because of tbe ab­

normal condition of our i rm.gination,. the boundary between phan­

tasy a nd reality becomes blurred. In some the imagination 
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works too weakly, in others it is over-excited. (5) The ab­

normal element in tre condition of other minds affects us. 

Tr.z.e power of education, 1a.~.ua.ge am the spirit of t~e time 

cannot be resisted. (6) Tbe effects worked by sin on the body 

deserve equal consideration. No one i .s in a nornBl bodily 

condition and our spiritual disposition is consequently af• 

feeted. ('7) The different. ~arts of the cont.ent of .our con­

aoiousnes.a affect and contaminate each other. Thus the eTil 

indefinitely multiplies. 

Pa.li.nsenesis is therefore not c onf'ined to · the order 

of religion. but, in conformity with Kuyper's conception o'£ 

the radical unity of ma.n in his religious r ·o.ot, the heart, it 

is of immediate importance for the proper exercise of thmght 

itself. Ther.e will thus be two kinds of science, ·determined 

by a two-fold point of departm-el tbe ene rooted in the un­

regenerate heart, the other in the rege~rate .• Because. there 
. . 45) 

are two kinds of people• or two ki.nde of human consciousness, 

there are two kinds of science. 

From this it follows that for Kuyper there can be no 

c onfliot between faith am ph:llosopby. What Dooyeweerd terms 

Kuyper's •great Scriptural conception .. (sroot ·Schri:f't.uurlijke 
46) . ¥ 4'f) 

gree;p) .1 s h! s . insi~ht tbat all science is rooted in. :faith, 

~nd that the whole scale of Christian .sciences, theology in­

cluded, must be contrasted with the whol.e scale -of non-
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Christian or apostate sciences. apostate theology included • . 

While fornal.ly faith f'unetions in bot.h casea1 so tbat we _.tna.:r 

say that •Cbrtstian:lty a.rXl pa.gani.em atal'Ji to each other· as 
•a) 

the plus am minUB form · ar the same eerie••"· they are at 

the same time absolute;ty antithetical to each , other• beQS.use 

both proceed from a central religious attitude of the heart, 

the one Cbristia.p, the other apostate. 

•Not faith .aD:l science, therefore-,• K~r c mcludea., 

•but ru soientific mt4hne, or if you choose., two soienti.­

fio elaborations, are opposed to each other, ~ havins ~ 

own fait.h. :Nor nay it be said that it i .s here science whioh - ' . 

opposes theolosy., fo·r we haTe to do with two abs-olute fortnQ 

.of science, both of which claim the whole donaia of bum.n 

knowledge, au:l both of which han a . suggestion about tbe 

supreme Being of their own as the point of departure for the!~ 

world-view. Pantheism a~ · well as Dei,sm is a srstem abo¢ God, 

and wit.hout reserve tle entire modern theology :finds its 

home in the .science of the Normlists •. And :f"ina.lly,, these .. :~wo 

scientific syst.ems -of the NornaJ.ists ani the Abnormalists 

are not relative opponents, walking together half way, ~d 

:further on, peacably su:fferi!JS one a not her to choose di:ff"e-. ' ~ 

rent paths., but they are· both in earnest., disputing wit~ ~ one 

another the whole domln o:f life, am they cannot desist t:ram 

the constant endeaTour to pUll down to the ground the entir~ 

edifice of tmir respective controverted assertions, all the 



s upp or ts included, upon wh ich their asse r tions rest. If they. 

d i d not try this, t hey would thereby show on both aides; that 

they d id not honestJ.y believe in their point of' departur.e, tm t 

they were no seri.o'US combatants., and that they d i d not un­

derstand the primordial denand of ·science, which of course 
49) 

claims unity of e onception.," 

I n spite of Kuy-per's r adical d istinction between the 

1' Norma lists" and the "Abnorrralistsn, between a degenerate 

ani a regenerate science,. he nevertheless·, . like Calvin him­

self, acknowledges that pagan tho~ht reveals many excel ... 

lent oharaoteri stice. The nanes of Socrates., Plato a..m Aris­

totle a r e sti 11 honoured by Christian thinkers a nd t he phi­

losophy of Aristot le had been an invaluable aid in the tra.i-
50) 

ning of t he Ghri c.tian scholar .• . · Th is is explained by Kuy-

per in terms of the doctrine of c·ommon grace. God's grace 

extends itself, not only as special grace to the elect, but 

also as c ammon grace (gratia coillJllunis) to the whole human 

race. ithout God 's c ommon graee.a which curbs the full ef ... 

fects of sin, . there could be no poeeibillty of science a.t 

all., and pagan tho~ht would be .nothing but a tissm of 
51) 

lies• 

Kuype r's eoneeption of the sovereignty of God in all 

spheres of life, of the heart a.s t he ce.ntra.l unity of . human 

exi stence, h is doctrine of anti thesis and of c·ormnon grace, 
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) play an important role in later attempts, notably that of 

H. Dooyeweerd, to develop a Cal vinistio philosophy. For 

r 

this reason we have gone into his views at some length. But 

the views of hie colleagues at the Free University,, who 

likewise attempted to examine the notion and possibility of 

a Galvinistie philosophy, must also be rmntioned . or these 

the most important are H. Bav1nck, Professor of dogym.tic 

theology, d• Woltjer, Profes s or of philology - which at the 

Free University .also incluied philosophy • and v. Hepp, 

Bavinck's successor. 

Bavinck 's philosophical reputation is based primarily 

on his book, Wij sbegeerte der OpenbaripS {Philosophy of Re­

velation ), in which he discusses the relation between reve­

l a tion a m philosophy, mture , history, religion, Christen­

d om and culture. In the chapters on philosophy and science , 

be presents his conception of a philosophy based on Ca lvi­

nistic principles, which he terms a philosophy of revelation. 

In a ttempting t o show the relation between philosophy and 

revela tion, Bavinck pointe out that philosophy proceeds from 

ordinary daily experience , the universal natural certainty 

o'f man regard.ing the object.ivity and truth of his knowl edge . 

Philosophy does not create the capacity for knowing and 
52) 

knowledge , but a ccepts it and t .ries to explain it. Ba.vinck 

thus accepts a moderate realism in epistemology, attacking 
53) ' 

both empiricism and idealism. 



However, . Bavinck e ontinues, the "given" in knowledge 

can be finally understood only if we consider it as a reve­

lation. Bavinck draws a. distinction between s pecia.l am gene­

ral revelation. God reveals Himself to man firstly tnr·oqsh 

Scripture, but also in nature and in human self-conscious­

ness. Th1 s threefold revelatiou is expressed by Bavinck as 

the pr1ncipium essendi, c~~noscendi externum. and cqsnoscendi 
54 

internum of any science. The princ1p11!!! essendi is God the 

sovereign Creator, the Erincipium oognoscendi externum is the 

cosmos created by God atrl embodying the ideas of G~, and the 

J!rincipium cosnoscendi internum is man in whose self-con• 

scioueness God and world are related. These principles are 

root ed in God as the causa ef:f'iciens Erincipialis of all 
55) 

knowledge. Bavinck sta tes that our knowledge of God is an 

i mpression (theolgsia eetypa) procured from Scripture, of the 

knowledge which God has of Himself (t l:e ologia archet;ypa). 

Hence both science and philosophy are referred to Scripture 
56) 

as t he source of their principles. 
1?'1 ) 

As Stoker bas pointed out, Ba.vinck's i dea of revelation 
~ 

cannot offer a. sa tis:faotory solution to a.J.l philosophical 

problems,: but it is the main key to a. Calvinistic epi·stemo­

logy. In accepting the object! vi ty and independ.ence o.'f t .m 

known, it gives epistemology a.n ontolog ica l . basis. It further­

more causes us to s e e the essence of knoWledge a.s a g i:ft, an 
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uncove~ing , a revela tion, a nd founds t h e relation of know-

l e dge on the sovereignty of God as t he gre at Reve a le r . 

Bavinck ' s c once ption of t re role of self -cons c i ous -

ness or self - knowle dge in epistemolog y , whic h i s of fundamen-

t a l i mp ort a nce in c ontempora r y ne -e-Ca lvini s t ic philos ophy, 
58 ) 

must a l so be mentioned . F ina lly, he made an i mp ortant ne-
~,., 

gative c ontribution by weed i ng out from Ca lvinistic though~ 

paga n a nd Sch oJ_astic notions which had re t a r de d t h e develop -

ment of a Ca lvinist ic philosophy. 

Voltjer ' s philosophical s pe cula tions a re to b e found 

in systemat ic form in an essay, Ideeel en Reee l (The I deal 

and t h e Real), i n which he proceed s from the d i st inction be -

t we e n the real am t h e i de a l. !Vhat is k nowable in the real 

is i dea, which he compares with the stamp on the copper or 
59 ) 

silver. The i deal exists prinnrily as the eternal thoughts 

of God , secondly a s expr essed in t he cosmos am in man, a rrl 

lastly in man's mind , which can d iscern the i deas and i s the 
60) 

be a r e r of a world of i deas . 

The task of science and philos ophy is to penetrate 

to t he i dea s of thing s , to which he asc r ibe s an objective 

exist e nce. "The i dea is intuited by t h e mind ," he writes, 

"from which, howeyer, it in no way f allows tm.t it exists only 

in tre mind ; it is in any case no f .uncti on of the mind , the 

mind intuits t he i deas a s f.its objects. And not only t he mind 

has reality, but a lso the i deas; as such, as i deas, t hay ~ 
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61) 
and they have reality." As bath idea am mind have real1-ty,, 

wbich refers to tbeir camnon origin, God~ science and philo-
52) 

sopby must begin with faith. 

According to Young" Woltjer is a Ohri f>'tian Platonist, 

standing in tl.e line of Augus.tine, Anselm, Bona.Tentura and 

Malebranche,. and he claims that Woltjer •s Ideiel en Reeel 

i s to be numbered among the classics o.f Augustinian philoso-· 
63) . 

pby. While we may consider tbC; Young overrates the philo-

sophical value of this essay,. 1 t 1s nevertheless true tmt 

¥oltjer initiated a ne·o-Calvinistic trend in philosophy wit.h 

an explicit Augustinian orientation. 

Of these thinkers. Hepp is most the ol.ogical in his ap­

proa6b. Hi s contribution is limited chiefly to the problem of 

the s oti-ce of certainty in jaigeme nts. which he fi ni s in the 

t~stimonimn SDiritus Sancti. This d octrine,. he states, lies 

on the boundary line between theol·ogy am phi lo·sopby. As pro­

ceeding f'rom the Holy Spirit, the testimony belongs to the 

field of tlEologyJ as terminating in human coneddousness., it 

i s of an epistemological nature. The lack of a Christian phi­

losophy Hepp ascribes to a. neglect o£ this dogma, caused by 

the overstressing on the one hand of the doctrine of the 

logos. an1 on the other ha.nd of the d octrine of' tl'E autononiY' 
. 64.) 

of reason. 

Hepp d istinguishes betwee n the testt.monium Spiritus 



-26-

Sancti speoia.le and g,enera.le. The first t~!rtimony, which gua• · 

ra.ntees the certainty of Revelation, is ·carried by the testimo­

~ generale, which is also the foundation of epistemology. 

Tbe t~etimonitml genera.le i e di Tided again into the testimo­

~ externum, which, as objective truth, testifies ~ us. 

and the testimonium internum-, which provides certainty. 

Neither testimonium is sufficient., leading indi vicll.l:\lly 
65) 

either to a false objectivism or subjectivism. 

Tbe relation between t he two testimonia produces the 

fides generalis, whic~ however, is concerned only with cen­

tral an:l primary truths, not with derived truths procured 

by ded uction ar.d induction. 

Repp sta·te s that sin cannot destroy the testimonium 

generale. Error ani d rubt are situated, not in the perception 
66) 

of central truths but in t,l r derived truth. He pre-

sents the follow!~ summary of his doctrine' "The te.stim.oniuzn 

generale is the immediate am irreslstable activity of the 

Holy Spirit, in which He testifies to and in tm human spirit 

of the truth in its centre, an d through which in every man a 

final certainty 1s born. Or, philosophically speaking,, t~e 

testimonium generale is the :final ground of the certainty 
_,67) 

of knowledge . 

Vhat• we may ask, bas been achieved b_¥ tMee thinkers 

of t he Free Unive rsity? It is of interest to note tmt they 
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themselves considered that their philosophical am theological 

researche.e were of a prepara tory nature only. Thus Kuyper 

writes in 18951 that he is still djgging at the foundations 

of t h e new Galvinistic movement and tmt as yet no atone is 
68) 

to be seen above too ground. And 'Volt.jer states tbat wbile 

the completion of the buil ~ ing cannot be expected in tm 

i mmed i a t e futm-e, the foun ations are being l a id by tre J['ree 
69) 

University. 

Summing up the a chievements of these thinkers,. Young 

writes as follows~ 

"In the first place, these . men gave t o Galvinism a 

scientific expression in terms of the modern situation. The 

mont1!IJ3.ntal theologi·cal achievement of Kuyper and Bavinck was 

a precondition of fruit'ful philosophical development along 

Calvinistic lines. Se·eondly, a strong emphasis was placed on 

the f a ct. that Ca lvinism was not only a theological am ec.­

clesia stical system but an all-embracing view of life and the 

world. The Reformed Faith was seen to have implications for 

evf!fry area of hum9Jl Rotivity,. therefo:T:"e for philosophy also. 

In t .h i s connection Abraham Kuyper's doctrine of the anti the­

sis between the Christian am the non-Christian. is of para­

mount importance .• This doctrine involves the ne cessity of a 

d i stinctively Christian point .of view in all areas of scien­

tific inquiry. Once inflamed with zeal for Christian seien­

tif'ic enterprise, the Christian camnunity, the church as or-
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gan:lsm, in uyper 's l anguage , must in the course o time pro-

duce a. Ohri. tian philosophy. 

Finally, we have seen tbat K_uyper, :BaYinck, oltjer 

and Hepp have actually engaged in philo ophioal inquiry, es­

pecially in tb.e field of ep i stemology. They have thus n:a.de the 

first attempt to rea lise the 1 e&l of philOBORhia retor-
'70) 

ma.ta,tt 

Although these earlier Ca. v1n1 tic t ink r s d i d not 

preee:nt us with a ystem of Oalv1n1 tic philosophy - a. t ask 

which hae been attempted only in the l ast thirty years a t the 

Free Univetaity of Am terdam • they have to a great extent 

cla rified the notion or· a Calvin1 et1c philosophy, its aim an 

requi"rements. It means, then, a philosoph1a re:rormat,a, a 

philo opby w ich f ,s not an unea.ey synthesis between tra itio­

nal pll1loeophy and ef'or me theology, but a philosophy', as 

Doo e r tatee, htoh ie c.ompl etely penetrated by the 
71) 

Chri sti n religion. nrt does mean, " he 1 tee, "that we will 

relate philosophical tho~ht in ite entire foundation, t ar­

t1 ng- po1nt1 and transcendental d irection, to the new root of 
'72) 

our oo·smos in Christ . " f.loted in t h f ·undam nta.l reli· 

gious principles of the ef'orm tion, whtoh ;we ·e :first 

clearly expres e d by Calvin, it :.r.ray never mean an uncr1t1-

oa l adhe rence to Calvin a.e the ••pater angelicus of efor roed 
'13) 

philosophical t inktng,• but even involves a er1t1-
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cism of pagan am Schola.stie. ·re'l!Jidue;B in Calvin' s· thought in 

the name of these very Reformed pri oo iples. Calvin himse·lf', 

Stoker writes, empbasiaed that a.t'ter the Refornation the 

church should ooek ftn"ther r eforn:ation. We must c aneider 

those pri ci plcs ·:tn Calvin a.s Calvini.atia, he continues, ta• 

king i nto aoeount the exigencies of hie time and of his life, 

which d o not e ontr.ad iet each other and which carry the buil• 
74} 

d i ng of h is life work. 

In t1 e s:une spirit Dooyevteerd draws a distinction be­

tween "unealvinistia" a;nd "Calvin1Et1c., trends in the· thotght 

of his predecessors a.t tl".Le Free University. He states that 

"~here Ku:;.r_per develOJ)s, as 1n his Stone Lectures, his great. 

concepti em of t be meaning of Calvinism.,. w:e find a . f'undamen-

tally Reformed approach. As soon, liowever, as Kuyper att·empt s 

.to e.pply this conception to mO"re part1eularised aepe~ts of 

theology am phi.loe opb,y1 his Reformed thinking begins to wa­

ver e.nd loses its strength. This appea.ra especially in hie 

Seholautio eoneepti.on of the relation between soul ani body• 

his d octrine of the logos, his realism o'f ideas and his at­

t~m:pt to aorreJ.at.e his ,encyclopae .ic system of the sciences 

with the traditional 'five f'acul.ties, in which phi.losopby is 

closely associated with philology and hi story and deprived 

of' her r 'ight . to furnish tm theoretical :foundations of the 
'75) 

special sciences. 

While Bavinok am Woltjer, again, whole-heartedly ae-



ce:pt the Reformed point of view and labour in the same spirit 

as Kuyper an with the same aim, Dooyeweerd continues, . their 

work represents to a much greater extent than t'bat . of KU3Per· 

the s pirit Of synthef;iS With traditional modes of thought_. 

Bavir1ek i.e under the influence o'f SChol9.st1oism and Woltjer 

tm er the influence of Plato and nee-Platonism. Thus both 

Bavinck am Woltjer cannot see the oent.ral significance of 

the heart for thotght, a ~ i dentify the central unity of man 

with tbe intellect or logos,. as Kuyper himself still does in 
'76) 

the ~ncy:cloP?:edie. Woltjer further accepts a neo-Pla.tonic 

d octrine of the egrees of r&al.ity and individ uality., and,. 

unl ike Kuyper, ove.rrates the value of scientific knowledge. 

While Wolt jer "s thrught is more c.onsistent than Kuyper •a, 

because of t he latter ' s vac~1lat1on be·tween Reformed atrl tra.-

d itiona.l omcet)tions, Kuyper's thol€ht is yet of prill'Bry}..m­

po.,..tan.ce for i ts uns urpassed c'l a. rity regarding tbe fundamen­

t a ls of Calvinism. 

According to Van Til , Hepp tr.akee concessions to a Roman­

Catholic type of natura l the ·ology. This is especially evident 

i ·n hi doctri.ne of the testimonium &enerale, which i. c001l1lon 

to both 'belie~er and unbeliever, e.nd which i s not affected 

by sin. He:pp furthermore does not sufficiently str~S-B ·lthe dis-

tinction bet e .n gene ral and special grace. Bavinck's appre ­

ciation for the trad itional proofs of God's existence shows 
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t bat :Bavinok bas not a.l oge·ther f r eed hiruself f rom non­

Chri sti e~>n f arms of t h inking. Van Til a.leo criticises aspects 

of Ktzyper 's th'ought. as Roman Catholic, Ari stotelian and 
'17) 

Sohola..st1e. 

In t .h.e course of this empt.er we t.ave repeatedly made 

uae of tbe term "Cal v~nistio philosopey." Thi s term is used 

by t le adherents of the .new philos.ophy themsel vee.;. on the 

grounds tmt this is the only philosophy which is authenti­

cally Calvinietia, tlnt ie., i .n prine iple H.eformed. Theiife. are, 

however, rea.sons for· preferring the t e rm "neo•Ca.lviniatic.• 

to signify the new :philosopey in t ·he Calvinistic world. Fi:x-stJ.y,. 

there are otbe:t· philosophical trend s in the Ca1Ti1.11etic 

world..,· and the term "neo•Cal. Yin1stio 0 eeTveo as a way of dis­

tingUishing this movement f'r~ for example,. the phUosopby 

of Loen. Aaldet-s. de Hartog, Hait,jema.$ and Kohnstamm, to men-
78) .· 

tion only a. few. Secondly• not all Calvinists agree tmt 

thi a philoso:pey is indeed Calvinistic. This appr~ch is es-· 
?9). 

pecial'l.y evident in the publicationa of v. llepp• tbe· late pro-

fes s or of theology at the Free University, m .d in tbat o~ the 
. 80) - 81) 

Jteverend steenJ in t lE c cntroveray betwee~n Engelbrecht 
82) . 

and Coetsee regarding the term •neo-Calviniam•:,, and more 
83) 

lately in artie les by w ... lltsselink. The burden of the 
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criticism is: deprec i a tion of h istorical Ca lvin i stic tbeolo-

gy,. unfounde d orig inality ami biblici sm, which i s cons i dered 

to be contrary to the Drie Formulieren van Eenigheid formula­

t ed at the synod of Dordt i.n 1619, and accepted as t he princi• 

ple of unity . (accoord van kerkliJke gemeenseha.p) of the Cal vi­

nistic Churches of t he Netherlands . 
' . 

The rela ti vi ty of tre .t erm Ee.d is, however., emphasised 

by Vollenhoven's suggest.ion tbat the new philosophy should 
84) ;.,:~ 

simply be termed tf Scriptural II and Dooyeweerd 's claim t mt 
85) 

it should ~ called "Chr~stian." We retain the term "neo-

Calvinistic philosophy .. as a purely -nominal indication of the 

new move:n:ent, without in any way deny:hlg its claim t o be au­

thenticallY Calvinistic, Scriptural or Christian, am accep­

ting the use of t he term "Calvinistic philosophy" as it ap­

pears in ·the publications of this philosophy. 

In a.ttenipting to establi.sh the neo-Calvinistic concept 

of philosophy, one .is, however. f a ce d with the problem of the 

diversity _ of nuances or trends ;l.n neo-Calvini s tic philosop~ 

1 tself. Thus Stoke r distingui.shes between at least four main 
86) 

trends: (1) The philosophy of the idea of Rewlation, as s o-

cia ted w1th , tl:e name of H. Bavinck, (2) the philosophy' of the 

cosmon ornic idea by tbe .Amsterdan:i. philosophe~s Dooyewe erd and 

V6llenhoven, (3) ·his own · philosophy of tlE i dea of crea t ion, 

and (4) a philosophica l movement showi .ng t lE influence of 

Woltj e r ' s August inianism, developed e_speoially by t re A:r.rYd• 



rica.n Ca lvinist philosophers Van Til a nd Young. The n Stoker men­

tions contributions,. for example, by Bohatec, K. Schilder and 

D. Jelle :rm. , which d o not f a ll within any of t hese four clas~es 110 . . . 

More over, the bounda rie s a r e. nowhere clear, and variations ap­

pear with in one atrl the sane trend. stO"ker state s : "Together 

t hese n uances constitute one school, bound not by the ipse d ixit 

of a. maste r ., but by the common basis, r elig ious motives and 

fundanenta l pr·i n ciples. The diff erence s i n nuances are deter­

mined a mongst others by t h e diffe rence in accentuation of . com-

. mon principles a nd by the differe nt influence.s of other· philo... 
87) 

sophieal systems." 

Of these trends , there is. only one which has received a 

final ph ilosophi-ca l formula tion. e may with justice speak only 

of one compl e ted neo-Ca.lvini stic sys.t em of philos ophy., namely, 

t he ph ilosophy of the cosmonomic i dea., Of 1 t s t wo founders, Vol­

l enh oven bas confine d h i mself chiefly to an .analysis gf the hi s ­

tory of ph ilos ophy, i n the light. of the neo-~a.lvinistic conp,ep­

tion of t he religious basic motives of th~ West. Dooyeweerd bas 

conce rned h i mself' with the .s ysten:a.ti·c c onstruction of the philo­

sophy of the i dea of law .. In attempti ng to e s tablish the neo­

Ca lvini s tie c oncept of philosopby, we shall tmrefore limit. our­

selves to t he philos ophy of Dooyewee rd, i ndicating where t here 

are r e levant points of .contact with , or d i ve rgences f rom, othe r 

neo-Calvinietic trends . Of t h ese, t lE mos t i mp orta nt ·1 s the phi­

los ophy of' t be i de a of crea tion, deve lope d by H.. G. stoker. Al­

t .h ough this ph ilos ophy equals that of Dooyeweerd in its .sc.ope 
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and profundity, it has been published only in the form of short 
88) 

brochures. stoker · himself considers that these earlier worke 

need radical revision. His DJ3.ture :philosophical position,. presen­

ted in academic lectures at .the University of Potcbe:f"strocmlt has 

not yet been published. For an outline of his philosophy of the 

idea of creation. aee Appendix 1.) po.5~ tl.\ · 

Dooyeweerd •,s philosopby is developed primarily along the 

lines of K'tl,ypl8r, as is indeed expl1c.1 tly acknowledged by him. In 

his as.aeEisment of Kuyper's contribution to his philosophy, Dooye­

weerd :n:enti one (1) K1zyper •s discovery of the Scriptural principle 

of the sovereignty of God as the basic idea. of philosop~; and 

(2) Kuyper' e grounding of ·all thought in t be heart, which he 
. . 89) ' 

tel!'ms Kuyper •,a religious -.sic conception. With reterence to his 

own philosophical development, Dooyeweerd write·s in the foreword 

to the first edition of his , Wijsbegeerte der Wetsidee, that. wbile 

he was initially attraet~·d to ,tbe ~eo-Kantian philosoph3" and la­

ter to Husserl •s phenomenology, the great turning point in his 

thinking was nBrked ·by the discevery of the relig·ious root of 

thought., the "heart" as proclaimed by Ho]3 Scripture. There~on., 

{ he continue.e, new light was .shed on the failure of all attempts, 

I 
inclW.ing his own, to briJ')8 about an inner synthesis betwe~n the 

Christian faith am a. philos.opby which is rooted in faith in the · 

eelf-suf:ficiency of human reason, and he saw the need of ~ r~~o­

lution of a. veey radical cha.rac·ter in philosophical tho~ht. 

This autobiographical passage brings into r~liej' Dooye­

weerd •s central purpose, Which . is evident in all his ph1losopb1-



cal writ.ings. The great "turning point'' in his t hotght is the lin­

s i ght that if Christianity and philosophy are to be brought. into 

con tact at all, it can happen only on the basis of a. new, speci-

J 

( fieally . Christian, concept of phi1.osophy1 the development of 

' which bas indeed bee ome Dooyewe erd ·, s life work . Thus his publica­

tions , in spite of his more specialised philosophical interests 

in the fields of jurisprudence and political phi'losopby',. reveal 

an i ncreasing c oncentration on the problem of the nature of philo1 

sophy itself. In his inaugural le·cture at the Free University in 

1926 , De :Beteekenis der Weteidee voor echtwetenschaE en Rech1!_­

I?hilosophie, Dooyewe.erd is seeking for a Christian basis for ju­

risprudence, which leads h i m on to the philosophical problem of 

the relation between the different aspects or' t .he cosmos . In his 

I 
next work, De Cri.sis in de Huma:nistische Staatsleer (1932 ), the 

basic mot ives of his philosophy: the structural diversity of the 

cosmos, the principle of sovereignty in its proper orbit and the 

religious founde,tion of epistemology. are clearly exposed, a.l- ' 

t hough still applied to the ' special fields of political philQ;so­

phy, jurisprudence and sociology. It is only in the WiJ ebegeerte 

der Wets i dee (1935·36 )., however,. t mt we find an expositiol} of 

hie concept of philosophy it self, ani the formulat.ion of its ba­

sic i dea as the i dea of law. Since then it has been amplified in 

the Engli.eh edition o'f this work, A New Critique. o.f Theoretical 

Thought, as well as in a smaller English publication, .Transcen:::. 

dental Problems . of Philosophical Tho:u.&bt •. and in many artic~e • 

His l a test work, Reformati.e en Scholas tiek in e Wijsbegeerte. ·.· 
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i s c oncerned more specifically •Nit h an analysi s of the antino­

mies in t~ Greek a nd Scholastic conceptions of philos ophy. 

Dooyeweerd 's concept of ' philos ophy was de veloped,. as he 

states in h i s foreword , in the closest co-ope ration wit h his 

colleag ue , Prof. Vollenhoven. In the f oreword he further vism­

lises a. circle of a dherents who will examine not only specifi· 

cally philosophical problema but also the principles of the 

special sciences in tre ligb:t of the philosophy of the cosmono­

mic i dea, a programme which was realised by the creation of an 

international quarterly magazine,, l?hilosophia :&!forl'l!Sta (1936-

1957 ). This journal, by pre.senting possibilities for polemical 

discussions , int ernal criticism am the development of relat.i ve­

ly ob.scure a spects of Dooyewee r d 'a thought, has contributed 
90) 

much to the consolidation of the philosophy of the wetsidee. 

We have thus at our disposal an articulated system of 

philosophy, with aJ.l the advantages of explicitness and mul­

tiple illumination of the central theme which common activity 
91 ) 

with in a strict philosophical s chool makes possible. Yet 

at once our initial problem arises once again. We may formu­

late 'it as follows a Why is it necessary to characterise this 

philosophy as "Cal vinistie.•? At a first gla nce the term .,phi-

losophy of t m cosmcmomic i dea" seems adequate. · It points to 

the central theme,. the idea of cosmic law, which; as a cosmo- ­

logical structural principle, seeks to offer a new solution to 

the fundamental epistemological' am ontological problems of 
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philosophy. Like every other philosopey, the philo~ophy of 

the cosmonomic i dea. has its principles, :tts coherence, its 

de monstrations. and its claim to universal validity, and the 

problem, if there is any, seems simply to be whether its 

principles are self-evident . ita coherence truly coherent, 

i .t s demonstrations necessa..ry an its claim to universa lity 

well - founded. In short, if the philosophy of the cosmonomic 

i dea is ihiloso:p&, wmt meani~ can it have to qualify it 

as Calvinistic philosophy? 

The thotght of Dooye ~eerd am his school revea ls this 

great zoorit, tbat it nowhere seeks to evade the· immense dif­

ficulties which this :formulation of the problem involves. Thus 

Volle nhoven. in a book treating this rmtter, commences his 

a nalysis by asking whether the term "Calvinistic philosophy" 
92) 

is not a eontrad ic,tio in terminis. What possible connection 

i s there, be asks , between philosophy and the Calvinistic 

confession? In thi e philosophical school the treatment of 

the different problems of philosophy is never dissociaten 

from the problem of the nature of ph1lesopby .. which in i te 

tum involves an exhaustive examination of the relation be-

tween philosophy' and Calvinism in particular, a n1 between 

philosophy,. theology and religion in general . Where the very 

right to existe nce of' the philosophy of t he wetsidee is thus 

bound up with t h is t e rm, it is clear tl::at our e.xamina t1on 
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of its concept of philosopby must from the outset. face the pro-· 

bls m pre.sente by the t erm "Calvi istlc philosophy" as·· its 

fundan:ental p.roble·m. 

Om- examination of the thQught of Calvin, Kuyper an1 

h is colleagues at the Free University has est ablished that 

Oalvini.s tic philosophy rmana philosophy which takes its prin-

ciple from S-cripture. But at once the pr oble m i .s .sharpened. 

If ph ilosophy proceeds f'r·om a priuciple t a ke n f rom Scripture, 

it is pr oceeding from a premiss taken f r o wi.th out t h e order 

of philosophy itself:r namely, Revela tion. In that ca se,. t ~'lis 

philos.o:phy \Vill be intellig ible only to tl1ose who accept the 

same premiss. Moreover, t!E acceptance of the a uthority of 

Scripture by tm philosopher depends, if it is genuine, 

neither on the outcome of a course 9f rea son ing nor on t be 

will, but on the testimonium Spiritus Sa.ncti,. which is a. 

grli!ce. How, then,. is the whole system of ph ilosophy which 

proceed s from it, communicable? What has becone of the uni­

versality a nd nece ssity of philosophy? 

Here we have indeed touched on tl:e core of the problem 

of neo ... Calvinistic philosophy. It 1 s not primarily the pro­

blem. of the intei·nal cons istency of this philosoplly \7'ith 

its own premises, wmt we 1ray call its intrinsic i:~tell1Sib1-

lity" but the problem of its e.xtri.nsic inte lligibilit;u_ 

Extrins;lc intelligibility we may define a s t he c .onsi s tency 



ot t'te premise or f'iret prinoip].e of a philoa_opby with the 

1811wreal.J.y 'YSl.ld ooDiitiODe ~., tho\8'ht .. OUr probl.em tben 

reae:l'tee itael.t' int-o the. f'urtber questicaa wba.t are theae 

un1veraal.l.y '9&ltd condttiGJUI ~ar· philos-ophical thi.nk1ng 

which Jl&ke 'be intelligible ocOJIJmunicatton of' pr-i·nciple·e pos­

sible? In a 1'ragment · attributed to 111m. Aristotle ll'.titeaa 

•Yeu say one must ph;1.1osoph1ee.. n.a one JDWJt philosophi.·se. 

You aay one JIIUIJt not ph11oaoph1ee. Then.. to prow your con .. . 

tentlon, you I!JU8't ph11oaoph1ee. In &ll7 oaee .. ol'a must philo.. 
t3) . 

sophise., • Aristotle emphae:iaee. mre t~t phil·osoplv' ~oee 

not cOlUI1et in tbe etate•nt of propoetti.ODe he1d to be .·true, 

but in the ~ldati~ ot these propositions in aa 1nt&llt.gible 

mamaer.,. where lnte-llig1b1ltty deuote .. a . COII'fiunlcab111ty wlthin 

a eommcm tmi.'f8Jl88 of' dlsc·ourae. 

The problem arlee• 'becauee in the h1st.ory ·ot ph1losopb1' 

theM premiaea more often tban not contradict each other . The - .. " 

c11f'tere.noe betwe~n Plato am lto'bbea• Aristotle aDd DeecariJt8t 

.Aqu1nu and Kaat.. or. in c 011tenp~ liblloeop)V', between. 

•Y• lll.rita:lu and Cheat~, 111 not mere1)' a dit:f'ere·nce in. em­

:pbaaie . ar de8ree. Bare we t-ind fuDda,mental dl:f'!G'8neee which 

ohal.lenge the ollloil!l8 o·f each to be philoeop}Q'. TlJe, history-

err philos~ re~l·a li'&Dy a:a.mple•.· or· eoberent syst.eme. 

lfhi~ nay IIS'f8·rtbe1eee ·contradict our omanon sen.ae• o,..- ex­

pe.rienoe. our :faith or tbe ~er].yi~ &eeumpt101l8 ot our cul-



ture, a nd which ca uses us to subject them to critical re­

consideration. Usually we d iscover tmt such a philos ophyts 

point of depa rture, which it considers to be self-evident, 

d oe s not reveal a similar self-evidence to us. The question 

t h en arises whet he r ph ilosophy is noth ing but a kale i d os­

cope of irreconcilable sy""tems, or at most forme patterns 

with in specifi.c perspectives. Are t here only J2hilosophies 

or i s the r e ph ilosophy? 

The urgency of this problem is ·ev1d ent fr om the a t­

t ention it has rece ived in contempora ry ph ilo.sophy. Thus 

Gils on, f or example, formulates it as follows: Confronted 

with t he. co ntinual interchange of philosophica l systems, must 

we t he r e fore c onclude, he ask s, t hat philos ophy itse lf i s a.n 

i mp ossibility? The r ad ical mistake s· which have been c ommit­

ted in t he h i story of philosophy, he continue s, must not, 

howeve r, be l a id at t he d oor of philosophy itself, b ut a re 

caused by t he misuse of a principle of continuity present 

in t he hUIIB.n spirit. Thi s principle i s for Gilson t he int e l­

lige nce, a s ro oted in the first principles of reas on, a nd in 

t he light of which not only philosophical truth but philo­

.s ophiea l e .rror becomes intelligible. Principles will be come 

more or l ess inte llig ible in the degree t o which t hey con­

f orm t o t h i s "metaphys ical s t ructure" of reality. Th us he 

writes: "The re i s and t he re always will be a history of phi­

los ophy, because ph ilosophy exists only in hwmn minds, 



which themselves have a history, am because the world of 

knOwledge and action to which the fi·rst principles ,apply is 

a cbangi~ world, but the.re .should be no history of the first 

principles themselves, because the metaphysical structure of 

reality itself d'oes not cbange. Perennis J2hllo.soph1a is not 

an honorary title for any part.icular forms of . philosophical 

thinking, but a necessary de.signation for philosophy itself, 

almost a tautology. · That which is philosophical is also 
. M) 

perennial in its own right." 

R. J. de Vl.eescbauwer, on tbe .other hand, protests 

against this conception of, the continuity of philos9pby. The. 

philosophia. :perennis is only a name for the pernanent recur-
' ' ' 95) 

ranee of the same problems, method.s and solutions, a po1J'l't 
, • 

of view with which E. Stein agrees when she :rejects the i.dea 

of a p.erennial philosophy as •ein starres Begrittsystem, das 

als toter Besitz von Geschlecht ~ur Gesoblecht weitergegeben 
96) . .. . 

wurde. • De Vleeschauwer, othel" than stein, however,_ ques-

- L 

tions the very notion of a principle of continttity in phil.o­

sopby. It depends on the assumption. crf a homogeneous hUJJ'B.n 

spirit' he writes, which answers ' t "o the same logical and 

psychological structure and conditions. But in tbl.t case there· 

is no explanation possible' for the divergent expressions of 

tbat spirit, nor for phil.osopl'cy' as a historical reality. The 

universe is created ' ~cording to a prfnc iple of differentia- . 
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tion. The concept man i s a philosophica l abstraction. There 

exi sts no Din, only types o:f men, · and correlatively a multi­

p licity of thinking a nd spiritual structures. o conform to 

one 'a type i s for all a s piritual fate, although the attempt 

t o understand the s p iritual st·ructures of others is also a 
97) 

duty.. But t he notion ·that the intelligence con at itute e the 

pri ncip l e of the c ont inuity of philosophy• is simply the phi-

losophica l express ion of one such type. 

Dooyeweerd, unlike de Vleeschauwer, d oes not reject 

the n otion of philosophical continuity .• Against de Vleeschau­

wer' s ifferentiated spiritual structures, Dooyeweerd further 

empbasi sea , with Gils on, the bas ic unity of the. hUII'lan race 

and its i dentical spiritual struct-ure, atrl -aacepts the notion 

of the philosophia ~rennie . But how is this to be reconciled 

with h is cla i m that h i s philos ophy i s foun ed on Script ure., 

on religion,. when t h is exclu ee the possibility of philoeo-

phical co:mn unicatio.n? 

The b old step which eharacter·ises Dooyeweerd 's great 

philosophical originality, i s h is a'ttempt t o prove that these 

cla i ms do not contradict each other. l3ut at the same time he 

cla i ms the right to reformulate the problem. He does not wish 

to characterise Calvinistic philosophy as a. philosophy rooted 

in r elig ion in contra.at with philosophies rooted in reason o:r--

in s ome othe r premiss, which at once gives r 'ise to the problem 
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of external intelligibility mentioned above • . 1th such fl.Dl- · 

damental divergences in the nature of their principles. it is 

impossible 'for one philosophical system to . co:mnuntcate with 

another. But Dooyeweerd wishes to sh01f,_ w1th a philosophical 

necessity, that !ll. phllos.ophies are rooted in premise-s of 

a religious nature. 

This task, of which Dooyeweerd states that compared 

with it Kant's Coupernioan reTolution in philosophy mus~ be 
98) 

considered as peripheral, 18 a.ttel'ltPted by him in his tran-

scendental critique of theoretical thought. Thie Dooyeweerd 

himself' considers as the first step to the solving of the 

problem o'f philoeophi·cal oonn:nunioation. 
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CRA.PTER II 

~~scendental Critique. 

-1• 

We have introduced the transce nde ntal critique as the 

att~mpt , o'f Dooyeweerd. to prove, with a philosophical neces-

J eity, that all thought :pr0<1eede , from premises of a religious 

t nature. As it stands , this would seem to i mply that Dooye-

weerd accepts the relig ious foundation of . thought as an 

/ axiom, which he then attempts to prove correct in the course 

of t he critique. However., tne actual arg'IJIOOnt of the cri ... 
' tique begins with Dooyeweerd 's presentatlon of the problem 

' 
of :philosophic communication. The philosophy of the eosmono-

mic idea, he writes. has been accused of being founded on a . 

dognatio assumption (dogps.tische ma.cht.apreuk} because it 

proceeds from a principle,. tbe· sovereignty of God, a.ceepted 

from Scripture. Though it may present an internal intelligi­

bility am ·c .oherence, once the , premiss is accepted, the 

premiss itself is private in the sense of being a subjective 

relig ious pre judice , ani thus this phil-osophy as a whole 

lacks the universality which is to be found in philosophies 

proceeding by n:eans of human reas_on alone. 
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It i s exactly t h is critici sm which Dooyeweerd. turns to ' 

h is own a ccount. He points out t ha t the so-called universali­

ty of r eas on itself contains ·a great problem. If all P!lilo­

soph ica l s chool s chose their p oints of depa.rttme in reason 

alone and not in deeper axioms, it ought t .o be possible to 

convince an opponent hi a purely theoretical way that his ar­

guments are false or true. But what act ually ha:ppens i s that 

philosopher s reas on a t c ross-purposes; a. philosopher of the 

Thomist school, for example, can . never succeed in convincing 
1) 

one of the Kantia.n critical s chool. In reality the univer-

sality of rea son i s an uncritically accepted dogma., cloaking 

d iverse supra-the oretical points of departure •. However,. Dooye-

wee r d continues, the time has come t hat we may no longer ao-

cept this dogma a.s self-evident, but must examine it as a 

critical problem,. and t h is requires a critical investigation 
' 

into the structure of thought it self. In so doing, he ini-

tia tes the a r gument which reaches its climax and completion 

in the fourth stage of the critique, wher·e Dooyeweerd claims 

to have proved the exist-e nce of the religious motives con­

trolling all scientific a nd philosophical thinking. 

In his A New Critique of Theoretical Thousht, Dooye­

wee r d has, however, introduced a "first way" to the critique, 

in which he a ttempts to show that it ie of the nature of 

philosophy to be directed to the origin of cosmic reality. 
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In the "second wa.yn (the transcendental crit.ique proper) 7 

Dooyeweerd argues f r om the s t ructure of the act of thought 

to the existenc.e of the religious pre suppositi.ons or a priori 

of t hought. 

It i s difficult to see why Dooyeweerd bas introduced 

the argument of the first way at all • . In the first edit .ion 

of the i,jsbege.erte der Wetaidee it appears as a general in­

troduction to the Whole work .• In the New .Critique of Theore­

tical ThotBht, . although it is now ca lled the first way of 

the transce ndental crit.ique·, 1.t serves tne same purpose, 

namely, t o give us a surmrary view of the main problems of 

h i s work. "These si~le introductory the ses c.ontain in them­

selves the entire complex of problems i nvolved in a dis­

cus sion of the possibilities· of genuine philosophy," Dooye-
2) 

weerd writes. At the same time be attempts to give also· a 

provisional solution to these problems. The extreme cond~n­

sa.tion which i s the re ,sult . of t his., toget.her with the dis-

jointed im.nner of exposition, :tmkes t his i .n many respects the 

least .satisfactory of all his philosophical writings. 

In t .be preliminary definition of philosopby which we 

find in t h is section., the influence o'f Kuyper is clear. Kuy-, 

per distinguishes between a. wider and a narrower zreaning o'f 

the term,. philosophy. Accord ing to the first, :philosophy is · 



the inveetisatian tnto nan ''s ps,-ebieal existence"• 
3

) wblch in* 

volwe a eve<dal:1aed stwy ot prJC ol"ogy;, ethioa am" losto• 

tllf! latter e.sa1n di'ri. 1ng into the etudy or the prtncl:ples 

gowru'log "our t h ought,. logie proper a.m epi•telnology. D~~-

ertl :rejeet.e tb:i ·e new of p'};dlo-:rop~,, sayiJliiS tbat h.u;yp81"' 

co.l'lf"uaa philoo:opby .S.th t hese special Gi.sclpl1ns. Fa.--r more 

o.G:rreet., .aeeordtng to l o~lMerd• is Kll.,'YPer•e eecou scc«UJ't 

0'! :J!lilos~, ~e be e"one:e.t'IO'e~ of philosop- as, a knowledge 
4) 

o tbft c~ ae a. whole. ''file :fol!owt~ wll-known pasease 

f rtJro "~"uyper g1ve.e ;us. this eonOtp-tion Y0'ey' cleazoly~ lfe wrtt·e111 

"Tbe W'b.ole, 1s always Bomethi'QJ. d trtarettt from tbe o·~ 

bina,t .icn <Yt its pa~s. l1.rst. "because O'f the ~c ·relation 

Wb1ch hol . .s the parte togerther:~ but muob more becauee o1: the 

e~tire:ly ·aew q·ues-t1(il'l8 \Vhicb the: ·combina.tiou of the: mOle 

presentJJ.J queet:lone as t ·o the gr1S11? . an!, end ·S: tb§ ~'-U 

ques·tiou U ' to tbe cate.g-erie.e lfb:ioh govern the ren.ectlcm. 

or the objeGt 1n yo0ur coneoiouene.sae~ q stione as to ab~'o.lute 

being lff.tll u to wtat l'lon-coamoe .ta.. In order to anewer tl¥.uut 

queetlcme-• you must. ·e·ubjeot the \fhote eoaoe to ,-o~•lfe. 

your 6ft seU' i ·not uded. In order to do this• ln your e CJn• 

sciol.tsrMe:a. you must .etep out fit the e osmo.a., .at')(l you ~ 

tBve a etal"tt;t;U :poi..nt f s.~ ,vo• rrol1 6n;.'j) 1n the: fton-c· . oe. Md. 

thi·D i~s a.lt.c,ga"ibt~n.•· .!mposei'ble aa lens ats ain cotlf'1nes you 
B) 

with yom!" con &elo\.t8Jleae t .o t m eo~. • 
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Kuyper distinguishes in t -his passage between (1) the 

special sciences as the knowledge of aspects .of the cosmos 

and philosophy as knowledge of the whole, which invol vee the 

question of the origin and end of this whole, (2) the need 

for aelf•knowledge in philosophical activity,, (3) the point 

from which philosopby m.ust proceed in order to achieve an 

a.ll-embrae.ing glance over the cosmos . While (2) am (3) are 

immed iately· relevant to Dooyeweerd 'a conception of self­

knowledge am his doctrine of the archimedean point treated 

in the second way, Kuyper 's c.onception of the task of phi­

losopby {1) is t he direct antecedent of Dooyeweerd t: s con­

cept ion as de~'"eloped in the first way .. 

In the first way Dooyeweard stat e s that all genuine 

philosophical thought can be characterisEld as thought direc• 
6) 

t ed to the rigin of the cosmos, for the crea tion refers be-

yond itself to i ts origin as anet;planation cf its own beitg. 

Non-Christ ian philos ophy, howeve.tr., seeks the origin within 

the cosmos itself., he nce Dooyeweerd des igna t..fes all non­

CJiristia.n philosophy as ~nentist philoso~. 

When we contrast our i :mmed iate or naive experience with 

the abstractions of scient1f1,c and philosophical thought• he 
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wri tea, what first strikes us i s the indissoluble coherence 

of a ll aspects of rea lity. No aspect can exist by itself but 

r efers to t he whole coherence which is expressed or mirrored 

in each i ndividual a spect. But t h is coherence or nexus as a 

whole again r e fer s or points beyond its own limits towards a 

centra l unity or totality, which in its turn postulates a fi­

nal ground or origin of cosmic r ,ealit.y. Its character of ~­

ferring and expressing which is proper to our entire created 

cosmos, s tamps created reality as meaning, Dooye eerd writes, 
7) 

in accordance with its dependent, non-selfsu:f'ficient rature. 

The introduction of the word 1'me aning" (zin) in this 

context is o~ the greatest i mportance for the u nders tanding 

of the philosophy of the eosmonomic idea. For Dooyeweerd the 

word "rooaning" signifies "contingent beirg" and by "contingent 

being" he means "created being_." Thus he states that meaning , 

is the mode of belag of all created being. It bas a religious 
8) 

root and a divine ori~in. The cosmos ~not meaning, which , 

would i mply participation in a hypothetical order o'f being; 

it is nea.ning, an insufficient, contingent mode Clf being. 

The aim of philosophy is to achieve a theore tical view 

over the cosmos a s a whole; it must answer the question, "Vie 
9) 

alles sich zum Ganzen webt." In other words, it is directed 

to the totality of meanb!B of the cos os. "The prope r cbarac­

·ter of ph ilosophical thought •••• may never be d isregarded with 

i mpunity. Philosophical thought is theoretical thought direc-
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ted toward s the tot.ality of nEaning. " But t he total ity of 

meaning is still mean1:ng .. , and therefore points in .i ts tl.tt"'n to 
11} 

an origin -~ meaning which is not meaning but Being. Because 

all meaning is :f'rom,. through and to an origin, the direction 

towards the origin is therefore necessarily included in the 

nature of philosophy. This genetic basic tendency of philoso­

phY, its tendency to the or.ig!n, is r-ooted in the nat.u::re _of the 
12). . 

cosmos as nsani~. From this tendency to the origin,. philo-

sophy cannot withdraw itself'. It is an tmma.nent law of phi­

losophy to think. from a.·m to the origin. which alone give.s 
13} . 

meaning its ground and existence. 

:Because ~ its. int1l1Bte ~conmotion with Dooyeweerd •s: 

coneept of philosophy as a. whole,. we cannot at thie stage 

pause to examine this first introducto-ry argument critically. 

'Howe ver, it must be poi.nted out tbi..t the argt.ttOOnt of the first · 
14} 

way does not in ·any sense bear the character of a proof. Its 

only function aa a first way seems to be t-o give a prelimina-­

ry definition of philos . .opby which will accustom us to the ar­

gl.llient of the seeond way. As he writes at the transition to 

the second way, in this de1'1nition of· ·philosophy he start.eci: 

from above, from the po£ition that it is the nature of philo­

sophy to be directed to the totality of meaning of the co·smos. 

But in thus defining philosophy, he had to start from a ·sup­

position about the character of philosophy which is by no 
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means universa.lly acce pted in philosophical circles. The con­

ce ptions of the t a sk of philosophy are extretnely d ivergent,. 

he continues, arid any a priori choice i n t h is matter may be 
15 ) 

conside red dogmatic. Consequently, if the transce ndental 

critique i s to be unbiassed, it should proceed by examining 

the structure of t h ought itself am i t s necessary presupposi­

tions. This will issue in a critique of the subjective as­

sumptions or prejudices of -philosophy which answer in a sub-
16) 

jective, a priori manner on bas ic ph ilos ophical questions. 

nooyeweerd .. consi de r s that t h is task .of disti uguishing between 

the neo'e ssary presuppositions am unnece s sary prejudices in 

scientific and philosophic activity ·will be acknowledged 'b7 
17) 

all who have departed f rom a naive pos itivistic attitude. 

Dooyeweerd then defines the transcendental critique 

proper as follows: 

Bz this we understand a critical inqui~respectins 

no single so-ca.lled ...!!!,eoretical axiom) into the universallY 

valid conditions which alone make theore tical thought possi­

ble, a u:l which . a r e required ·bz the immanent structtu"e of this 
18) 

thought itself. -~ 

In examining the structure of thought, three transcen- . 

dental problems arise. Dooyeweerd defines the fir st tran­

scendentQl problem as follows: 

What do we abstract in theoretical thought f rom the 
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structures of e mpirical reality siven in naive e;XJ>erienoe. 
. 19) 

a.n~w i s t his abstraction ;pos sible·? Or, raore simply, how 

is theoretical t h ought characterised in contrast with pre-

the ore tical naive experience? 

To answer this question, Dooye eerd must first of all 

give an a ccount of what he understands by naive experi ence. 

He find s it necessary to emphasise from the start his break 

with the c onception of naive experience as a theory of reali ­

ty. Naive experie-nce is given, it i s t h e first dat ura for any 

theory about t he nature of reality and of knowle dge• a nd not 

that theory itself. 

In naive experience we experience the a spects of the 

cosmos in their coherence with each other a nd with ourselves. 

All a spects of re a lity are grouped in an indissoluble dura-

tion of ti100 1 a s individual structures in ,ertwined in c oncrete 

events . Furthe r, Dooyeweerd writes,. the re is as yet no vestige 

of abstraction, no analytical di sti nction between t he aspects 
2 0 ) 

of the cosmos . We become aware of them only implicitly. 

Although abstraction is absent from naive experie nce, 

Dooyeweerd revertheless allows a non-theoretical cognitive 

relation bet ween what he terms the subject and t he object . We f 

expe rience t h ings as objects oppose d t -o ourselves as subjects, 

a ni in t h is subject-object relation reality rena ins inta ct ae 

a nexus. By "object'' Dooyeweerci he re means t h ings or conc_rete 
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events a s i ndividual unities. Sc ience, also philosophy, has , " 

no object i n t h is sense . l3y the term "subject" again, he means 

rmn as a. unity of a ll his different f unc tions, and he shar ply 

cri t i c ises theories of knowledge in which the obje ct i s i den­

tifie d with the k nown and t he subjec t with t he knowir:g func­

tion. 

J) ooyewe e rd '' s conception of naive experience r eveals a 

remarkable eimila.ri ty to the · views of Br adley a nd Vh i tehe ad. . 

Br adley, and after h i m, Whitehead , b oth hold that epistemolo-

gy a nd me taph y s ics have suffered a l arge measure of distortion 

ever since the inade quate analysis of experience which we find 

in Descartes, ' Locke and H~ .• Br ad l e y am \llhitehead cont enii 

t hat finite selves, a conception of the e g o as a ~ oositane1 

or the p erc!i'ption of clear.-cut sensa., presuppose a. living, 

changing basis of experience whieh escaped the notion of ear­

lier philosophers, and which the y term "immed i a te experience." 

The t e r m "in:auediate" denotes its non-de rivative char acter, .. ' 

t hat is, it is not a form of experience which i.e t be end-result 

arrived a t by a process crf abstraction, elimination or compa-

ri s on. All such processes, t h ought they transcend irmne d i a.te . 

e xperience, never leave it behind as a sta ge that is ove r am 
21) 

d om wi t h . - J 

fu i tehead often uses the term "p ehe nsion" to .enote t h i s 

ex perie nce. Prehension i s a complex. vague mass of process, 
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wh ich i s conti'nuous with the .illll1Ediate past, and dilttly fore­

shad ows the il'D!rediate future. For lhite ead,, a s :for Bradley,. 

there is never the mere perception or apprehension. of' an ob­

ject. While thinkers like Descartes, Htime and Locke in their 

analysis of experience; throw all t he emphasis on those ele-· . 

mente of experience which lie di s tinct a ni clear-out before 

them, they d o not perceive tlnt they a re dealing with abstrac-

tiona, that are being lifted clear of a 11massive, inarticulate 

subjective form" provoked or brought into existence by data an­

t eeede nt lY given. 

For them, itehead continues, echoing D-ooye eerd, the 

struoture or patte.rn of experience is eesent.ially that of sub-

ject-object, a nd by subject they mean a bare k nower ar:d by ob-"l' 

ject they 1man the bare known. The relation between t he two is 

the bare cognitive relation which may be described in varioue 

terms, for example, perceiving, conceiving• apprehending, in. 

ferring, etc. Th is deduction, he says, "presupposes that the 

s ubject-object relation is ~ fundaiOO ntal pattern of expe­

rience. I agree with t hi s presupposition, but not in the sense 

in which the subject -object r e lation is identifie.d with the 

knower a nd known. I content that the notion of me re knowledge 

is a high abstraction and that conscious discrimination is a 

varia ble f actor only present in the more elaborate factor~ of 
22) 

experience. The bas is of experience is emotional .• " While . 
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Dooyeweerd would distrust t he use of t he term "emotionaln in 

t h i s context, claiming th.a,t the s phere of feeling is but one 

a spect abstract ed from naive experience, he believes, with 

Bradley a nd Whitehead , that the act of knowle dge is secondary, 

depending on an abstraction from a pre-existing experience 

which remains at all stages of the formation of concepts in 

scie ntific a.ncl philosophic a l activity. 

When we tu~n to Dooyeweerd's conception of t heoretica l 

t h ought, w·e find that it is chara cte rised as abstractive or 

analytical thought, thought which separa tes the unbroken tex-

ture of m.ive experience into different modalities or aspects. 

Already in the introductory :paragraph of t he Wljsbegeerte d~ 

Jetsidee, where Dooyeweerd contrasts ph ilosophy on the one 

hand with naive experience and on tlE other hand with the spe­

cia l scie nces, t h is is emphasised: 

"If I cons i der reality as it is given in the naive pre- · 

t heore tical exper.ience, ani then confront it with a t beoreti-

ca l analysis, t h rough which reality appears to split up into 

va rious mo al aspects, then the first thing t bat strikes me, 

i s the or iginal ind issoluble interrelation among t hese as-

pects which a.re for t he first tine explicitly d istinguished 
"23) 

in the theoretical attitude of mind. 

UDder t heoretica l analysi s , Dooyeweerd continues, the 

cosmos r eveals its aspects as space, movement,. organic life, 
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feeling:, ratiQnal d istincti-on, h:f:stC?ry, langu.age •. economics-, . . 

' aesthetics,. law, mora.l1:ty and faith. Dooyewe.erd is pre~ed to 

admit. that further examimt i .oa may reveal more a;spe~t;s than 
f 

"' the fourteen ent.lllErE+ted by hi~ It should. furthe,r be not·ed --
that tne terms· "aspeetal' "moda·litie.s.,.. • "modal ~speots" and la-

ter "spheres of law" or "modal spberes", are intercJ'harceab·~ 

ter~s.. By this• Dooyeweerd atat~e,; be means t ·he, f'unda.mentaJ. 

universal modalit~es 'of temporal bei~ which do not rete:r to . 

the concrete "what" of thing·_, or evente but are o~ the diffe­

rent modes of the universal •how" which determine the aspeo:-ts 

of our tb,eoretical view of reali1;y. The so-called "historical 

event", for example,. only has a hist.orical aspect. It will. also. 

have many other aspects or modalities. 

In theoretical thotght, then, we ·abstract modal aspecte 

from oUJr na,ive experience at reality. Qn the q•ation1 ~ · · 

this abstraction is possible., Dooye'Wfterd anSifers· that in tbeo,._ 

retica.l thought a theoretical distance is created between the 

logical aspect of our real act a£ thought and the non-logical · . 

aspect. or aspeets of out" ,experienee. This produaes an antithe­

tical relation . (Gesenetand-·relation) in wbi.eh ~ nono~otlogical 

aspects resist any attempt to grasp them in a logical conee})t. 

However, Dooyeweerd emphasises that this separation am aut.i- , 

thesis between the two poles .of , the antit.hetica.]. re.Jation .. te. 

purely intentional am .artificial, and presupposes the C<?he­

rence of both logical am non-logical aspects i .n the self' in. the 
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concrete act or thinking. "A real, concrete act of our t .hought," 

he writes, "has ;as :rrany aspects as empirical reality itself 

has. The thinking and knowing self- as subject am centre of its 

acts cannot be t .he true correlate of the Gegenstand. For in 

this case the eel~ would .re:t;na.in ever a. stranger to the Gegen­

stand am human knowledge would be impossible. The antithetical 

relation is o~ly regarding the logical aspect of our act of 

thought as opposite to the non-logical aspects of reality, res­

pectively of our real act. This implies at the same time t'hat 

the identification of. Gesenstand, reality and 'object' must be 
2.4) 

funda.nentally, erroneous." 

It is very d if'ficult to understand wmt Dooyeweerd means 

by this ace o~nt of the antithetical struct.ure of thotght. Except 

for the fact that his style is . always cumberous, repetitive and 

obscure, and t~t this bas not been improved by the translation 

into English.,. the sense of con:f'ueion which the reader experien­

ces at this stage is due to the fact that Dooyeweerd is obli­

ged to refer to nntters which he explains only in his epistemolo­

gy, after his detailed a.oc ount of t}J.e modal spheres. For this 

reason the ,editor is compelled to affix detailed footnotes ex­

plaining much of Dooyeweer<i 's philosophy which is only presen-· 

ted later. The obsc~ity of Dooyeweerd •s account of the anti­

thetical relation must therefore be ascribed, firstly, to a 

structural fau~t in the Wijsbegeerte der Wetsidee., caused by his 

insistence tmt the transcendental cr1tlque, should serve as a 
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. \ 

prolegomenon to the rest of t he work, hi l a a ctually the cr-1- · 

tique, and especially the first transcendental problem, cannot 

be understood before the whole work has been nBstered. In 

the second p l a ce it should be noted that h i s description of 

t e structure of theoretical t h ought, even when fully under­

stood, depends on his peeuliar conception of analytica l d ie­

tinction as one. modal aspect,, a conception which in it s turn 

proceeds from h is conception of the refra ction of God 's so-

vereign law into modal aspec ts or spheres. 

However,, in spite of Dooyeweerd 's introduction of the 

problem of tpe antithetical relation in the first transcenden­

tal :problem, it is not of any great i mportance in the actual 

structure of the critique . Wbat Dooyeweerd wishes t o empha­

sise here is not h2!_ abstraction is possible, but that theore­

tica l t hotght i s thotl5ht which abstracts and "sets apart in 

opposition" the different cosmic modalities, which also :t:.n-

cl ude 1., logical distinction. 

The second transcendental problem Dooyeweerd formulates 

as follows: 

From-lila.t point of view can we re-unite syntheticall~ 

the logical am the non-logical aspects of naive experience 

which were se'L!::Q.art in opposition to each other in the the o­
-25) 

retiea l antithesis? 

As it stands_, the eecotxl transcendental problem see·ms 

to be concerned with the que stion, how the antithetical re-
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lation can issue in a theoreticai1 synthesis. that is, in a 

logical concept of the non-logical &,egenstand. However, ex­

cept for stating that the true starting point of the theoreti-

cal synthesis cannot be found in any of the two poles of the 

antithetical relation, Dooyeweerd further ignores it., to re~urn 

to it only in the second volume of t .he WiJsbegee;:te der Wets-
. I 

i dee, where he presents his epistemology. Here he proceeds at 

once to an associated problem, which stands revealed a s the 

true second transcendental problem. namely,. what is the point 

of departure of the philosopher in his account of cosmic rea­

lity?. Dooyeweerd is not simply concerned with haw the special 

scientific act of thought - the theoretical synthesis - is 

concluded., which is for him an epistemological matter in the 

narrow sense of the word• but how the philosophical glance of 

totality over all aspects of tbe cosmos - the inter-modal 

synthesis of meaning - is achieved. 

According to Dooyeweei'd this is the central problem of 

the transcendent§.l critique. By raising it, he claims that 

every possible starting point of philosophical thought is 

subjected to a fundamental criticism, for a truly critical 

attitude of thought does not allow us to choose such a star­

ting point in any special aspect. 

/ By this Dooyeweerd means that there are as many types 

f of theoretical thought as there are aspects of the cosmos. In 
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every case there is a synthesis of the logical aspe.ct with 

one of the non-logical aspects of our experience. Whe.n we 

( 

take any of t hese non-logical aspects as a point of depar­

ture, we interpret the whole of reality in terms of that as­

pect. This is the remote cause of all "ismstt :li.n philoaop'hy: 

biol~ism, physicism,. psychologism, historicism, et-c. When 
\ 
l we take the logi'Cal a spect as the point of departure, the 

whole of reality again become a logicised or idealised. These 

"isms" are the:iefore unc:ritical l in a two-:fold -sense: Firstly, 

the antithetical relation give.s no ground for the pretended 

{ 

absolutism o:f any aspect, and avenges itself in antinomies. 

Secondly, each "ism" returns the basic problem of theoretical 

synthesis, for it preaupposes a synthesis of the logical as-

pect and the non-l ogical aspect, which is proclaimed to be 

"absolute''• But the absoluteness o'f any aspect cannot be pro­

cla imed before that aspect has been abstracted by means of 
26) 

a theoretical-logical analysis. The"Divine irony" thus ·re-
.. 

veals itself in this. t~t the absolutisation of any cosmic 

aspect is at the same moment relativised by the possible ab­
.27) 

solutisation of every other ·aepect. 

The problem which ooyeweerd emphasises here is how 

'" we can achieve an inclusive g l a _nce over all these aspects 

of reality abstracted :from naive experience. It is the pro-
28) 

blem of the a.rchimedean point of philosopby. He expresses 

-
~ 

' 
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it d iffere ntly by saying that I must ascend a tower from 

{ 

which I can survey all aspects and the coherence of asp~cts 

of the cos .os. Only thus can I a chieve that glance of totali-

1 ty which Kuype r emphasised~ 

Dooy:eweerd admits that the notion of the arch imedean 

point has been recognised i ·n t he history o.f philosophy, as 

the e.xH;tence of the 11 isms" mentioned above illustrate.. In 

a ll t he se ca ses one aspect or one type of theoretica l thought 

is absolutised, is considered as an a rch i medean point from 

which the whole of rea lity can be interpre ted. What is not 

fir rea li sed, however, is that t his process of absolutisa tion it-
. I 29 > 
,I se lf is not a theoretical but. a relig ious a ctivity, more-
, Jj 

over, a relig ious ch oice of position in a n i dolatrous sense. 

From this Dooyeweercl conclude s t hat e can obvia te the 

"i sms" of philosophy only if we choose the a rohimedean point 

in the self, which is operative in all acts of thought, and 

which constitutes a ''subjective totality", a "concentration 

p oint" of all t he modal aspects. Vhile theore tical thought is 

d ispersed in the d.i ve rs.ity of meaning in so f a r as it is al-

ways d irected to some of other abstracted aspe ct of the cosmos, 

the self', while :participating in every single l!lmodal aspect, 

yet transcends them all • ._There is no single modal aspect. of 

our cosmos in which I d o not ac.tua.lly function, 11 Dooyeweerd 

writes. "I ha ve an a ctual function in all the modal a spects. 
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The I remains the ce ntral p oint of reference and the deeper 

unity above all modal diversity of the d i ·fferent aspects of 
31) 

my temporal existeno • 11 

Without critioal ~refle ction on the self there can thus 

be no reflection on the totality of meani ng r on the nature 

of philosophy• A deeper knowledge of the se lf is required, 

as Socrate s realised when he raised the De1.,phie maxim to the 
32) 

I 
primary requisite of ph ilos.ophical r e flection. "Know thy-

33) 
self" must be written above the p ortals of philosophy. 

l 

At once the third tra nscende n tal problem arises: 

Hqyr i s this critical self-knqwleg~e, this concentric 

direction of theoretica.l th~t on the self, possible, and 
34) . 

of what nature is it? 

This question is pertinent because we have seen that 

for Dooyeweerd t heoretical thought is abstra-ctive thought, 
---~-·· -·.-

... __________ .. 
a nd can function only within the diversity of modal a .spects. 

As the self transcends thi s diversity, it ca nnot become a 

Gegenstand t o the logical function; only a s12ects of man are 

acces s ible to theore tical analysis: 

"If you ask the special s ciences a ctive in the field 

of anthropology: what i s man? you will obta in a diversity 

of items from phys ical-chemical, biological , psychological, 

cult ural-hi storical, linguistic, e thnologica l and sociolo-

gical points o view. These items are valuable. But no ape-
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cial science , nor an e ncyelo aedic sociology, can answer the . 

question, what man h i mse lf is in the unity of hie eelfhood. 

HUI!l.an I-ness f unctions ; to be sure , in a ll modal aspects of 

reality. :But it i s nevertheless, a c e ntra l and radical unity 
35) 

which a s su£Q_transcends a ll temQoral as~cts .. " 

Ne vertheless, while we may agree t hat man can never be 

compl e t e ly k nown by any special seie nee or the sum of special 

sc iences , it i s not so clea r w~t k i nd of know~edge we £!n 
36) 

have of the self. In atter~t ing t o e x pl a in what kind of 

thought is involved in self-knowledge , Dooye eerd st t ee that 

t he se lf, although it i t he concent r tion point of the cos­

mos - a usubj ective tota lity" - is still meaning, and can 

J t h erefore be under s tood only i n t he light of its true or pre-

tende d orig in. Self-knowl edge i "' t hus i n t he l ast analysis 
37) 

de pendent on our kno 1 dge of God. 

This knowl edge of God,. Dooye eerd cont i nues, is not 

I 
t he same a s t he olog ical kno\vledge of God , fo r theological 

knowl ed e i s still the oretical knowledge. I t is still the re-

sult of t he synthes is of the log ical aspect of thought with 

I 
( 

a non-log ical Geg;enstand , in t hi s case , the JT odality of f a ith. 

The knowledge of Go to which Dooyeweerd i s r eferring here he 

ter s a "supra -t e oretical" knmvledge, a "ce ntral" and reli-

g ious knowl edge, roote d in man's hea rt. Thi s does not mean 

that i t remains enclosed in the hea rt, Dooyewe¢ states. From 

there it penetrates i nto every sphere of our consciousness 
38) 

and into theoretical thought itself. 
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But if s If-knowle dge i · depende nt on knowl e ge of 

t he true or p etended origin, a knowle ge which is not 

"theoretical" but 11 religioue'', t he t hir step of the cri ... 

{ tique demands an adequate de eription· of w!Bt Dooye eerd 

I unde r s tand s by religion. Howeve r, he point s out tba.t as re­

I\ ligion traneae nde all ll!odal aspects, tl!Q that of faith, 

.J it cannot be gra sped in a theore tical concept. It can on-

\ ly be a pproximated in a theoretical i dea. Hence he efines 

r e ligion as fol l ows: 
~ 

)J 
1 ! 

"Re lig ion i s t he innate impulse of human sel:f'hood 

to dire ct iteelf' towards the true or pretended absolute 

origin of all temporal 'd ive rsity of meaning, which it finds 
39) ' I 

focusse d concentrically in itself. n 

He claims that this is a theoretical r.rl philosophi­

cal definition. forrr.ally tra nscende ntal, but stripped of 

the imt'ned.iacy of the r e ligious experience. It solely has 

the function "of r e l a ting the theore tical d ive rsity of 

modal aspects to a central and r ad ical unity arrl to a.n ori-
40) 

gin." The content of this i dea. will, however, rerrain 

abstract 1n so f ar as it must comprehend. all possible 

forms ef religion, e ven apostate ones. Because it cannot 

be a Gegenstand, it cannot be s tudied as a psyc hological , 

phenomenon, cannot be de . eribed phenomenolog ically, i s not 
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a feeling perception, nor even an express ion of the myste-
41) ' 

rium "ill_n:end um. Dooyewe e r d concludes t he few pages de:yo~ 

ted to the t h ird transce nde ntal problem by characterising 

religion as comple te elf-eurrend r to t he true or pr eten-

de d God. 

After t h is account of what he unders tand s by reli-

g ion, ooyewe e r d conside rs t hat the inne r point of c ontact 

between philosoph ic th ught and religion has now been es-
42) 

tablished. 

-2-

The primary aim of the critique i s to e t abli sh t bat 

the ore ticc~ol t h ought i s not ~e l:f-. suffieient but i s rooted in 

presuppos itions of a r eligious nature. The t h ird transcen-

dental problem i s t hus of great i mporta nce , f or it i s here 

that ooyeweerd must satisfactorily illustrate in wbat 

manne r the influence of r e ligion ent rs t h e theoret i~al 

r ealm. Yet to this i mportant _r oblem Dooyeweerd pa y s less 

attention t han to any other problem in the whole critique. 

He proceeds at once to t he fourth stage of the critique, 

where he introduces the :rour r e ligious motives which he 

considers to be the final presuppositions un e rlying Wee-

tern thotght. ' \ 

A t wo-fold presuppos ition of philosop~ has been d i s co· 

vered, Dooyeweerd states: :riretly, an archimed ean point :rrom 
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which t e se lf can dire ct its view ov r t he d i ve rsity ani co- ' 

herence of rreaning; se c ondly, a ch oice of what the self co~si-

ders to be the abs olute g round a nd orig i n of all mea ning, and • 

wh ich de~ermines the c ontent of its view. Mhis is a lways a re-

ligious a ct, "because it conta ins a .chonce of position in the 

conce ntr tion point of our exi .s te nce in t e face of the Origin 
43) 

of meaning . " 

Thi .. r e lig i ous choice of the e lf is not yet, ho1r1ever,. 

t he starting p oint of philosophy in t e f llest sense of the 

wor' . u''hi l e it is true tbat the super-theore t ical preeupposi-

tions make the ir i nflue nce felt in philosophy through the self, 

t h i s self i s not i nd i v i d ual, not enclosed in itself. The self 

ca n exist 01'lly in a religious .community, Moreover, philosophy 

is not a n· ind i · i dual activity, but a so. ial task involv i ng 

a t ad ition of thought . But such a re lig ious community shares 

a co:rr.ru on sp i i t . which, as shared and accepted by the ind ividual 

self, constitutes the true st arti ng point of philosophy, its 

rel i gi ous a priori or relig ious ba s ic motive. 

" ese f undamental motives," Dooye eerd fi9ites, "are t .he 

true otive forces w1ich have d omi na.t e.d t he evolution of Wee-

tern s cie ntific a nd ph ilosophical thought. Each of them ha.e es-

t a blished a com~unity among t ose who ha ve sta rted from it. And 

t he r elig ious mo'tive a s hid en motive :fore"E! ·OE his spiritual 

co unity d ominates t he t hinker al l t e more if he is uncon­

scious of it. The thinker, indeed, ca.n ·fashion thi s motive a.c-
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. ' ' 

cording to his i nd ividual view,. but the motive itself is ~uper-

/1
. 44) 

individual,." 

T"no such bas i c re l igious motives ha.ve appeared in the his· 

tory of t he hUillil.n race. The first is the motive of Creation. 

fall., and redemption in .Jesus Christ in t he communion of the 
- 45) 
Holy Ghost-. According to this motive all mankind is spiri-

tually included in Adam. In him the whole race bas fallen,. and 

in mankind also the enti.re temporal cosmos which was concen­

trated in it. In J"esus Christ the creation which had aposta­

tized in the Fall is again re-directed to its true origin and 

(( is again one in root., as t he members of one body.
46

) Our self· 

hood is then for Dooyeweerd rooted in the spirit1Bl communi-

ty of mankind. It is no self-sufficient "substance", he writes, 

no 11wind owless monad "• but it lives in the spiritual eomrauni- · 

ty of the "we" which i s d irected to a divine "Thou" according 

to the original meaning of creation. 

( 

The second basic motive is that tif the spirit of apos-

tasy from the true God., It leads the heart in an idolat.rous 

direction,. and is thus tbe source of all absolut.ising of cre~t-

tion or creaturely aspects .• 'l'he history of the West reveals 

the following variations of thi s religi.ous a. priori: {1) The 

Greek motive of matter and form. {2) the Scho.lastic motive o"! 

nature and grace. wh ich is a synthesis of the Greek and the 

authentically Christian motives. (3) the Humanistic motive of 

nature and liberty. 
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These motive bear two co~on cha racteristics: 

Fir'ltly, they ca nnot escape the law· of the divinely in- ' 

stituted order of cre a tion, and simply follow an existing pat­

tern. Only because of the law of the religious concentration 
47) 

of the cosmos,. can they absolutise an aspect of the cosmos. 

Secondly, these motives contain in themselves a religious an­

tithesis. Because they absolutise a relative modal aspect of 

meaning, they, evoke a rela tive correlate which claims an ab­

soluteness opposed to that of the absoluti sed aspect •. As im­

placable and irreconcilable opp osites they give rise to a 

religious dialectic in which no one, now the other pole of 

the a ntithesis enjoys a priority. A true synthesis of these 

religiously opp osed poles is imposs ible in virtue of each 

one's claim to a bsoluti sm. "At best it allows the awarding of 
48~ 

t he first r a nk to one of the antithetical motives." 

Dooyeweerd clearly distinguishes between a theoretical 

dialectic and a relig ious dialectic. The t he oretical dialectic 

or a ntithesis initia tes the act of knowledge and requires a , "lt r 

theoretical synthesis by the t hinking self. Dooyeweerd criti­

cises a t tempts to t r eat the relig ious antithesis as a theore­

tical a ntithes is. Accord ing to Hegel, for example :; the reli­

gious motives are opposed to each other as parts of a larger 

whole, which encompasses both, the :parts opposed being each 

other's correlates and thus not .absolutely excluding each other. 

Among the different religions there is, then, as ascending 
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evolution. The Christian religion is a synthesis of the Greek 
T I 

and orienta l religious motives, the highest form of religion., 
49) 

though it remains a symbolical ;representation ar the Absolute. 

' According to Dooyeweerd Hegel's thought is dominated by t)le 

bas ic religious motive of Humanism, more particularly. by 

absolutise metaphysical thi nk ing • . ilt.hey,aga.in, in attem:p-

ting t o penetrate to each religious point of view in a neu­

tral manner, does not rea,liee that he himself is revealing 

the bias of a fundame ntal r e ligious motive, the lturna.n1stic, 
50) 

specifica lly a.bsolut ised h i s torical t h ink ing. 

Against the se vie a Dooyeweer, emphasises that the 

apostate re i g ious basic mot5.vee do not reveal a oormnon reli-

gious character ~lith t he ChriBtian, which would allow for a 

compa r a tive analysis of religion from a neutral point of 

view. T tie d oes not mean t ha t the apostate r oti ves are not - 1 

authentica lly religiou~ in the sense efined in the transcen­

denta l critique, but t hat t heir precise :na:ture as religious 

can only be grasped as an analogue of the true Christian reli·-
51) 

gious motive . The basic motive of the Chri stian Revelation 

cannot eff ect a synthesis of the apostate motives, for a ~­

thes i can ot s tand i n absolute antitheeis to the moments 

which have been synthesised •. A_s such ·chese oti vee can contri­

bute nothing to the true mot ive, ·they bave no p ositive content 

of truth opposed to it. :But Chr.istianity can locate these mo-
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tives as f'a.l.se religious assumptions whose very relative mo­

ments of truth are possible only within the structure of the 

Chri stian a priori. 

In the light of these distinctions, Dooyeweerd analyses 

the three apostate motives of We stern t h ought and reveals 

t heir relig ious dialectic and t he theoretical anti nomies to 
52) 

which they give birth. 

The first great religious motive is t he Greek motive of 

mat te r and form. The origin of t h is motive is to be found in 

t he conflict between the old nature religions of pre-Homeric 

Greece a nd t he c ultural religion of the Olympic Gods, which 

Ni etsche t e r ms t he Dionysic and Apollonic ele~nts. The first 

is a de ification of the formless stream of life out of wh ich 

periodically emer ge genera tions of beings subject to death and 

fate, anangke or moira. Th is is the mat t er motive tn the Greek 

religious a priori, which finds its most complete expression 

in the worship of Dionysius. The culture relig ion, on the other 

band, was a r e ligion of form, measure and harmony, where the 

Gods themselves acquire an individual i mmortality. 

However, these motives remain opposed to each other in 

the Greek consciousness. The immortal Olympic gods themselves 

cannot stay the working of anangke and cannot t herefore solve 

the problems of life and death. They furthermore establish 

no moral sanction and ultimately beco:ne the official gods of 
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t he polis, while the religious life of Greece itself is bound 

to the mystery cults of the older religion, for example , t he 

Dionysic a nd Orphic moveme nts. 

Thi s anti the s is a lso enters the structure of Greek phi­

losophy .• Greek philosophy initially reveals the ominance .of 

t he motive of n-at ter. The formless vi tal fluid become · the 

d ivine a rche of al l i nd ivid ual things and is i d entifi ed with 

true nature or physis. AnaxinBt:rlros terms it the ind ivi s ible 

or unlimited , that from which everything procee d s and to 

which eve rything returns . Hera cleit us conceives of t h is eter­

nally flo i ng stream a s fire. i th the dominance of t re mo­

tive of form, however,. the reality of the floYiing hule (mat­

t e r) is denied. Thus in Parmeni ee true phys i s is e t e rnal, 

unchangab l e being. All origin of move rre nt a ni life is now 

sought in pure form, or d ivine t hought , which a s a e r i urge 

g ive s form to an original chaos. Beca use of the vestige s 

of the matte r motive, which remains in oppo ition to the 

motive of form, the notion of crea tion is excluded in 

Greek thought. The orig in of the "orld in the T_iim. ios, for 

example, is not by c reation but by t re "'per s uasion" of 

matter .. It · urthe r g ive rise, in Plato's t h o tght, to the 

d uali stic concepti on of an i mmortal soul i mprisoned in an 

i mpure , mortal body a nd to the contra st be t een t e tran­

sfendental world of i deas a nd the mater ial world of bebo-
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53) 

In Aristotle, the ant~ thesis between pure form and pure 

matter appears. Although he attempts to synthesise them in 

hie doctr~ne of the substantial unity of body and soul , of 

which the rational so~l is the form of the body, the dualism 

reappea s in hie concept.! on of the act of thought which is 

completely separate and which comes from without . 

The motive of nature and grace was according to Dooye­

weerd the attempt to reconcile t he t wo opposed religious mo­

tives of Greek and Chri stian thought. Nature, conceived as 

matter and f o m in the Greek sense, be omes the autonomous ba-

s i s .of supernatural grace. But, Dooyeweerd writes, t his stri­

kes at the heart of the C ri stian doctrine of creation. In 

Thomas Aquinas~. natural theology, for example, creation is 

understood a s a natural truth wh.ich can be prove d by the ar- · 

gument from motion. But the conclusion of the syllogism assu­

mes as a religious presuppos ition that God is pure Form. If 

Aquinas a ccepts this from Aristotle, he must also accept a 

prime matter opposed to pure form, which cannot be accepted 
54) 

according to the Chri stian view. Again, the creation of 

man contains a natural and a. supernatural element: human na­

ture and a supernatura l donum euperaddi.tum. Because of this 

cleavage in man, he lacks an intrinsic, radical un.ity. Cor-

relative to t hi s , sin is als-o deprived of its radical sense 
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a nd beeemes me rely ~he lose of supernatural grace. , ·- ' 

Proceed ing to the influence of this religious a pr ,io~ 

ri in Scholastic philosophy, Dooyeweerd is concerned prima­

rily with the philosophical sys tem of Aquinas, who f or him 

repre se nt s the most. su.etained attempt to ov rcome the 

dualism in his r e ligious a priori a..e it appears i n his is­

tinction 'be tween philosophy and theology. Among the rm..ny 

class1ca1 attempts in ~diaeval philosophy to harmonise 

reason and revela ti ·on, philosophy and theology, t m t of 

Aquinas .is of i :rport.a.nce because be seeks to d o full. jus-

tice to both terms of his synthesis . Pre sented with the 

conflicting claims to truth of ·both philot:.HJ;ph.y and t heolo• 

gy, Aquinas proceeds along tbe line already i ndicated by 

.Albert the Great , namely, the d istinction between the or-

der of f a ith a nd the order of natur al. r~a.son. Fa ith i m-

plies the assent of the intellect., un er the compulsion o.f 

the iVill, to. something which is not evi-de nt in the light 

of reas on but wh.ich i s revealed by God• where the authGri­

ty of the God who reveals is itself the motive of assent . 

The.ology, t hen, is the s cience of those t h ings which are 

received by f a ith from d ivine Revelation. Scie ntific 
55) 

knowledge,. on the other band , i mplies assent of' the in• 

tellect to e omething w;bich we perceive a s true in the na, ..... 

tural light o reason, the assent being he e motivated or 
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dete rmined by its obj.ect, na.nely, quidd ities or essences .• -

Thus we have here two d istinct species of knowledge, which 

causes Aquinas to c oncltr:le that the .same t h i ng cannot be 

known a nd believe at the same titm: iffiRossibile est guod 
56) 

d e eodem sit fides et scientia ( cience taken he re in 

the sense of rational knowledge). 

At the moment it is only necessa ry ·to po.int out that 

1 

for Aquina s the dif erence between philosophy am t he ology 

i s a dif e enoe in t he pr inciples from which ea ch cience 

proceeds a nd which det rmines the nature of the a s ent g i-

ven in eaeh instance. Theology can· never come into cotrl'lf.et 

j with phi losophy be cause its principle s are t ken :from the 

( supernatural order of evelation, while tn"Oee of philosophy 

are taken from t he order of n-~tural r eas on. 

Accor i ng to t he Calvini stic view, Aquinas ' a t t empt . · l 

iffere .nee 

( 

f a ils exactly because of h ie over•e pbasis of the 

between nat ure am grace. !Vhere there is no inner point. of 

contact be twee n faith m r e a son, the eo-calle synthesis 

is avenged by the eme r gence of internal c ontra ictions. 

Thus , while Aquinas expressly stat es that if a ph.i loso­

:phieal conclusion cont. adiets a revealed truth, t he phi-

losopher must re-e:xamine his reasoning in the cor ect i ve 
l 

light o:f evelation, h i s conception of philosophy as a.ncil- ' 

1f!_ the ologiae destroys the true nature of theology. Since 
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t h i s t heology bad accepted Aristotelian philosophy as its 

"handmai d" , Holy Scripture itself was interpreted in an Aria- ·· 

tote l ian manner. Furthermore, where theology a s regina scienti­

~ claimed to control the scientiae profanae, what in fact 

happened as that the special sciences were retarded in their 
57) 

development by Ari s tote l .ia n tnfises.. In modern r at ionali sm 
58) 

t he "handmaid" had indeed broken her bond s and become mistress. 

After Aquinas the absolute d i stinction between nature and 

grace is openly pro~laimed by Occam on the one hand and the 

Averroeists on the other hand, lead.i ng to the d octrine of the 
59) 

two-fold truth. This r e ligious motive of nature and grace has 

) reasserted it elf, accor4ing t o Dooyeweerd, not only i n modern 

J ~homism, but also i n the t hought of the great Protestant theo­

log i an, Karl Bart h . 

With the d isruption of the Schola stic synthesis of na­

ture and grace, t he Humanistic motive of nature a nd liberty 

appears. It originates in the new religi ous cult of t he li­

berty and autonomy of the human personality - the Titanic no­

tion of freedom expressing itself in the i dea of the absolute 

soverei n personality - combined with the new Faustian passion 

to d ominate nature. In religious f a shion this new ideal of 
. ' 

s cience becomes a me~hod of understanding rea lity as a whole, 

and g ive s birth to a new me taphysics, inspired by mathematics , 

which i s r ad ically opposed ~o the Scholastic and Ari st ot e lia n 
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metaphysics. Natural science i n its classical form, however,, , ' 

c onstrues nature as a 1necbanism, an uninterrupted chain of cau­

ses and eff ects, in which there is no pla.c·e for a sovereign 

and autonomous pe r sonality. The conflict between these two idea~ 

Dooye eerd sees in Kant's dualism between nature and liberty, 
60) 

science and belief, t heoretical and practical rea son. 

Poet-Kantian i dealism seeks this liberty and autono~ no 

longer in the individual but in a super-personal natio~l com­

munity with an own spirit. From t his proceeds a new irrationa­

li stic i deal of science. The classica l i deal of science make s 

way for the historie!a l method of t hought which relativises the 

i dea of liberty and autonomy as being itself hi storieally de­

termined. According to Dooyeweerd "historicism" combined with 

positivi stic and evolutionary thought heralds the breakdown 

of humanistic culture, and is t he final term in the dialectical 

process of the basic religious motive of nature and liberty. 

-3-

'lhe four th stage of the transcende ntal critique has re­

vealed what Dooyeweerd. understands by his doctrine of~~ntithesis 

:lm p~ilosophy. :Because there are two fundamental religious mo­

tives, the Chri stian and t he apostate, there are two fundamental 

types of philosophy: Christ ian philosophy and imma;nentist philo­

sophy. Dooyeweerd writes: 
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"There exists only one ultimate and radical antithesis 

in philosophy, viz. that betwee'rl absolutising, tbat is, deify­

ing of meanins,," in apostasy from God on the one band, and on the 

other hand the return of philosophic thought in Christ to God,, 

which leads to the insight into the complete relativity and 

lack of self-suff'"iciency of all that exists in the created 
. 61) 

mode of meaning." This antithesis is an ultimate one, he con-

tinues. Although the ground-motives in the Greek and Humanistic 

world are opposed to each other, it is not in the same radicgl 

sense as their opposition to the Christian motive. Moreover, 

the polar tension existing within each dialectical basic mo­

tive is completely different from that existing between the 

Christian and apostate religious a priori. 

It is important to realise that for Dooyeweerd immanen­

tism is the only alternative philosophical root-doctrine to 

Calvinistic Scriptural philosophy. This is often termed by 

Dooyeweerd "the doctrine of the autono~ of theoretical thought: 
' 

In order to understand what he means by this expressioDi it is 

necessary to turn again to his account of the structure of 

theoretical t .hought in the first and second transcendental 

problems. Theore·tical thought reveals an antithetical struc­

ture, in which the logical aspect of the act of ~hinking is 

opposed to a non-logical aspect of our expe~ience. This issues 

in a theoretical synthesis in which a concept of a special 



-78-

scientific (modal) k i nd is formed.. A philosophy which proceeds. 

from any of these pos sible theoretical synth13ees as arobimedean 

point, is then~ for Dooyeweerd, an example of a philosophy ac­

cepting the dogma of the autonomy of theoretical t h ought. "Au­

t anomy• thus means the "selfaufficiency" of thought, where the 

religious root of the theoretical synthesis, and of the inter-

modal synthesi.s ,of meaning, is not a cknowledged . Dooye'!eerd 

conside~s, howe ver, that the transce nde ntal critique has proved, 

beyond any possibili t y of doubt , that the d ogma of t he autonomy 
\r~el ~-

of reason,.,.proceeds from a s~ra-theoretical re ligious motive,. 

and which is the "hidden playe r playing on t he keyboard of theo-
62) 

retical thought." 

The question then arises whethe r t he r~dical break, the 

unbridgeable antithesis, bet·ween Calvinistic and apostate phi­

losophy also destroys all relation between the two. What remains 

fo~ the Ca lvi nistic thinker of the age-old idea of the l?l!iloso­

phia perennis~ Dooyeweerd asks. When we do not i dentify this 

perennial philosophy with any shade of imma.nentist phil·osophy, 

but consider it as the evolution of '. philosophic thought, Calvi­

nistic philosophy can accept this notion. "Philosophic thought 

as such stands in an inner relationship with hi storiea·l deve­

lopment, postula ted by our very philosophic basic i dea, and no 

thinker wbatsoe er can withdraw himself from this istorical 

evolution. Our transc"endental ground Idea itself requires the 
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recognition of the "ph ilos ophia pere nni s " in t is sense and re-

jeets the proud illusion that any thinker whatever could be­

gin as it were it·h a clean slate a nd d issociat-e himself from 

the development of an age-old proce s s of philosophical ·r eflec-
63) 

tiori." Especially with Kant's critique, Dooye eerd writes, 

hi s work reveals an inner hi·s torical connection. The elabora-

tion of his conception of sphere-sovereignty, again,. depend s on 

the entire preceding and contemporary de ve lopme nt of the diffe­

rent branches of modern science a nd of philosophy. Whoever 

takes paine to penetrate into the philosophic ·syst em of the 

cosmonomic i dea. ••will e oon discover how it is wedded to the 

historical development of philosophic and scientific thought 

with a t h ousand ties, so f a r as its i mmanent philosophic onn• 

tent i s concerned, even though we can nowhere follow the i:rmna-
64.) 

nence-philosophy. •• Moreover, r eformation assumes someth ing 

wh ich must be reformed. It is not a creation out of nothi ng, 

Dooyeweerd 's use of the t erm philoso~hia perennis in 
65 

this connection is• however, misleading. By this he under-

stands the historical development of philosophY, to which his 

philosophy is connected with a "thousand ties". That t he intel­

lige nce forms the perennial tlmead of intelligibility in the 

trad ition of philosophy is rejected. The philosophy of the cos­

monomic i dea in t h is sense claims no philos ophical anteceder£ s 

and connects up with no philosophical tradition. There ean t hus 
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be no inner or formal relation be t ween Ca lvinis tic a nd 1m-

~nentist ph ilosophy., no acceptance of so-ca lled pa rtial . 
66) 

truths, only a r eformation of non-Calvinistic philos ophy. 

There a re no partial truths. Whe r e such are found in Cal-

vini atic philosophy they are atavistic remains. Even the 

propos ition two plus two equal s four is not true in itself, 

but only in the context of the kws of numbe.r a n:l of log ic, 
6'7) 

which a gain presuppose t he whole modal nexus~ To sum-

m9.riee, t he notion of the antithesis in ph ilos ophy de­

pends on a ba s ic cleavage in t he h uman r a ce itself, i mply• 

i ng "the biblical-Augusti nian i dea of the continuous strug­

gl e in t he re ligious root of h i story bet we e n t he Civitas 
68) 

~ an t he Civita s Terre :na.." 

The h i s tory of Ve s t ern philos ophy t hus s owe, a c-

cord i ng to Dooyewee rd , t hat t he n1oveme nt of philosophy is 

not contributory to a perennia l philosophy, but a nti­

t hetic, a nd tbat t he crite ria of evid ence, c onsi s t e ncy 

a nd universa lity have a n arbitra ry connota tion depend i ng 

on t he d eeper pre s uppositions of the philos ophe r h i mself. 

These pr esupp os itions must be recognise a s relig ious ba­

c. ic otive e which cannot be d i s c ussed in a purely t he o-

r e tica l manne r. This Dooyeweer d subst a ntta.tes hen he . ~ 

writes : " It woul d be pure illus ion if one shoul d i magine he 
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could convince his opponents in a purely theoretical way that 

a standpoint is in itself true or fal .se .. For in that question 

are concerned the thinker's religious convictions, which as 
69) 

sure are not capable of theoretical discussion." 

The criticism of any one philosophy from the point of 

view of any other philosopby thus remains extrinsic, that is, 

from another religious a priori. ::Sut in that case the problem 

of communicability has not been solved but aggravated by the 

doctrine of antithesis in philosophy proclaimed in the fourth 

stage of the transcendental critique. Dooyeweerd 's presenta-

tion of the critique as the attempt to prove that all thought 

is rooted in religion as the first step to establish communica­

tion with other philosophies, has made this very communication 

im.po,t"ssible. 

This is the burden of Prof. de Voe' criticism of the 

_!jsbegeerte der Wetsidee, When one studies this philosophy, he 

wri tes·1 one turns away disappointed and even angry. To the 

question as to whether this is caused by a deficiency in the 

reader or in Dooyeweerd's philosophY-, he refers to the latter's 

point of departure, 

"The starting point of their philosophy causes the ant:b­

thesis, "· he writes. "There ex~sts an antithesis between the 

Scriptural and non-Scriptura~ thought, which, practically, 

speaking, means between the !!Jsbegeerte der Wetsidee and all 
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• 'J 

other philosophies. Thi s ~ntithes i s is eo final that all attempt, 

a t synthesis must be rejected . The a nti thesis is founded in 

its turn on another and deeper, nay, the deepest: it i.e ca used 

by t he line of d ivision which,. in virtue of predestination,! runs 

through t he human race and divides it i nto two sections, that 

of the f a i thful a.nd of the nan-faithful. This line of division 

is not ba.lted by science a nd philosophy, but on the contrary 

runs right through them. This, however, mean·s their isolation, 

not accidenta lly, but funda me ntally a nd in principle. Th el·e­

fore the followers of this philosophy cannot expect that others 
7 0 ) 

s hould grasp, least of all a ccept, their ph ilosophy." It is 

understandable that De Vos shoul d proceed to accuse Dooye-

weerd ' s philosophy of solipsism. 

What De Vos however misses, is that Dooyeweerd himself 

f ully realises the i mplications of h is doctrine of the reli­

gious a priori of t h ought. Thus he writes: 

"The religious motives, which since the Greeks have con­

trolled the course of the development of Western philosophy, 

cause r adical break s within this development, beca use they 

themselves a re not of a purely h i storical, but rather of a 

tran. cendent religious nature . On the other hand we must re­

tain the notion of the philosophical continuity of thought of 

the West , a nd t he notion of t he historica l c ontinui t y in tbe 

development o'f philosophy. 
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How can these two attitudes be reconciled without inner 

contrad iction? Surely not, as long as we a ttempt to red uce 

basic theme , ph ilosophica l community of t hought and historical 

continuity in the periods of development to one level. In that 
71) 

case, the one must nece ssarily exclude the other." 

It would obviate much unjust criticism of the Wijsbeseerte 

der Wetsidee if it were realised that Dooyeweerd nowhe re eon­

eiders that the doctri ne of the relig ious a. :priori destroys 

communication a nd h i s torical c ontinuity. For Dooyeweerd the 

critique not only posits the religious root of t h ought and the 

d octrine of antithesi s, but at the· sa.me time provides the 

possibility for a philosophical dialogue between philosophie.s 

with rad ica lly d iff e r ent religious sta rting pointe, more parti­

eulat•ly, be t ween imma.nentist philosophy and neo-Calvinistic 

philosophy. Before proceeding to t h is aspect of the critique, 

howe ver, w,e must first of all establish Dooyeweerd 's conception 

of neo-Ca lvinistie philosophy, md in what manner it is rooted 

in the Ca lvinist religious basic motive. . . 
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CHAP'l'ER III 

'l'be Baa 1ct Ids o-r Philosopl;\y. 

Dooyeweerd considers that the traucendental er1t1que 

bas established, by means of a purel.y ph1leaoph1cal aralyaia, 

that all tho~ht is rooted in augra-theoreti~ preauppo.ei­

ttona which oan be grouped into four religious baeic motives. 

He dist1nglli·abea, howe~r. between the rel1S1oua a priori 

and tbe- basie idea. . o:r ph11oaopb;r. The latte-r explains hoW 

-these religious motiw_e control tbe il!ftanent course ot phi­

losopb.ical· thoq,Jht aDd how tbfty deteriniae the content ~- tb!t · 
1) 

three tratmcendental problems at the critique-. 

According t -o Dooyeweerd ph1-1oeop~ i .e itlf'luenced 'by 

the re U g ioua a priori through the medium td a triad of 

'transcendental ideaa., which correspond to ~he three transcen• 

dental problems of the critique,. mna.ty,, the nature ~ tbe 

origin of :naaning, the totality of meani~ am. the nexus 
2-) 

of meani~. The anewers to tm se questions. result. in one 

basic idea. This ba-sic idea must be clearly d1st1nguielusd 

f'rom tbe tbeG!'et !cal concept, whlob is C-Ont'iDed to the anti­

thetical. relation of theoretical thougbtt 

•Wh1te t b9 theeretical concept ·or a modal aspect ia 

directed to tM modal diwrsit,y of mean1J:8 and separates 
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the aspec--t concerned :from all ·the others, the transcendental 
>• 

theoreti~l Idea · is d1reoted t .o the coherence,- the totality 

and the Origin ot aJ.l meaning• x.epeotively. 

This .theoretical Idea doe not cancel t he theoretical 

separation .aJJl antithesis .of' tbe modal a&.pect.e. ant t hue tt 

retains a t ·beo.ret:ical c'haracteT·. :But within the theoretical 

a ttitude of thought 1tself"t 1t relates: the analytJ.cally 

separated and oppoaed aspects eoneentrica.lly in tmir mutual 

relationship rmd coher ence or meaning., to tbelr integral -
,. 

or else dialect.ical.ly br·oken - radical unity and Orig.in. It 

relatee them in other words to t ·m l)resupposita wb1eh alone 

·· :oa.ke possible the theoret .ieal .concept af' the ooal s pecia-
. ~) 

lity and diversity ·of 1ma.ni'ng. • 

By the basic i dea . ., then. Dooyeweerd mea..ne an i dea 

which c<:11tr·ol.s tlW entire course. or philosophica.; .inwstiga­

ti·on. It does not oUly lie at the basis of phil osophy* but 

indirecctly also at the basis of the special sciences, for 

the l:atter renain depetldent on philosoph.?' in their treoretf.-
4) 

·cal cQnception of rea.U ty. As 1de:a it 1s still t l:]eoretica:l. 

but in answerif6 the questiOns formUlated ,above. it pointe 

beyond 1 te ovm limitationa. As Dooyeweem puts it, in t .ts 

ref~ecti<m on ite basic i dea, philosophy 1s forced to the. 

limits a! its ovm meaning in t:m universal nexus of meaning. 

Pbilos,o:phy may not posit her OJih ·-limite in an autonomous 
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sense,. but d iscovers a.ul defines them in 1 ts tendency to­

ward-s the origin.. The baste i dea is there:rore a. 11 f!ti'n& 

concept, tbe final transcen ental groUnding or bypothesis 
5) . 

of philosophy. 

For Dooyeweerd. this be. ie i ea is a l ways a c os ono-
6) 

m1c i dea. Th1e te-rm vas co1ne by him, be wr1 t ee,. when he 

was struck by the :f'act that not only the great. sye.tems o:f' 

anti quity a.m the dd .l $ Agee• but also some of the great 

modern ph Uosophica.l syste ~. explicitly or.ienta.ted. their 

philosopby to tbe i de.a .~ a world order,. which is termed 

lex na tura.lia, l!!X aeterna, barmqnia paestab:lli ta, and so 

f'.orth. These eyetems still largely conceived their c osmono­

mie :ide.a in a. r a tionalis tic and metaphysical f~u~hi on. How­

ever, be oonclwes, he a t taches no great value to the term 

used. The t er m •transc ndental ground-Idea• or· simply 

•basic i dea• m1y be uaed as equivalent a.,. as long as what ia 

.signified by it is retained, m.melY•, the relat ion and d!.s­

t1nct.1on betwe e n t he d 1-.ersity of meaning and the orig in. 

It l!Jfzy be objected that Dooyeweerd assanes that there 

is a n origin or source of the meaning of the cosmos. But he 

points out tmt while the d ifferent_ forms. of philosophical 

monism a s athe1&1"lt acosmia:m, pancosmiem and pBntbeism re­

fuse to acknowledge the existence of such a d isti'nction, 

it d oes not rooa n that these philosophies d o not r eTea l a 
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basic i dea., Tbe only difference is tmt the origin i s so""ht 

in an absolutised cosmic aspect. Partial tbei.s.tic systans, 

again~ do a cknowledge tm di stinct i on between G a.nd. c os-

mos,, but draw · t he line i.n d ifferent ay.e. In sane ayste1l'l8 
') 

t he mind• or t ,._ willa i .s deified. 

The c·osmonomio i dea of philosophy e soribes the re:la·· 

t.1on between God and cos mos as an i dea of l aw. lAw ie the 

'boundary diTidi~ cosmos am God. God ie above the lawJ 

everything el s e is .subject to the law. The i dea of 'la.w can 

thue never be separated :from the i dea (If t be e ouree· of' law 

ani t he idea or the subJec.t . of law. Law and subject are 
a) 

eorrelatiw t er 1:s. Dooyeweerd d oes not conceive of the no-

tion of law in. a juridica l or m.oral s enee. God's laws are 

not confined to t~ Deea.l.ogue. They must be sean primtrily 
' 

as tihiversal. ord inance& and uni.f"ormitiee e.ncomtassing erea-

tiPD in all 1 ts aspects as c onsta nt str·uotura l principles 
9) 

ma.ki ng poa alble ind.ivi dual things and event a. ·Their ontolo-

gica l char acter i s guaranteed by tb3, :fact tb.\t t bey are n ot 

:r.ounde:d ln t he subject.ive coJ:lle:eiousne sa.., but are c:reated by 

God. 

At this stage of Dooyeweerd •s a-rgument, tm not1·on of 

t he basic idea is treated in a. purely :formal vt&.Y· It m.ust 

be pr.esented in such a r a.sbion, be s t ates, tmt it can 

s.e r ,ve· as the foundation .tor all poa.tsibl e philosophical eye-
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t e . • anl can become too central criterion of tm prineipa.l 

distinction between t he di:fferent philosophical schools .• 

Hence Dooyeweerd cannot a c.cept StOker •s conception ·o:f the 

basic i dea as an i dea. of creation. (See ~pendix I, p .• l:l.l ). 

Th is idea wi 11 be rejected in principle 'by every ph.iloaoph r 

who d ce s not a :ccept the :Biblical ace aunt ot c.reat.ion., be 

sta te&; ani thus lacks tb! uni:versality which is ema.nded 

:f'r001 the basic :idea.. The description of the content of the 

coe:monoodc 1 ea from the point of vielf of the Christian 
10) 

a. priori only f'ollows next in order. 

After the•e prelimil'lary fornal cla.rit1oa tions. Dooye ... 

weerd proceeds to the :cmt.ent of the oosmon001ic i . ea, .. which 

ill differ according to the' con"tent of the elig ious pre­

supposition a ccepted by any pa..rtieular philosopher. Dooye­

weerd refers, for e:xampt.e. to the Arist otelian cosmon ic 1 · ea. 

a s an i dea of mtural la.W:,. which controls the teleology of 
11) 

natural sUbstances.. For Aquinas tbe cesmonom.ic 1 ea is the 

lex aeterna, founded in God's rea.so.n, .and is His d ivine plan 

of tl'B creation. Tbe lex m.tut'al18 1-e no lo:r:ger autonomous 
12) 

but part.icipa.tee in the ~lex aeterna.. The result of tlde 

synthe·ai.s, a ccording to Dooyeweerd1 is tm;t the Ar1stotel.ian 

pr ·.ineiple o-r teleolCGY' is substituted f'tir tba Chris tian 

dogma o'f pred.e'stimtion aoi the universe is considered to 

be a hierareby' of natural sub.etantial fo.rms,. d irected to-
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wards God a .s .Priroo 1lover and purpoee · a£ -the teleological 

pl"·ocesa. ·The Humanistic motive of nature and :freedom produced 

as 1 te c·o.smonom:ic 1de,a autonomous hUl:l!tn rea·son_ which can 

be considered either as absoluttse'd scientific n:athe:nBt1c:al 

thought or as tr-anscendental tho\6h,t which pres·eribe8 to 

nature, its laws,. o-r which.,~ as praotiea1 reason, l:s the 
13) 

s·ourc;e O'f moral :f"reedom. 

From tbe Chr·J.stian religious a pr1,or1 •. tte eosrn-on.om1e 
14) 

idea or philosol)!Q' recei ws the following o ontent.at 

T·O tbe quest!~ wtat 18 the .origin of the total i .ty 

ani modal diversity ·of nsaning with respect t>Q the c osmonomic 

side and 1ta .oorrela;te, t.be subject aide·, Dooyeweerd an­

swEJ.re that it is tb& so"'f.'e~'1gn holy 'ldll a£ G-od the Creator• 

who has· reveale IUB~.sel:t in Christ-•. 

to the second transce ndent$]. qU!etion• wtat is t lie­

totality of meaning· of ·tm cosmic aspects,. ani their oupra• 

te::r.qllo&ml un!ty,. D-ooyewe:er<l answers that with re.speot to tte 

casmonomic side it is the l aw of the low am eerv.tee of 

God and ·our t'ellow-crea.t'IP."'ea with our whole hear.t. rlith ree•­

peet to its eu.b:jeet-s-ida• it. ie the riew religious root td 

the hunan race in Christ. 

To the . third transcendental question regarding the 

r e l a ti-on between the medal aspeots., Dooyeweerd answers that 

1 t 1 s s :pbere .ao·vere ignty, the mutual. irreduoi bill ty ·of the 
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modalities within tbt cosmic coherence of meani'ng_. subject 

to cos . c till'e .• 

•The totality meaning o .our whol e temporal cos-

moe is to be found in Christ• with respeo·t to Ris· human na­

ture. as the root of the :reborn bWl'B.n· racre11 u Dooye:we.ercl 

writes •. 'In Him the heart. ot& ·a£ which are the issues or· 
l1t'e• confesses the Sovereignty of God, the Creator, ow-r· 

eve-rything created. ln Christ the heart bows under the lex 

(in it.s central religious uni'ty and its t .emporal d1~rs1ty 

ich or!g::tmtee in the Creat.or 'e holy will) ae the uniyer­

sa.l 'boundary (which cannot be t!'Bnegressed) between the 

Being of' God and the, meaning or Hie creation. The. tranacen­

nt totality of zrea.ning at .our cosmos exists ODl.y in the 

re l i g ious rela tiOD f3f.' dependence ~on the abso'lute Being 
1.5) 

.of G(rl." . 

. It follows tmt in the attitude of apostasy• the 

beart, the radix a ni central religious unity of man, is ~r­

:tecte.d1 n.l t'hl-·ough the mart the entire creation wbieh was 

eonaecra.ted in mankind •. From the heart,. sin permeates into 

all a spects of reality., f ·t:Jr .apart 't':rom this root the creSJo· 

ticm las no maning am no reality. ith Kuyper, Dooyeweerd 

t hus a.eeepte the ra ~ ical nature t'.J!· sin, and 1 ts 1m:med1a.te 
16) 

ini"luence a lso on theoretical a m ph1l~ophieal thotght .• 

Aooo 1ng to the Scr:iptura.l view, then1 
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the bcimi a:ry be·t ·ween God as the . ~re t:gn C. ·at or ani the 
11) . 

universe as subject. to Him. For Dooyewe.erd this is not 

the onlY · istinetion be'trwee God and· cosn1oa, but 1 t is 'for 

philosophical purp~sea tbe :rundatmntal 1st1nct1on. !Tor ces 

it lnvol"'e• as van d~r aJ.t suggests,. tbe rejeeticm .of· tbe 
18) 

immanence of God in his ~eati.on. Dooyeweerd is c oncerned 

with the. · · brtinct10l'l between the mode 0'£ being ot God and 
19) 

creation, not wi~h sepa.ra.t 1~ each in 1·te own sphere. V'ata 

der Walt -'s criticism is Jmt by VollenhoTent When he expla1.fte 

tbat noth ing spatial 1e .intended. •All &patlal boundaries ., 

separate things within the cosmos, ·• he ~1tes~ • If' God stood 

outslde~ the coarooe 1n a spatial sense·• justiee could not be· 

d one to t he oon.f'ess ion o'f Hi.e imrm.nence .• But. the ord 'botm­

dary 't has another· meaning• whi.ah ie non-apatlal_. In this· 

case it sisnlfiee ~hat which makee possible a .clear dist1ne­

t1.on11 so tlBt, or the two things which are d isti~uishe~ tbe 

one lies tOtally on the one side. ar tbe boumary. a. the 
20). 

oth er totally on t .1e. otber .side." 

Doo)'eweerd i e all!o care:tul to point out t lat this 

does n-ot mean that hla ,conception of the so-vereignty o~ God 

ts in B.l'.\Y way related to t.bat at Clcoaro. Calvin 'e' l)eu.s lesibUII 
21) . 

sol!&¥!!. is 1n- eed ~.r remo-tred fr,om Octcam' s Deus exl.ez.. 

Aeoord i:ng to Doeyewee~d• Occam•IJ eonce:ptit;;'R of tbe s.Q'Yer,ign­

t.y ,oi" God 1s not Scriptural• but a voluntaristic conet:ruo-
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ti.on~ an attempt to rmasure God's ·sovere.ign will in hurm.n 

terms •. which be contrasts with Cal Yin •.s jQdgament tbat hu-
2a) 

man rea"Bon can ne·ver penetrate t .o the esgnt1a. Dei. Tbat 

Ca1Tin '1s conce·ptioR of tm a'b·solute authority am eoTereign,.. 

ty of God does not 1mp]3' voluntaris , is aleo declared by 
~) H) 

13obateo. a.nd b7 Z.u1de:m in his ettliy r4 Occam. 

-2-

The general theory o~ tbt modal epherea i ,s developed 

f'rorn the doctrine o'f the so'ftreignty of God b7 means o~ the 

theory of e .osmic time. which •conet1tute8 the bas.is· o'f the 
25) 

philo.sophical theory of :reality. • In order to explain b!s 
~26) 

meaning more fully', DooyeWeerd nakee use. of a figure 1 

•The 1ight ar t .he sim is refracted thro~ a prism. 

and this refi&e:tion is perceiwd by the e,ye o:f' sense in the 

seven well-known colours of the spectrum.. ln themselves all · 

colours are dependent :refract1o118 .of tbe tmref'ract.ed ligh~• 

and none of' them can be regarded as an 1ntegr'&]. ar tbe 

colour d11'ferent1at1on •. J'Urther, not one of the seven oel.otn"'s 

is oapab.le o:r exi.st1ng in the spectrum apart trom the oo­

herenc·e w1 t.h the refit• and. by the .tntera.ept ion of the unre• 

fra.cted light the e.nt1re play o'f colours 'ftnishes into 

noth ing. 

Tbe tmre:t":ra.cted light is the time-transcel"Jiling totality 
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of' meanins of our cosmos tith respect to its eoemonomic side 

ani 1 t ·s eubJe-ot side. A.s tbie light h a.s ita or1g1n in tbe 

·source ot light~ so the totality ·o~ meamng of our cosmos 

bas its origin in i ts arehe tbrot.tgh whom al'll to whom lt has 

been creat ed. 

'l"be p.rism that achieves the refraeti·on of" eolour is 

c·oemic time, through which the r e11g ious fulness •of meaning 

i s broken up int.o 1t.s temporal modal aspects of meaning .• 

As the seven colours d o not CJWe the·i .r origin to one a­

nother, so the temporal aspeots of meaning in t he f a ce rB 

each other haw .am_her$-s.o"fereisnty or modal irreduc'1bil1tl• 

In the rellgi o.us fulness af meaning there f.s. but one law 

of' God,. Just. a.s there is but one sin against God, am .one man­

k i nd which lla.s sinned in Adam. But. un.c er the boundary lim of 

time,. this f Ulnees of mean1~ with reference t .o 1 te c osmono­

mic side as well as to its subject side separates,. like the 

sunligbt. through the prism. int.o a rich variati.on a£ modal 

aepec. t -s of rmani~. Each modal a spect is sovereign in its 

own ephere. a , eaeh aspect in 1 t s moda l .structure re:flecta 
• 21) 

the f'ulnees of meaning in its own m ality. 

Fm:- Do·oyeweerd. then, time is the med i..um thr ough whiqh 

G ' s ·ere ti.-e ill i s broken up into if'fereut modal spheres 

e d1 stinguis.hee b etween time--
orde r a nd tJ&!!-du;:ati on a.s the l aw and subj.ect aspect e of 
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time . Only t h e ind issoluble correlat ion of order anc1 clurati·on 

can be called cos .lc tinE .. "Cosmic time overa.rches the diffe -

r ent aspe cts a. s order,: 11 Dooyewe e rd writes , 11 and streams 
28) 

through the i r boundaries as durati on." He thus simulta-

neously re jects the ul+ra-·realist a s well as the subject! viet 

a c count of t i :roo . As illustration of t he former view, Ga.ssend i 

hold.s that time is neither s ubstance nor accide nt, but is 

eternal and uncreated .. In similar f a shion s. Alexander posits 

t hat time is presuppose d by space-time , f rom which emerges life, 

mind and d eity. To this Dooyeweerd would reply, firstly, 

t hat space ca nn ot be ass ociated ·with t ime, as space i s one 

modal sphere amongs t others, while time is a precondition 

for .spa ce . It is, moreover, a creati on of Deity, not a condi-

tion for Deity. Similarly he rejects Kant's view of time 

a s an a priori i ntuition of sensibility., beca use it is 

founde d in the subje c t and not in an objective and trans.cen-

dental. order. 

In every modal aspect, however, cosmic time appears 

in a different functional guise, r evealing a. dif"ferent tem­

pora l s t ructure. (See Append ix II, p. l~b) . It follows that 

t h9 tmi verea.l nature of time is obscured where one type of" 

time-order is elevate to the status of cosmic time it ·self. 

1n modern UIIBnistic thoy_gh~, for example , philosophical 

t hought is driven eonsecuti ve ly towa r ds a 1re cba.nica l, a n .· 
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irra'tionalistio, vitalisti·e,. p.sychol ioa.l am historical 
29) 

view of t ble. In all these instances. tiroo ie 1 entified 

w'ith ·one modal aspect .• A.e long as philos ophica l thought 

proceeds from a d ialeeti,ca.l religious motive·, Dooyeweerd 

writes., 1t 1 .. caught iu a. religious dualism ani then an in­

tegral c onception of time ls impoes1.ble. 

Nm while we can grasp the d it'ferent :runctional,order.s 

of tine in tm tbeoreti.cal conoept1 tm notion ·o£ cos c 

time itsel:f ·can be approa ched only in tm transcendental. 

idea. Only .!n t .he relig 1ous centre o~ our existence do t he 

different aspeete of time ecm~rge, am only there do we ex­

perience. eosrn1c time. The heart. •s e.xperienc.e o'f time,. Dooye­

weerd characte rises by the use at a term borrowed from the 

icholastics·a aeviternitae. The Scholastics agree 1n d is­

tinguishing three kin · s of duration.: eternity,. aevum and 

time. The f"ir.s t i s the duration of a thing ·Which is alto-
!0) 

get her uncha:Qgeable• tbe second tlat ·rlf a thing which 1s 

subjeet to accidental cbange , though it- reua1.ns 1mnutable 

in its. essence·,. the third the <h tl"'<ition o'£ a t h ing which is 

aubjeet both to substantial am acc i dental Qba.nge .. Doo.yeweerd,. 

however, rejects the notion of' substance ani a ce! ent as 1t 

appears in. t~ above defin1t1:one, am redefine$ tm a.eTUm 

as ttthe concentration on the part of the creature on eterni-
. 31) ty, in religious transcending Clf the boundary of time.... ·. 
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Dooyeweerd 's acoount of_ time baa caused scm.e di:fTiclJlty 

t.o ;philosophers who otherwiJJe accept in principle- tbe philo­

.eopey of the cosmonomio idea. Thue Stoker in an early p.ubl1• 

cation asks why ti e itself is not a modal sphere"' perhl.ps 
32) 

the :first af all.. Late.r• however~ he a.coepte Dooyeweerd •e. 

a ccount of' the c osr 1o na. ture of t 11ne. stoke·r r ·urthel" states 

t la t although D.ooyeweerd 's cosmic time •overarohea11 all t ha 

sphere'St it . oes not ae-ootmt for 11eubstantial causali.ty, • the 

'real 1L1p1ngeiOOnt of a thing or an event on another. One 

other ori ticism by St.oker must be mentioned. He a sks whether 

the e does not exist a :r.ger that • shoul ovarestima.te 

t .he role of tilm, aDi ascribe to· i .t wl'at pr.operl,y belongs 

on.ly to God •.e creative will. God meel.f' created the world 

uring six days, ani God ta ill itself is the aouroe of the 

cosmological aDl ontologie· 1 aucceaaion a. orders, a m the 

'basis of a ll d1f'ferent.1a tion. Mter the creation a further 

and secondary d if'fc rent.1ati·an was e:ffectad through coemic 

time• 1'or example. 1n tbe cosmic temporal succession of mo­

ments am events. Cosmic t .tme am oosmos a.r·e created simul-

taneousl7 am tuut~ly refe!" to one another,. Co ic time 

does not enJoy a cosmological or ont ologi.cal priority ab.ove 

the creation, 'Which would cause a '"nagieal element" to enter 
33) 

Dooyeweerd ·•s philosophy. 

In a postscript to .stoker's article , Dooyeweerd states 

tbat stoker's criticism is rooted in his initial view tmt 
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r 

the, cosmonomio idea does not '·ruJ.J.y e.c·centua.te the i dea or 
e:rea>tio.a11 Aec.ording to Doo,yeweerd cosmic time ~ never· be · 

eeen a.a .a. nagioal demt.urge, which _takes over the oreati011 ot' 
moda.lit!e.a am indivi.d1al structures from G1)d . 'rhe: oreat:or 

of h&ave.n a~ ea..r·th Riraeelf' called int·o 'bel~. the temporal 
M) 

world order, in wll1ch he c~ated &Ll thinga_. 

T'lilrougb cosra.1c time• then_ God's soyereiga,, un<U.vided 

law 'ie broken up or re·fra.cted tnto a number of modes O'f 

t ime, mode,s of meaning w modal sphere-e .• Dooyeweel"d puts 1t 

tbat -the modal t:tovereignty of · eaeh ephere ie f'ounded in 
. . 35) 

cosmic t illle a.Rd ~· the sa:rm t bne made relat,1 ve· by tt. 

vea.e re;t.ative: for the modal ephere.B baw ne independent 

existence :in them~elves but' are interwoven with all othera 

in t OO: tempol"al cohe.rence of meanlngJ :f"·oundtd• fcm spec1fio 

modal sovereisnty is :poss ible only in the tempora'I split• 

tins up of tbe f'Ul.neea of' mea.td;ns .. 

Dooyeweerd here acknO'Wl.ed.ge8 h!s debt to .KJ~Yper•e 

: ppliea:tlon o:r t be Script ural prino i "· .le of' G·od 's uni-versal· 
- •, 

so-vereignty to pbiloaopby. Each sPhere, h as a. statu• r-ooted 

in ita d innely instituted nature . Which ca'nnot be in­

fr inged lqXm by any other spbere. This C<Onstitutes its modtt 

sowre1gnty or so.vere1snt;r _,tia its prSf)r _orbit al¥1 in virtue 
36 . 

of which ·each moda l spbere 18 equal. -As· V.eenhof put·s it·& 

a·The spheres o'f life have 1so-.ereignty .ln tbe,1r preper or-



bite,. ' gl..en t m by G himself' in virtue of t 

tJ'f e-re.atlon. Tbe:y 1i'm 1n tht world .mal to otle e.notber and 

*Y not 8'!4'Pl&nt er take ad"f!!lntage ot one anot:t.ruar. nd thu 

lying mxt to om anot r, t'My all stand ugler the sove-
m) . 

retgnty of God• " Thte oee not, howewr., an tlBt each mQ• 

dal sphere is oolf••ut!ic1eut. All CalTiu had clearly dis-

t1ngu1:a e 

seity. > m the tle:Piftd 8:0'?e'reigaty ·~ eeaturce and .ln tttu-
38) 

tiou,. oo,ewee d tetlngu:i be-e bet•n tm ao :relgnty of 

G the Creator and the deri'ftd o~reign:ty o.<f the modal 

':!:'be se·YO:reiguty ln tt.e proper ottb1t of eaeb rspbe;re !s 

presarwd. by the s-1m1p1p em"!!Yt ant:lnomtw 'rhie must 

be d t ti~uisbl'td :f'rom the logical :or!nol.ple of a outndtcti.o:a, 

hlch i founded in tbe pri nci;ple -of the excl1.¥led antiumv 
39} 

a11 1tiJ ooe ologt.oal tou o.ti.on. · It has a two-:told taa.· 

PtratlY• tt settle·• aai eafeg1arie the apeoifla modal. Jl8&­

n1f6 ot each epbeH:, am: thue ensur'ee ita modal eo'Vere1gnty.-­

Ia this aenae the method of &ntino:tJI" 1s a .a.l1:a'ble ·W!t:!P:raS . 

~rltJ.g1 lJl o:f CalTiDhrtio· hil011op~ i~eelf~ SeOOl'JdlY.• &8 6 

uaneceuienH.l srttigi§J!a tt. f'Dltile tlm funct;ton ~ the 

re 1.10t'ie ad ~::beurdum by rewaling ·the antin. .tea ~:lcb arise 

ltt inmanent1st pb.llosopby when t .he boWl( a.rte.e 'beteea e;p)JI!t­

:re• are o'blltera.teil ,. o-r when the oda1 so'fn.retg:ut:r or the 

~berea ts tranegreesed tbrough tbe influence ~ a .ialec-. 

tically bro .an r e llgloue a p 1ori .• 
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This !s always caused by an attempt to p!-e:&B the nexus G~ 
40) 

meaning into a t heoretica l continuity. 

Young comments on ooye\veerd 'P notion of antine~D7 aa 

'foll:OWS I 

"Antin~ literally signiN.e.s a. .e mtra ietion of' 

law&. It is used by Plutarch in a juridical sense to indlilcate 

an i .nner contradiction in too pos!tiTe law• whlch is revealed 

in t he fact that both parties can expound it in t .he ir :ra .. 

vour. Do:oyeweerd uses the term not i n such a juri ical .sense, 

but wi:th ref"erence to the basic c osmological meaning of l aw •. 

ln this connection, he t!Jmpba.sisee the subjee.t1v:e anti-law 

char a cter of' antinomy. Tbe la,w in the basic sanae o'f co l!.o 

order of law cannot be a.utinora1c •. Nor -ea:n t he· l.a.ws o'f d1ff1 -

. nt .s]llberes of reality ,contra. 1ct ee.c h oth r. Rather o all 

t heoret ical , ·a.nti.no ~ie .s ari.se in theoretica l thinki~., which 

involves itMli in inner c ontradiction in theoretical .judge­

Jmnts. This contradiction results 'from :a :f'alse e ·mo:eption of 

t he coberenoe in the diversity of meaning of the l a:rr.s , b7 

which the appearance of a. c . .o.ntradiot ion between the laws 

themse·lvea arise.s. Antine~q in this sen se i ·s contradi cted b;r 

the idea of' the cosmic law. Thiet i dea thU£ implies the 
41) 

principium solusa.e a.ntinomi§e• "' 

Tbe noti·on ·o.f t .w causa ity of God is accoriing to 
42) 

Dooyeweerd the 0 notorious antinO'I".q• of speculative theolo-
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gy. In thl.·s case Gf)d 's oa.usa.l!ty stand.s 1.n abs·olute centra­

d iotion to xaa.n •s personal freedom ani re .sponsib1Uty.. The 

reas on is that the notion of .cause 1 exten ~d beyond its 

:meaning in the ;pbyeiaal ani biological spheres. Hur.~n act·s 

as "caused• are rooted in man's relL 1ous .centre-.. the heart. 

If God is referred to as ·•cause•,. tbe t erm denotes God as 

the absolute Origin of all meaning. Wben oa.usa11ty in the, 

ea.ee o'f man or at God ie 1.nterpreted mod 117, insoluble an-
43) 

tinomie.s arlee.. In this ccn."leotion Kant. 'e erStioiam of 

!rpec:Ulativa neta.phys1cs and theology is of value, especially 

his critic:J.sm at the miauae of tbe category or aausal1ty. 

Hcr.vever, becauee or the dl:alifJm in the religious basic mo­

tive which deter mines hie thctght, new a.ntinomiea arise in 

hi s philcso·pby, notably tbat between mechl!l.nical. causality 
4.4.) 

nd mo al freedom. The antinomies of Zeno. again,; (Achil•' 

les am t'be tcrtoise.11 t .he flying arrow) are f'oun ed in 'tile 

a.tte~ pt to reduce the modal meaning of mot1oa to tl:Bt ar 
45) 

s ce. The antinomy betwee.n retributive ju"etice am lon~ 

to take another e~le• arises from tl" e eradication of the 
46) 

moda l boundarie s of' the juridical e.rn moral spheres .. 

Antino:tey' nay no·t be c ontus d !th re:ta tione ~· o en• 

trar·iety. Contrarie·o like logi·cal-·.illogi.ca.l, m.or9.l-·immora1• 

pol1te-1mpo11te. am so :forth,. present themselves withil'l 

the sa'.ne modal aspect. and · o not c ont a in a real antinomy• 

tn its inter-modal sense. 
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The< modal spbe:reis do· not. htmev.e:rt e:;rt,st only f.n 

horizontal ind&pe:ndenee of ~eaeh other au1 vertical d.epett• 

denee on God. T.bey ~veal a.1i a:rchi .teetonic aul hiera rchieal. 

atruct · -~ and rela.t ions. Tl:Jey· ·exhibit , Da~erd ElaYIJt c 

crde'r o.1· in~:reasing conrp .1oa.t1.on :f..n aeeord nee :wit'h th.e ~­

d er of the suoe"essi ·on ·t:£ the .epbe·~a in. the temporal cohe­

rence of meanirts •· ~cause i:mnane·ntiet. p ··ttosopby coulc not 

..;ra s:p th~ idea of" a eos '"ic order of modal spheres .• ani thus 

necessarily e~1iminated th¢ tenpora.J. order a.l:Ji inter-moc'~l 

coberen ce of sphe:res, it could not offer a. sat i fff'a.e:tory ae~n~~ 

count. of the relation be·tw.een the . iffe-rent aspects o£ ria-11-, 

ty and te·nds t o eae· it Il)grely a;,t; ane a£ increasing 1E¥Zieal 

e ·mpl exity. But t m modal spheree may llever be 1-dentif'ied 

'f'lith "oa>tegor1sa of t ho't8htff,, n.or· with a.:qy rbitrary tb:lo­

r etleal . e1bfdt~tion. 

Defore proceeding to. the relations b-etw-een t he medal. 

spheres, the s.cher.ae presented on page I~ & eh ellll.d bG kept ln. 

mind . It g1.-fes the 01-der o:f tbe a;pberee, t~ir modal mo-
41) 

mente Which gmra ntee, tlB 1r soveJ:ieig"nty, the f'unctional 

ti.me ctf each, a m the COJ,"'J,-~spcmiing science. One .further 

dl stin aticn which DoQ-yeweerd drawa has not be·en indicat .4 

tn t h i s scherne ,, m.naly, tl:at between the nor:matin aml th& 

a - no:r:r:rative ·spbE:.res., By thi.s J)oo:yewe:erd mean'S tlnt the aub-
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Jeats of t ,he f irst f1'V'O moda.l epheres ha~ no option but to 

obay the correlative l.awa. From the analytical ,epbe,re OD­

wards• howe ver ,, the laws· becoirle norms. Although t h ese norms 

have been laid by God tn principle in the et·ructure of eaeh 

sphere• tmy raust be di scqvert(d. eglicated, ~ulted,. t .bat te; 

I>2 Sit:irlse« . The la~rs of justice or lOYe• for eD;mple1 do 

not contain a preoise forrn.Ulation of tJJeir meaning in eaoh 

A f i rt'lt i'rJporte.nt notion to explain the relation between 

t he modal spheres is that .of tmiwr&alit:x: in ·ea ch orbit. 
- - . . . .. 

Each mo 1 s berea aecor ing to Dooyeweerl.- is a. re·f'raction 

of the religious ful.ness or n:can!ng; consequentlY the tem­

poral o:rder of the modal sphere B must be expressed in each 

'Sphere., Each ephere has a. mqdal moment,,, irreducible t ~o that 

of' any other. whioh safeguards its &o,vere !gnty ln 1 ts proper 

orbit. But urround1ng the mod.&l moment are a number «f· 

at1a 'Q.Sica.l monenta, some of ~htch refer ba.ek to the modal. 

m.oments at p:reced.ing or su'bptra.tlmz epbex·ea, others to the 
48) 

modal mOJ'!Jants of sq,pe ~-s:tratun s :pberes.. The f.lrat are modal. 

X"etrwipat1ou. t :he. s eoond mode.~ ruatiei)'.!f!:tiope •. Doth anal.o­

gieal momenta ~re 9ualified by tbe modal moment ,o.f thei.'r 
49·) 

specific ~sphere . ., 'fm: following i s a n e:mmple, !6 modal mo-

~nt. modal retroo1pa.tiona atili nnticipa.tions, a.s exel'J11)lit'1ed 
5(J) 

in the anal:ttical .sphere• 
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llodal MS!!!!nt.J ·ratiom.l diat1nct1oDe: 

Rttr.oo ip+t iRJUJt 

logical appercept f .on •. 

logical th~ught-ltte. 

logical thought-apace,. 

logical uni~y am multlp11-cit.y (or logloal obara.c:ter1st1cs ).. 

Aft1eipt1out 

logical d·ord.ll&t*• (ruling 'bJ' ·e:Y&tema:tic t'be·oret.1ca.l ~oneepte 
rr logical. forni8 ) .. 

logical symbolloa. 

l ·og1ce.l (U)!DIDir'oe. 

logica,l ec·O'DCRnY o.f thought. 

log1 cal harmOJJ.7• 

logical ~right. •. 

logical •eros• (platouf.e 1.,.,.). 

logical. certit'\Jie •. 

'ftle· 8UDOeae.1 m at the madal Qbere a proaeeds f'r om the 

epbe·n ot n\IID'be.r . as the first termiJal spbere. Its modal mo­

ment ia di.ae?e·te qua.atlty. The least complicated epher~ 

created by God. it bas no modal f'otmdation atJi theref'ore no· 

retroct1JBticma~ but aat1c1»atdlO.DB 1.D all tlle h1gber sphene. 

Dooyeweerd points out that · the fact that t.hia aphere lacke 

retroc1pa:t1cms, g1-.es no reas-on to ·abso1utiae its structural · 



meaning. Although it is t he moda l foundation of the 

spbe es, these spher es ret.ain t he ir modal sovere i gnty. , 

Dooyeweer d ' s conception of number has been criti­

ci sed by G. H. '1'. Tha.lan, who a sks whether t h i s s oca lled 

fi rst sphere is not i tself foun e · in the struc tures of' 
51) 

na1 experience. Dooyewe e r d a nswers that lan has 

misunderstood him... The s:pbe e of number is founded in 

na i ve experience only in the sense of being abstracted 

frorn naive ex:per.ie nee. He a.lso rejects lan's view t hat 

numbers are "obje cts". Obje cts have numbers; nur.ab er it-

self is not an object b ut a the ore tical a bstraction, a 
52) 

moda l function. Agains t t he Ar t s totelia.n obje ction 

t ha t n umbe r presupposes spaoe and ussell ·' s log icis tng 

of a rithmet ic, Dooye.,veerd further insists that quantity 

ha s no moda l substratum. 

The sphe re of faith is t he second t e r minal s phere. 

Thi s brings us to the secorxl i mporta nt notion explaining 

the int e r re l at ion be tween the spheres, namely, the ~roce es 

of d isclos ure. Ulder c ert a in con -it ions the ant icipations 

of a sphere unf old or open a nd t hus deepen the moda l mo- 1 

me nt of tha t sphere . If the anticipat ions are close~ , t hat · 

sphe e function only in i t s retroc.i pat ions , in re stric-

tive function; if t 1e a nticipations are d i s closed , in 

earna.ns i ve f unction. As example we rray t a ke the feeling of I 

/pain as ex-
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per1ence · by tbe aninal a by n. Tbe psychical ephe e i 

tle last :f\meti<m of subjectivity in the etrueture at the ani-· 

llRl, tba.t 1s» 1 ts :feel1l18 at pain 1 :at ill bouu to tm ~n­

sory organ • It can only be dif'~ererrt.!s.ted, not deepened or 

disclosed, a ., in the ca .ee· or n •. l n can grasp hi a pain 

a nalytica lly• he can giw 11nguiut1o expression t c it.,_ he 

can con 1 . !' !.t as an injuatice or o.s a divine 'Oha.·atiseme·nt. 

· ere the modal m~nt of the psych ical f .unation 1 disc1osed 

through it.s anticipations in t .bl s~erstratiml Spheres. 

It follows t.bat the· disclosure of the norn&tive spberea 

is in. tm last inet-anoe ependent on the d isclosing :function 
53) 

of f'aith, Which has no anticipatory moments. In tbe. ec.heme 

of t be modal epbe~ tbe · 'function o~ f'ait'h oecl.Wie.a t .he 

big 1est positiOl'lt forming tba upper st boundary o.f tbe 

hieraroey of the sphe'res, am ~· tbo entire eartbly rea1 :tt:r• 

• ithout faith this reaU.t.y ·cannot exist, • Dooyeweerd wrt-
54) . . 

tes. rts modal mOJZJJnt can only be grasped, writes Doeye-

weerd, ·tf' we ,see faith 1n its iJJJmediate reference t ,o t.be 

arehe of all temporal exietenoe. Hence he <}(,fines 1 ta: 1 

mome·nt as: !J! original t ,l"aneeendeutal _ certa.t. n:tz,. within t~· 

11 · ·ts r4 t .ime1. re le.ted to a :revelat i 011 of t be . arc he whi eh ' - . . 8!) . 
bas Ga:pture-d the heart of hlmBn ex!Ettenee. It is the ·only 

mo a.l monent. whioh refers be-yond til'l'le.- Therefore we 08ll 

strictly spea!dttg have no concept of too meaning or fa.itha 
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we :Ga.n only :form a theo-r.etiea1 l.dea ·"Of it. The funct.ion .of 

faith muet :f'~thermore be clearly dis~ingulehed t"rom rel1• 

gi·on.. which cann<&t be enclosed .in ~ modal sphere,, but ie 
. . 56) 

r ooted in the 'heart • wh1·Ch tl"anscends a.ll the f1.UlCtions. 

Wbe'!"e faith is 1dent11rl·ed with religi®• the 'latter bec.omea. 

rnodalised OJJ" f'uncti oml1sedj. ·it 1e· oonsi~e,red ae .one aspect 

of human life a.m l t .s eJu.l&nti&1ly tr&nece~ental nature. 

t ranscending even .fa.t·th, i& not gra.·sped., 

Now t h La fmtotion i s eommon tO' both beli·evere end un­

belie--vers. "The.:re is an ap.oatate faith,. • no.oyeweeri writes. 

lta.nd there 1s a. f'a lth whic)l can onJ.y c;ome into aot.ion in. 

uan tnro~h the Spirit. of God. But both function within the 

P.todal st·ructm-e f1f a modal sphere• impla nted in human n&•· 
5'1) . . 

ture at 01'9a:~1on .. • In both, be continues, a .sharp distinc-

t!tm ·must be nade b:etwee.n the 'SUbjective· functi.on •. the, ·prin­

ciple. t he· conte nt. the direction am t.be root of beltet., 

'rhe ;root . o'f . belief i.e the beq:l"t• which O.et n:dnes t be· 2.1~ 

reotis t1f ·Our :tai.th to the true or pretended God. The Rr;in­

·c;1Jile which ·~etermi:nes t .he qontent ·f4 :faith ls always. 

fo~ in revelaticn,, either the ~1st1an revelation or an 
58) 

aptu!Jtate om. 

Dooyeweerd a.ckncmledgee · hi.s debt t ,o Kuype.r · 'for the 
59) 

d i.Co ·'f!Y am develo~nt O'f' h1B C:onee,ptiOft of faith. .-
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While ID.1yper•a ooncept.1on o:t fal'th is lntttally almost 1 en• 
. . . . 40) 

tieal with the ueua.l -c:&:ncep:t!on or tn.tuittve evidence, be 

l a ter gl?es a definition or faith :in which. ~istle is laid 
'• 6-ll 

at the foundation -of E?Nery f'orm of' immediate oertaint:,.-• 

K~r C'lea.r1y ;81\owa tbat faith in thia sense· m.s ~lanted 

in l!Bn at. creation,. am that 1te struot1r:re lJ'aS nnint.aine;d 

tn spite of original ei:n. Afte-r the :t'al.l lit' liB.l1t however:,. 

1t develope eithe-r in an apostate or· a. •oter1ological eli-

This "dee}) :Biblical. conception• Of faith Dooyeweerd 

·contrasts ltf1tb the Pt'JY'Chologis1ng cL ~alth into a feeling., 

ita l ·og1c.1s:ing into an w ·T.US .inte:tlesttUt due to a ·sup-erna­

tUI!"al gift f4 gra.ce (Aqui:na·s:), :t.ts elevaut.mt iuto a reli­

gious a :p'r:ior1 ('Troe.1tse~ Otto). He also rejects t -lle: view 

Gf Karl. ':Barth. according to w'h!:Ch man, .aa the subJect of 

Christian 'beltet. is a uew ~eatia. The term •new" can only 

mean "rEfnewed•., &.c-aord.tng ·t~ Do~wee"rd. Ke insists, oYf!r 

against Bart~ ttat the functi "on of fa.!th lmpl.anted ln hu­

nan Dat-ure at oreatlon is the same for Cllr!.stians and n.on~· 

Cbt"ist:lans, alld cannot be destro~d bY s:1n. "'It. has a modal · 

atructure which guaranteee lt:s unbreakabl.e mea.n!~-coherence 

with all tb$ other modal aapeets of t be tempol'Bl ~elide,. If 
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not, unbelief or ap~iltate be.lie:t could not b e tbe. opposite to 

too Cbriet.ia-n 'faith. It woUl.d 'bel.ong to a.n entirely dif"ferent 

order and could 'have no point o'f compa.r1.son with the belief' in 
62) 

.reeus Christ . • 

In Ol'der t o e-x; lain in wl'at nner faith initiates the 

process of discl oal.t't"e• Doo~weel'd disti .ngu1-abes betwetm general 

and special revela'tion. At the creation,, G revea.led Himself 

in 'tbe world 'by creatlng man· in His 1nage a.J¥1 by expre:esing 

i msel:f' in the totality of meaning of tM coemos. In ita wey 
nature the o·osmos thus bears the imprint a£ 1te. creator •. F.r-om 

the very beginni ng• however, this general revelation was ex• 

plained by tre ord•re'Vela.tion attdnssed to mankind i .n c uni-· 

ty with its first bead• Adam. In t h is revelation God speaks to 
the bear"t of' man, who must only listen to un erstand the mea­

ning of creati on. it-h Abrabam, the Word- revelation becomes a 

specia..l revelation camnnmicatea. to a obosen :peo.ple. 

Natural rea s on cannot explain t he nat'l.lre· of mearrl.~ 
63) 

apart from special re?elationa and the appeal t ·o St .• P&ul '• 
84) 

utterance- in .Rc:rna.ns: 19-2'3 is based on a del.usl·on. The apostl.e 

does not ref'er to t he possibility of a na.tural theol<:8Y' baaed 

on an autonomous natural reason. but to· a pnera.l revelation• 

Which is contras-ted With a particular or .speeia.l re.e.lation. 
' ' 

When the genera-l revelati·OD is de.tacbed :from the spee.i a l reve-· 

lation. the function .of f'a1th :falls under tbe· l aw of sin_, 1t 
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becomes: closed to t'be light of &Jripture am re·veale its tran­

scendental direction !n. the queet tor an absolute in ·creation 
65) 

it self. In pri~ itive life the restrictive ftmetion of faith 

:rinds i t .s exPreaei.on in the abs·olut.ieat·fon ·at pre-lCJSical 

aspects. Here the f'.orcee or mture are deified (n:ana-belief, 
66) 

tote-Idem, magi-c a l practices and ritea ). In. c1v1l:1se e·om-

munitiee rm.n c.reatee his idol 1n t -1» image of the normat!Te· 

:f'unctiona o£ his own per-sonality, f'or example •. the Greek dei­

f'ioati.on 1!4 tbeoretiea-1 thotght. Dooye.wee.rd ale o a.nalyoes the 

restrictive i 'nfluence of the faith in the mthesie tJ.ll!.Teraalie 
·6?) . . 

am histol;"lcfem in Jlumni.etic tb.ot8ht. 

For Dooyeweerd.. then, ap1)8ta.te ~a.i t'b still retains 1 te: 
68) 69) 

transcendenta.l terminal :runct-1cm:. Apostate or ~hica1 

faith,. too., is. tra.,neoendeontal certainty in time :t"ega:rding tl:8 

origin of all mea.ning •. It, too, leads the process o'f dieclo­

s't.tt'e of tbe modal spberee. But in this traiWcendenta.l but 

restricted se11se1 howeve~. it .can no longer serve as the 

poirrt o~ contact for Dirl:ne grace. 

Dooye.weerd has di.s t inguished bet•en the 'l.a.w and rnibjec.t 

aspects ,of the cosmos,, am 1n h1 ,s general theory ot tbe oclal: 

epbe.re• be lias eecribed thie law aspect-. as it is d U'~eren-
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tiated into specific modal laws .• Tbe subject.e of t h es-e la.we 

are t he t h inge; atruct~es a nd eve·nt·e Which come lnto being_;. 

en ure and ecay wit :in tbe constant uncb:.u~eable modal hor1-

.:z;on, a.l'li Whic·h B.l'e experience-d in ·naive . experi:enc~ .ae totiali­

tiee ·a nd · unities. · 

As a f'.o11 to hiJJ own theo17'• Dooyeweerd examines the 
' ' ' ft) 

Aristotelian doetrim· r:4 eubetflfl.ce. According to this t.he'O-

ry, subs tanoe ts the 'fir-et Bl1d primary category• 1nd1·aat.1rs 
•, 

what a thing is. The a.cci.del'Jt&l. cnt.egoriert only enjoy a rela--
tiye beltg• orientated to substance,. Which ba being :eer se . 

and is the beare-r oi" all the ace 1dental1a. But • Dooyeweerd 

states., the experienoe or the i dentity ·of t b inge in nain 
experience gi yes no· ground :for t he bypothe 1e of' supra-
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'13) 
t emporal s tibstll1Jee8 beneath tbe accidenta l catego~ies. 

He. a·ek nowl.edgea tb'lt the theory or· substan,ce has some a.oa­

taet. wltb m.iw experience, lBirl!!y• t he dUl'a.t1on of t h ing-.,. 

Which 1n Greek mata.pbysice takes the form of the di stinction 

between be ttl« ' a.nd ~coming. aut this being bas no meta.phy-· 

.stea l priority abo'\'e the dlyersity. Only ln the religious 

cent·re o£ the cosmos do the modal .aspects converge. When • 

.abstract fr'Om any i ndividual thi~ 1 t_a modalities, nothing 

rema:1ns. M·ore.·over; the Al"ietote.l ia.n theory d·oes not ga• 

the tm1 versal cosmic mture 'Of tlme and considers it ae an 

. accidental d:eterm!n ation ar being. lD this theory, a.ccor­

d.1ng t ·o Doo,eweerd, we 'ba.ve a typical di st ortioa of the evi­

denee of mive experience, which can only be corrected 111 .,,,) '-

t he ligh t o-f the coamonad4 i dea. 

In tbe structures o! lndivid:ua.lity. Dooyeweerd wri• 

tea.,. the mOdal aapect-~t are· grouped ~o form an i ixllvidual 
'75·) 

totality, which as a unity overarchee the . odal aepeets .• 

A structure or 1ndiv1dt~tlity :rm:actiona· in all fourte•n epbe­

rea o~ 1a.w., either as aubjeot f1r as obJect • . In Dooyeweerd 's 

te-rminology. a thing has a f'uDCtion ~ eubJeet1 vit;r 1a a.ll 

tbe sphere a t r..1 which it is ts:ubject .• btzt in -a later ephere . 

it bas a runetion of' <tbje·eti:vity. The bird 'e nest bas a. 

function of subjectivity in the first three spbere19 but a 
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function o't objectivity ln, for ex&mple,. the psycholcgioal 

sphe.re. ln ao far a.a it is all ob.ject of' concern to the bir~, 

or in the attstbetio sphere, if it forms part of tm, aesthetic 

structure of a painting or a poeJQ. '!'he tree, agaln, bas a 

functi.on of subje-ctivity in the 1"irst four " aphere a, but. a. 

functiou of objectivity in the Juridical sphere• lfben it ia 

the cause of a law-suit• or in the sphere of faith, if it 

becomes the object of worship of some religious cult. 

:But a structure of 1nd.ivid1Bl1ty ia not aimply a a\1111 

of the · different modal spheres in which it bas a function 

of su'bjec.tiv'ity. It bas an original mQdal .1nd1Tiduality, 

Dooyeweerd atatea, situated in ita last sphere · of eubjecti• 

vi ty, whicb .is termed the gallr;r:igr function ot the atJ-uc-. 

ture. This func~lon disclose• the ant.ictpatory mOl'DBll'ta of 

the structure. So COllll?lete i .e the · control or •. say, "tbe bio­

tic :runctiou of the tree .• that tbe wbole tree reveals an 

indivtdt&l structure and intenBl unity. The·•• are structures 

of individmlity of the first order. But tbere is a seconda­

ry order of a~ruetures where the qualif'ying f'unction is sit­

uated in a. :function .of obJectiTity,, 'for example,, any human 

work ot u-t or hUDII.n produoticm. As e:at.mples of tbese Hcon­

daey structures ·of" individuality-. Dooyeweerd analyses the 

etruct ure o'f a work of art, obJects o~ use., the 'family• atate 

and .church. 
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The 11 y i ng r d i s clos i ng f unction e t inee what 

Dooyeweerd term& t he .radical tnt• to which a ny cpecific . 

st·ructure belongs. Dooye . erd d istinguishes bet.ween three 

basic radical ty:pe11 or structural •·kingdoms• 1 that of the 

inorganic (qualified by tbe pbysical a nd chemical modalities) , 

of :plant life (qualifie 'by t he biotio sphere } and that of 

animal life (qualified by the ,psychical m 'ality.) aoh s:truc­

tural type enc ompasses sub-types a nd varia.tion-type e •. 

Certain etruoture.s of 1ud iv!dua.l1ty together form a 

larger structure, in which the identity ·Of each i .e preserved. 

The term enkapei1 signifies, according to Dooyewee rd, the 

interrelation between structures of individ uality, ea.oh re­

taining its own s.overeignty, the hole being qua.lifie by 

the highe st s t ructure of ind 1vi wlity i n the encapti.c 
'16} 

whole. 

DooyeiYeer ' s a ccount. of the trootures of in 1vidua11-
77) 

ty ha been sh· rJ>lY eri tioised by S~oker .• , · le he agree• 

with Dooye e.er d •s critloiam of the metaphysical notion of 
7 ) 

eubeta.nce.. he nevertheless feels that a Calvinistic con• 

cept of substance is necessary to give .an adequa.:te account 

of naive experience. In t his ·respect he criticises ooy:e• 

weerd ' s use o-f t he term 1teystasis"' to denote a trueture of 

1 nd i vid ua.lity. 

Tbie term,. Stoker tates, ret"ere to a coherence o:f 
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modal epberee whtob together .form a "tlltng11 or ·tteyetaaieQ. 

A t~11ll'lgle, a .Petl• an ard.mat. are •ayetaaee"in preo1eel.7 

the same eeuee or the word. Stoker's problem 1.s then to in­

dicate the di:tference between a · eubeta.Dt1al and a non-sub­

stantial eyatas1s. He claims tbat between. for example, a 

trta.ngle am a »1ant, tbere te a dif'fennoe ln p:rtnoiple ... 

'l'he :rtrat ia n.ot a .sa'bs tanoe1 tbe eecond ie • . ADd this d1f:re­

rence, according to stoker. •·ow:re.epoa.\s to na.lft ~ienoe. • 

It d oeo not mean the abeolutl.satlon of tbe created• but 

tbe :p~:rce:pt!on of individ\81 t 1lnge aa created entities with 

an ovm nature. The idea of' creation, for stoker .• provides 

a better account of naive e.xper!anoo than the idea at 1a.w. 

Stok:er further polnte out tbat the term eyetaei,e re­

fers f1-ret to a multiplicity and then to a unity:. But in 

na.1 ve experience.,. stoker etate.a. we f'l.ret of all e·xperienoe 

·the unity and a:tter th~t the di'9flel"td.ty. "lf tbe unity 1s 'tbe 

logica l 1?11\1!1" he write•• •aul te also :first gtyen in na.iw 

experience. tben -we can ._,. the epec1t1o rGt,rocipations and 

antic1:pattous~ wbi,eh an;~ patent (and lo.tent) i» a syatad. .. 

are de termined ~ thle pre-glftD unit~ a.nd not rice ve:re&J. 

t uuity is giTen by the tUitioi'patione, retroc1p&ti.ons &ftd 

e .speolally the funct1oml role ~ the leading modal spbere. 

The unity t .·s o.onutituttve ~~ tbe coherence af t .be mult!pli-
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'79) 
city, and not vice -verJa. " 

In h1e answer to Stoker '·a er·itiaiam,, Dooyenerd ·empba• 

l'!lsea· the danger of a concept o· eubetaaae 'for a Calvinistic 

:philoeop~. stoker believes •that. in hie c c:noopt of sublltance 

m can truly theoretically ascend above t m modal horizon. 

whie I def.l7• lf'hi'l e I am also not pere1aded tba t he p.laees 

enough emphssia on tre im:ma.nent am. t ·empora.J. nature of tbe. 
80) 

utruct.lll"e of i m ividua.lity as I do." Aga!n1 the t emporal., 

non-modal unity and i dentity or things do not allow them­

eelTe.a, to be ,grasped in a theoretical concep"• be.ca.use they 

are founded in the .continuity of coem1c time• which m.akes 

all experie·noe, alllo tm retical thotght, f'1rst poasible. 

The n attU"e o-r a t h ing as a un\ty re:rm.ina "coamologioall7 and 

a 1'ortC\.riorl an insoluble problem1 " and the account :rrom the 

point. of view of t h coBmonomle idea 1 e th.e nearest approach 
. 81} 

·to a t .be m-etical aecoUl'lt wh1eh the philosopher can achieve.,, 

Stoker'e critieimt has· nctverthelesar brought to light 

the basic weakneae in Dooyeweerd 'e ont ologya h1 s l.ack of a 

s e,tisf'ying substitute for the classical doctrine of substame 

which be l;Bs: rejec.ted. While Stoker ackno'W'J:.edges the value 

a t he w.lid tty of t m coemonomi.c i dea, he nevertheles.s al­

l owe other perspecti...ee to explain the nature o'f cosmi c 

reality., -for exa.llV;)le, that of 'f8.l.uea, teleology, ca'USal1ty. 



Each perspective (keselenit) te qua.lita tiwly diff erent fr om 

every other. If we confine ourselves to only one:, a s Dooye­

weer d d oes, we a re c ommitt ~ng an error sbnila r to t bat 

committed by t he t mma.nent18t. ph ilosopher• we a r e f orcing t he 

whole of reality,. not into one modal epn.r$, btrt i nt o one 

cosmic perspectt ve •. 

Iaetly Dooyeweerd turns to the human be i ng a.s a struc­

ture of i nd i vid ua.lity .• This subjec't will be fully trea te·d 

in his expected publ.ioa tton on the subJect . o:t anthropology. 

In the meantime he ~., given some i nd ications of h i s doc­

trine .• He stat e s that ma.n d if'f ere from a ll other typica l 

structure s of ind ividuality in that he has no tempora l qua­

l.ifying function• R.-.en the :function 0'! f a ith d oes not quali­

ty nBn. Instead of s uch a qualifying function, man hae a soul,. 

the heart a.s the· r e lig ioue centre· of ll'BD in which all tempo-
82) 

ra,l moclalitiee are transcellldd and concentrated. He re,jecte 

the Scb:olaettc i dea tha.t m.n te a. oompoeitum o.f t wo sub­

stances,. f'or t he problelllt what nnkes the c omposi.tum into 
83) 

one subs tance., remain.s una.nS".vered. oreover •. ·in t he Sebo-· 

laetic conce,ption, t he soul a s a rational substa nce d oes not 

transcend the boundary of' time. I t te· the a.b·straction of a 

compl ex of normative s pher e s from t he t emporal nexus of 
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JrJeani tt{ • 

Tl:Je philosopey of t be idea of law, f1-Cco1Ui~ to Doo;re-

:e .r d , does not draw the L t.inct:ion between soUl a m body 

a be ween ·t wo gro·lij)s of mooal t•unctioue (the phyeico-

c . ica.l a. W. the .noriilltiw;) 'but between i~e whole "rmntil.e at 

:Cunct.1o lSu as t he body a. til its s:upra-t emporal .oe.ntre,. the 

oul or tm· :OOar-t. 

Tl» human body is a ·complica ted total structUI'e itt 

which di.fferent st ructuroee of indiyidtality are intertwined. 

It consists o£ (1) Tm phyaieally qtali:t"-ied structures t:rt the 

elements neaessaey- :for the 'bu1l.d i~ of tbe body., {2) The 

blotical.ly qualified strmtuN af' the liv~ organism. Here 

the auto-nervous system regulating t r..e organic functioning 

of the b ody plays an 11nportant r(,le. (3) The psy-cbical.ly quali­

f'i e s t ructure of the aninal nervous system. {f) The a.ct­

struetture fd the humn bo ·y wbich e0ll1]}re1Jend& the abOTe­

psyohioal. normative :runctione a.s knoWledge, i nuag1nat1cm a.m 
will.jng. This is absent from aninals, who only !lave a :rune• 

tion of objectivity ·in the higher· &pheree •. At dea~h the 

whole bo Y• ·i;/hat is, al.l man's te.ll1.1,)ora~ functions,. is · es­

troyed., neither thott;ht nor f'aith exoludetl. The bod7, how-

ever, ms no exiErtenoe in itself .a.pa:rt :f'rom the heart. 

Dooyeweerd ''e use of the term "heart• o.ffers c cm·a1de­

rable ¢if1"i"CUl.ty to the et\lieut who appr~chea this philc-
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o by :fO'r the fir t time. Dooye eerd .neverthele s claims that 

tt is strictly Scriptural. Indeed. Spier 'M.e d istinguiehed 
. . . 

b t een ·eight dtf'ferent uses of this term in .Scripture• all 
84) 

of which• m claims• point to Do~yeweerd •·s conception. 

denotet!n TbB 

inner man as o oeed to the outel"J the sou.:ree of man' ife· 

energy1 the ba.okgotmd of o'fll'" tho~hts; o'f ott~ e otiona.l 

lifeJ ot all wis om and kn·oWledgel of our wr,rds and · eedsJ 

t e ·so rca of a.U einf ani the deepe·st centre .of o1.1.r ole 

te· peral e.xistence, wl-.ere th renewing act'! vity .af the Holy 

Ghost take!$ place. 0£ the bea:r.-t~ Dooye eerd writes as 'f llowa: 

"The 'heart in 1t pregnant Biblical sense as roll ioue 

rot')t am centre of the whole hwnan existence tnalY never be 

1 entified · ith the f"unetion o'f :reeling' nor t lB t o-r •faith,' 

ne it.her is it com lex of fUnctio-ns 11le the metaphysical 

c·oncept of t he soul wbloh ie f'otm in Greek and t!uma.niet i.e 

met physics . It is alien to a~ dual.ism between the body 

(as a c~lex of natural functions') and t ba soul {a.a a ean­

plex of e-ychloal am nornati ve f'unct ions) •. 

Tbe heart is not a blind., or dumb it.ness, even 

th tg 1 t tremsoe me the boundaey o~ e oemic time with 1 ts 

t mpora.l d i,-eralty at moda~ aopecte. alld temporal thotght 

within this . 1ve·. eity;. For 11; is the :tulneeu of' our self­

hood in wh1.eh all our tempora.l functions find their religious 
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ca._, ·e:~nt : .a.tion and oon~:n:mnm:tlon of meaning. • 
~) 

Dooy;~weerd 'e conception ·o£ the relation between body 

an soul b s n~t with conaid «raJ>~e eritioism froo tbeologi.• 

cal pb.los ophic 1 circle& wit:llin neo-Cal~STin18tll .1 tsel:t • 

.. : r n. ti:'..a theolQgical sida. it is considered to be unsorip-. 

tU!' l , invo1·'\l"l-l?; t B denial o! tbe immortality aul :SU'bsta.n-
86) . -

·tia.lity a! tbe soul. l?x"()IB tb!t philos opbica1· e1de1 th.e· C?:1-

ticism of' You~ is i:tll!)ortr-a.nt. Be asks whether Dooyeweerd's 

distinction between tlle t -emp-oral body and the supra-temporal 

.soul oea not land hi:m in the eame position. a.a th:e Schola.s-
m) 

tic d ua.l1mn wb.lcb he· oriticises ·s .o sharpl.y. Again• Yotmg 

<: ons1ders that ~ooyew•er<l 'e· e.onoept1on fit: tbe heari .e;s 

Gupr a•teraporal, d•s' not na1ttt&1n the 'basie.. diatinct1on be• 

t :t-een Cre· t .or au ~ creati.on. For Yo'IJIJg the heart remains uo-
S8) 

der· tbe bo''Wlcaey of time-, as i e al:so stated by Stoker. 

These ori t .i-oisms fleetu to empba•ise a dualism which 

Dooye. eex~ himself wishee to avoid ana wbie~ indeed, d ooa 

not s - .&lU; ~o be· justi·fied by hi$ c onception ·of: man as a radi­

ct.l.l unity. Fo:r 'Dooyeweerd• ll&U ie not a. dua.Uam of heart 

tud functiona. Hi s he:a..rt i e n<:t. separated f rom 'theM· :funo­

ti ona1 but• a.s Dooyewee.rd. repeatedly potnta out,; 1t i ·a t .be 

centro-• t ·1e ,concren ration ))oint . of thea.e functions • . ADd 

t his explai:ns the true .rea.eo:n f()T!' Dooyewee,.rd r,,:J ~hole.e o'f the 

heart a·e the arcld.nedean point of phil.osopey. The sel.f 1• 
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r.tot simply a t ln":ret fr ·om which we can survey the modal as­

pe-cts of reality. Man is arc·h1med·ean point not only in vir­

tue o~ his detachment from all the m al aspects,. but be­

c.ause he participates 1n• he experiencea all a spects, a.s his 

Dooye:weerd 's state .nt. that the self, in understan­

ding its awn meaning., understan e tbe meaning of the ntire 
89) 

co os, nny t ' WJ be taken liter lly. l&an is the only •sub-

stance" in this philosopby., far be alone of a ll created 
90) 

beirgs bas a supra-temporal core ar essence . e nay never 

a. er1be "obJectiw" qualities to tie c osmos out of r e lation 

to the Ulmn heart , Dooyewe.erd writes. In the heart of nan 

not only hUIIBn existence, but the exi . tence of the entire 

created worl , is concentrated, am with the Fall of n the 
91) 

ent ire cosmos affected. Hence Dooyeweerd can state tbat 

the doctrine of man sta.nda both at the beginning am at. the 
92) 

end of philosophy. 



-12 ·]-

APPENDIX I 

The Philosgpq o'f the Idea o£ Creation. 

H. G. Stoker, a gi:f'ted stl.lient of the phenomenologist" 

lfax Scheler, became interested in the idea of a Calvinistic 

philosophy independently of Dooyeweerd and Vollenhoven. On 

the publication of the Wijsbeseerte der Wetsidee, stoker 

expressed both his profound appreciation .:.··or this philosophy, 

and also offered interesting points of criticism. The funda­

mental difference between Dooyeweerd and Stoker centres 

round the former 'a presentation of the cosmonomic idea. as the 

basic i dea of philosop~. Stoker considers tbat the idea .of 

creation encompa.sses the idea of law., and also gives a more 

adequate account of the relation and distinction between God 

and cosmos. I \_ 

In . intr.oduci[8 his own philosopey (See his Die W:ntbegeer­

te van die Sk:eppingsidte, De Busey, Pretoria, 1933 ), stoker · 

states that the object of philosophy is not God, nor the 

diwrsity ot cosmic pnomena, but the cosmos as a unity. 

This at once raises the probl.em of the relation between the 

cosmos as a unity and God, am the relation of the cosmos ae J 

a unity to the diversity within the cosmos. For stoker, then, 

the aim af philosophy is threefold& 
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(ll To explain the formal or extrinsic unity of the 

cosmos, that is., the relatio.n of the cosmos to God. 

(2) To explain the dive.rsity of inter-cosmic phenome-

na.. 

(3) To explain the intrinsic or naterial unity of the 

cosmos, am the .relation between the extrinsic am intrinsic 

unity o'! the cosmos. 

Stoker points out that to define the formal or extrin­

sic unity of the cosmos, we need a · vantage point or arcbime­

dean point outside the cosmos. stoker makes no distinction 

between archinedean point am basic idea., and usua.ll.y uses 

the for:mer term. Thus for him the Calrlnietic world has pro­

duced. three arch:tmdean point·& (for Dooyeweerd, basic ideas), 

tbat of re.velation, of law and of creation. However, althotgh 

the cosmos is a revelation. , although it is subject to God, 

the archimedean point offered in Genesis I, namely, the ac- · 

count of' the· creation of tb! world, surpasses both these ar­

chimedean points. According to stoker, the cosmos is primari­

ly a creation of' God., am God is not only lawgiver but tb3 

sovereign Creator .of the .cosmos. 

However, the fornal unity of the cosmos - tre cosmos· as 

a creation of God - encompasses a rich variety of cosmic phe­

nomena. There are differences of degree; of quality, diffe­

rent modalities, values and bei~s. stoker points out. that 
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this diversity is as fundamental as the unity of the cosmos. 

Moreover., all pbenomena in the cosmos are formally equal, 

as all are i:mmed iately derived :from the Creator. Hence sto- · 

ker. with Dooyeweerd, sharply criticises philosophical theo­

ries in Which any cosmic aspect 1-s absolutised at the ex­

pense .of any other. He agrees with Dooyeweerd tbat this is 

tbll cause of all the "l.sma" in philosopby. (Compare especial­

ly Die Slakkehuisteoriei van die Bewuss:yn, De Busey, Pretoria,. 

19:53 ). 

While Stoker recognises Dooyeweerd and Vollenho..-en 's 

conception of sovereignty in its proper orbit., he introduces 

another related principle to ·characterise the unique and 

irreducible nature, not of every modaUty, but of every crea­

ted existent. Thi.s principle, which oannct be translated li­

terally• is termed by him wyl!eid in eie bevoegdbeid. We 

may attempt to describe it as followss every substance, from 

the lowest to the highest, reveals a nature of its own, and 

it acts, grows, de~lops and expresses itself according to 

this nature. In this sense it re'VealS a certain "freedom" 

to act according to its own nature. However, this freedom is 

not arbitrary am cannot, therefore, contradict or cancel 

the universal modal laws. Corresponding to Dooyeweerd 'a modal 

uniwrsa.lity in each orbit,. stoker also posits the principle 

of universallteit in eie bevoegdheid, which means that every 
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existent affects every other, ani is in its turn affected 

by every otber. 

Lastly stoker turns to the .intrinsic or naterial uni-

ty of the cosmos. For Stoker, there is no single principle 

of unity to which tbe whole cosmic diversity can be reduced. 

The latter can only be approached · from d iffere·nt perspectives. 

(kegelsnitte ). The cosmonomic i dea., with 1 ts account of the 

modal spheres and their relations·a is one such perspective 

in t erms of which one aspect of the whole cosmic diversity 

is expla ined . Another perspective is t mt of substance, 

with ita two princ'iple s Irentioned above. This perspective, 

like the cosmono nic :perspective, re:fere to one a spe·ct of the 

whole cosmic diversity, namely, the qualitative difference 

between existents, each revealing a nature of 1 ts own. In 

the same way the cosmic diversity can be approached from 

the perspective of value, causality or teleology. 

However, it is i mp.oesible to explain the cosmic diver­

sity from the point of view of only one of these perspec­

tives. If we wish to present the modal structure of the 

cosmos as such a principle of unity, we are :fac.ed by the 

f a ct that ind ividual e:xi stents cut across the moda 1 spheres. 

If we wish to explain the diversity only in terms of sub­

stance, the ~ontinuity of modal strata through all beinge 

is a.n insurmountable obstacle .. In the same way, every other 
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pe rspective can be shown to presuppose every other in such 

a manner that it is impossible to abstract any one pers­

pective as a final principle of unity. For stoker the Ulti­

mate unity of the cosmos thus lies in the cosmologi~al and 
onf;c.a..l 
ontologioal coherence of cosmic perspectives. founded in the 

extrinsic unity of the cosmos as a creation o.f God . 

As already stated, Stoker's philosophy bas been pu­

blished only in the form of short brochures and articles, 

and t h is simplified presentation of the philosophy of t h e 

i dea of creation may possibly conceal obscurities and incon­

sis tencies. Although his philosophy seems to surpass that 

of Dooyeweerd on many important point:s, it should not be 

compared with that of Dooyeweerd as an alt ernative neo­

Calvinistic philosophic syst em before Stoker's mature philo­

sophical views, in a c cmplete and reV·ised :farm, have been 

published. 
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APPEBDIX II 

Scheme of Doozewee·:rd ·•a co·smolosz. 

In this seheme, we preeent Dooyeweerd 's fourteen modal 

spheres in their correct sequence .•. tcgether with the modal 

moment which qmlifieiJ each sphere and the f .orm which cosmic 

time assumes in each modality. J'1na1ly', we present a list of 

the sciences corresponding to the diff erent modal aspects Of 

the cosmos. 

Dooyeweerd does not consider tb!e scheme· as final. Ac­

co.rding to him• turtber :research DBY reveal more modal sphe.res 
' 

or may cause some change in tm order of the spheree. The 

rap:;!;d development of especially the pre-normative science·e, 

nay also ·Cause the modal moments of the relevant spheres as 

well as their time-order to be revised. 

Succession of 
Spheres 

Modal Moment , Order ·.of Time Science 

1. The numerical. Discrete qmntity •. SUcce ssion am re- Jlathena-· 

2. The spatial. Extension. 

3.Tbe physical. Movement. 

4.The biological. Organic life. 

lation of numbers. tics. 

Spatial simultanei­
ty. 

Jeasure:d tilDII!tt aocor­
. ding to mo-vement of 
earth round ·li'tis axi.s. 

Orgg.nic· development. 

Jlatbema­
tics. 

Pbysic.s . · 
am che- ' 
mistry .. . . \ . 

Blologyj 
physiolo­
gy, mor ­
phology. 
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H- .,.. '*" . ···t. 
~ ®f\£ M!l'!ll,!l 0 

S:. ~ -psyoMria1. Fcel!;r:u ~nl. en~ SuCcession of fee• . 
,, ·· ~tiCno lir«s. ( 

s •. i'he: at~1~oat. ' Theoreti,oal Log!ca.l prior a.nd· 
posterior'. · · diet:tncttun. 

. ~-~,1-· ...... 
7. JL.m-;; .~:us't0!'1Calw 

. . 

:fbe cUltural pro-' 'H!ster1cal. develop­
•~as ot' develop- · ntellt in the sense o't 
~nt of hUf.faU period1cy •. 
·eoo· ·.-:·t· ,,. ~-. a.s..v :.~• 

2mpb!''1Qal 
psychoio-
f/:1'.• 

Logic. 

· :.. .e_ file Llngui.stic. S$inbol1e sigtlifi- l?a.UJ;;fes• tenses, de• 
~cati·on. · ·c1ensi011s,. etc• 

Social . 
·tn:terco'il".rae,, 

lO .• ·The· econemic •. Econ:~. 

.. 14.~ ptstical 

,;-. ~. 

Love r0:t · one 'it 
. neighbour:.. 

Transcendent· 
ccrta.tnty x-e­
ga;rd $.ng tlle 

· &.l"cbe •. 

... soc !al status .Q..ni 
crin"Verition. . 

Sociolo-· 
.rttf• 

<hlc·ulati.on of inte- Economtoa •. 
reot" inveetment:s, etc. 

l1n1ty of time• aesthe• .Aesthetice 
t-ic iiu:r:a.tton. 

The · couise ·of ret:r1l:nt• JU1"1spru­
tloll; exp1r1tl8 of con• d.ence. 
trnct,a,. ate. 

~he reference to. eter­
nity. 

Ethics .• 
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CHAPTER IV 

Dooleweerd's Concept of PhilosoPAl• 

-1-

Dooyeweerd has stated that the Christian religious a prio­

ri influences the content of philosophy tbrough the medium of 

/the cosmonomic idea, in terms of which he bas described the 

modal structure of the cosmos and also the structures of indi-

viduality and their intertwinements. But philosophy itself', as 

Dooyeweerd repeatedly points out, is not autonomous; as a hu­

man activity it, too, is encompassed by cosmic law. Dooye­

weerd's concept of philosophy will thus primarily involve an 

examination of the position of philosophy within the structure 

of' the cosmos. 

Dooyeweerd's concept of philosophy is best approached by 

re-considering the scheme of the sciences presented on page 

126. What first strikes us about this scheme is that philoso­

phy is not listed with the other sciences and that consequent­

ly it bas no modal moment which constitutes its formal object 

of study. This is explained by the fact, already stated by 
l) 

Dooyeweerd in the first way of the critique, that the special 

sciences study only a!eects of meaning, while philosophy is 

concerned with the totality of meaning, 6 Wie alles sich zum 

Ganzen webt," and as such necessarily transcends the whole or­

der of the special sciences. 
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In thus pointing out the difference between philosophy and,• 

the special sciences, Dooyeweerd at the same time emphasises that 

it is impossible to draw a line of demarcation between philosopby 

and science in order to emancipate the latter from the former. 

This implies a positivistic ·and nominalistic manner of thinking 

according to which the scientist claims that he oper~tes with 

technical concepts and methods which are independent of philoso-
2) 

phica.l and religious presuppositions. But science, Dooyeweerd 

writes, cannot be isolated in such a way as to give it a complete 

lY independent sphere of investigation, for it is constantly con­

fronted with the temporal nexus of meaning, and indeed always en-
3) 

tertains presuppositions regarding the nature of this nexus. In 

so far as it is the task of philosophy to give an account of 

these presuppositions, it is concerned with the very foundation 

of science. 

It follows, then, that corresponding to every special scien~ 

there is also a ~hilosophia s~ecia.li~, concerned with the rela­

tion of that science to the nexus and totality of meaning. This 

does not only apply to the natural, but also to the normative 

sciences. In this sense disciplines like logic, aesthetics and 

ethics, which are usually considered to be parts of philosophy, 

are spepial sciences to which corresponds a philosophy of logic, 
4) 

aesthetics and ethics. As special sciences studying specific mo-

dal spheres, they are intrinsically not more philosophical than, 

say, biology or physics. 

Dooyeweerd points out, however, that no ~hilosophia specia-
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.lis· may oc:O~Y:,fl. place ·of bono~· ab9ve the rest~: for all ha.ve" · ' .. 
an ident.ica.l &im., Neither· ·can philo.sophy be di"vided into the·ore-, 

• • ' ' . l • ' •• ' • • ·. t 

whit.ch deter~:ne .. the content13 of the tr~nsee:ndenta.l .basi,.c Idea. 

(2). The in~stiga.ti.on dire~~ed towards the analysis of 

the m~da.l .a.f;lpects of ·tempor~l re.ality in .order ·to disc oyer 

.their func.tional struct~e .• This is the general theory ot· the 
. ~ . • • ... • ' ' '· . l ' • • 

.·modal aspects and their prQper .mod.al spheres,. 

(3) T~ t'beory ,o:f knowle-Q.ge · witb respect _to· naive ex:pe~ 

rienee. the. special sc+ence.s .. and philosopbyj or .the tra.nscenden~ 

>tal ·self-re~lection on the univerf;llal.ly valid :ooudi tions .of naf• · 

ve experience an4 of the ·theoretiia.l analysis and synthe.sis of 

modal meaning, in the light of the .transcendenta..l ba.si:e Idea • 

. (4) 'The examinat:ion di~cted towards the data of naive ex-
' ' 

. periEmce in order 'tc>. invest·igate .:t·he 'typical st·ructure.s .of' in-

. divid ~lity of' temporal. reality. ani their :ruutUt:ll. interlacement. 

(5) The. inve.stigation of 'the st·ructural unity of' human 

existence withi·n cosmic time,. in tne light of the tra.nscen-
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dental idea of hurm.n selfhood; this is the theme of philoso-
7) 

pbica.l anthropology. According to Dooyeweerd it can only 

be developed on the basis or all former themes of investiga.-

tion. 

The llroblem of time, Dooyeweerd concludes, cannot be 

a particular theme, since it bas a. transcendental cmracter · 

embracing every philosophical question. 

Now this account of the task of philosophy does not 

imply that any of these problems oan be viewed 1n isolation 

as a special department of philosopby. Epistemology is the 

th=ory in wbich t'he self, having attained the limits of philo­

sophical thinking, returns into itself and reflects unon the 
- 8) 

limits and su_pra-tempora.l sup:posit ions of temporal knowledge. 

In t'his aenae, all. philosophy i.s epistemology. At the same . 

time, Dooyeweetrld asks, w'hat is all philosophy other than 

philosophy of the structure of tempor-d.l reality or of time? 

In all its dimensions, he writes, philosophical investigation 

signifies the structural theory of real.ity, directed towards 

the totalit'y and origin of meaning in religious self-ref1ec­

tion. In so :far as philosophy itself, as a. theoretical acti­

vity, is also meaning, in reflecting upon itself it is com­

pelled to examine itself in its genetic rel.a.tion to the origin 

o'f all meaning, and thua to recognise its position within tbe 

created order of the cosmos. The xeligious self-reflection 

of philosophy, which is common to all five of the themes 
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enQ~rated byDooyeweerd, is thus in the last analysis an 

account of the cosmological pr.eauppositions which make mea­

ning in all 1 ts forms, e.lso philosophy, possible. This is 

termed by Dooyeweerd the tta priori" moments in human e:xpe• 

rienoe, which form¢ ita boundaries or horizon. 

He himself distinguishes between an a priori in the 

cosmological, sense: the s truature of our human experience, 

in so far as it 'bear's the ch0.ra.cter of lam, a.n:l a subjective 

a priori in the epistemological sense: OUl" subjective insight 

into this horizon. The~e a priori molll'Snts he terms the s truc-
9} 

tu.ral ani the subjective a. priori respectively. As a. ·thsore-

tica.J. (ietivlty, the latter is necessarily enclosed within the 

cosmological or structural a priori • 

.. Dooyeweerd points out that his use of the word " .a pri­

ori n may not be tronfused with the Humanistic id.ea of the 

cret}tive logical function of human o onaciousness, · :found.ed in 
10} 

a sovereign transcendental subject. · For him the term 
' 

•a priori" denotes the constant stl'ucture of the cosmos, given 
. , ' . ll) 

in the ·Orde!'·or creation itsel:r. Even before the creation of 

·the world· it was already present in God's plan. 
12) 

"This hori:zon." he writes. 11is not a priori in the Ka.n­

tia.n senee of' nou-empirioal. It belongs implicitly to hunan 

experience in so far as it constitutes its a priori dete:rminihg 

element. Thi~ implicit experience i.s only made explicit in the 
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transcendental and :tn the radical religious ~lf-reflection, 

of which the former is based upon the intuitive insight in~o 

the cosmic order of tine. If we had no experience of' th1.s 

horizon, how should ,.,e ever be able to know af it, ani how 

could we give an account of it philoaophice.lly? It can only 

be called a.n a priori structure in so far as it is the eon• 

stant :treaning-struoture of all human experience anl of all 
13) 

temporal reality. " 

Dooyeweerd proceeds to distinguish between :four levels 

of the st ruot ural horizon: 

(1) The transcendent horizon of human experience ia 

constitu·ted by: the religious root of hw.an existence, the 

heart. in its communal structure. The s elfhood is limited 

and dete:rminod by the law in i te central religious sense. 

This makes it impossible for human experience· to be detached 

'f:rom ·the religious attitude of the self., Since G.ocl created 

t'he oosmoo in a concentric relation to the heart, all human 
. H) 

experience is therefore religiously rooteu. · 

• (2) Tlle transcendental hor.izon of' huraa.n experience is · 

time. All our experience of the modalities and: o:f the typical 

structures of l~a.llty is bound to time a.l'll made po_ssible b7 

it, not by time in its moda.J~ differentiation, but by the 

COSl'lli:C time Vlh.iCh is their foundation an:i guarantees their 
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' . 1.5 ) 
coherence. 

(3) The f422:.& hor.izou of hunan expe:rienoe is formed 

oy the functional structure o:f' the modal aspects, This hori-­

zon mkes possible the a:t:'tioula.tion of meaning into specific . ' 

moda.i aphe3:•es; ea.ch so-vereign irifts . own orbit. It is., hovt~ver1 
insolUbly bound to the temporal horizon. We cannot exper:i.ence 

16)' 
the aspects of rreaning except a.a a temporal coherence. 

(4 j The E,lasti.!l. hol:'ison is the structural prino iplee 

of individual thi·ngs and events. While the modal horizon re• 

mains the t1a.me for all things• ani :forms the a. priori con• 

di.tion -ror ail eA'"J)erienoa of individual reality, the plastic . 

horizon reveals infinite possibilities of variation. mutation, 
_ · . · _ . . .· 17X - · 

interlacernent and individuality. 

The- ·order and coherence of these dif.ferent a priori 

ie,reis form the perspect:i ves according to which we experience 

the -cosmos. 

Proceeding to the. subjective a priori of epistemology; 

Dooyaweerd ,states that the idea. of truth will have the sa.me . 

perspectivistic cbaraetar as the horizon of human expet"ienoe. 

Chl:'ist, a.s the perfect Revelation of God, is tre fulnees tit 

the meaning. of Truth; am constitutes the transcendent horizon 
. -iS) 

of truth. T'he transcenderrta.l dinension o:f truth .is the 
_,. 

accord.anee between the subjective a priori knowledge enclosed 
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by the temporal horizon, as expressed in a priorl judgements. 

and the a. priori structural laws o'f hUJW.n experience within 
19) 

this temporal horizon. Ihe Ct"et,;_Q§L.!. truth, cat'reapondi ng 

to ".:;he modal horizon of experie.nce. is the accordance be• 

tween the subjective a. :priori synthesis o:f" meaning with the t 

modal structure of the <;!esensta.nd .. of theoretical thotght• 
. 20J 

in its 1nter-moda.l c ohe:renoe within the tenpora.l horizon. 

Tb9 problem of tbe criterion of theoretical. truth; 

Dooyeweerd continues, has been obscured by the distinction 

between twa prioriJt and empirical science, ereating the im­

pression $bat tte different special sciences have entirely 

di:fferent criteria of truth. But no f'lpeeia.l science is pos­

sible \Vithout an a priori theor~tice.l llynthesis of meaning• 
21) 

even if 'handled only i:mp:ticitl:r. From th:i. s it :follows tmt 

any theoretical ,jt.ld@ement which ignores the modal horizon o:r 

its [esenst~. arxl too notion of' sphere-sovereignty, or 

which in principle denies the temporal nexus of meaning in 

the theoretical synthesis of meaning,. is false. Likewise,. a.ey 

theoretical .judgement in which a relative toooretieal truth 

ie absolutised, or which assumes that theoretical thotght is 
22) 

independent of' the tranr.~eendent fulness o'f truth, is false. 

Dooyeweerd emphae1see tbl.t the(ll:""etica.l t:yu.~.~ may 

never be cone ide red. to be se11"-su.:rticien-t;. It is completely 

dependent en the Christian eosmonomtc idea. a.s the i:mmanen-
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tist idea. of truth is dependent on its cosmonomic idea. He -
discards the notion of a neutral criterion of truth: 

"The neutrality postulate stands or falls with an 

idea of truth which considers theoretical verity to be 

self-sufficient. But at all times the very problem of 

truth bas proved to be the Achilles heel l1f imma.nentist 

philosophy. As J.ong as the only issue was the l~ical as­

pect of truth, .with the formal criterion of the ;erincipium 

contra.dictionis, it see!J)ed an easy task to refute relati­

vism and scepticism •••••• But it is evident that nothing 

has been gained by this argl..11'iEnt for the idea of a univer­

sa.llj valid neutral phil.osophy. Even the question: What is 

to be understood by universally valid truth? cannot be an• 

ewered by logic a.l·one. More than that: the logical criterion 

of truth owes its losical !!!:..anipg exactly to the structure· 

of the entire horizon of human experience in all 1 ts diffe­

rent levels. And this structure cannot possibly be grasped 
23) 

independently of a. cosmono..rnic idea.'' 

To understand what Dooyeweerd means, it is necea-

sary to refer again to his epistemology. The aspects ot 

mea.ninR, he has already stated, eohere in the inter-m.odal 

nexus of meaning (zint?systasis ). This nexus of meaning is 
0 ,..!f;cc..t/':1 

cosmologically and ontolcgioa.lly prior to the theoretical 

synthesis.. Now Dooyeweerd distinguishes between the a.na.lz-
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24) 
tical sYl}thesis and the '!!_heoreti~l synthesis of' meaning. 

This distinction, he states, unknown to i~~nentist philo­

sophy, is necessary to place the problem of knowledge on a 

cosmological basis. The analytical or logical synthesis is 

concluded ~thin the logical sphere; it is th$ synthesis of 

a logica.l multiplicity to a logical unity. All theoretical 

syntheses, .by which we obtain knowledge, are, however, of 

an inter-modal nature, that is, they consist in the synthe­

sis of the analytical with another aspect of meaning. Even 

the judgement a is a can be understood as a logical judge­

ment only if we consider it in its coherence with the as­

pect of language. There is thus no room in the philosophy 

of the cosmonomic idea for a formal logic, because the ana.-

lytica.l itself is completely and int11m.tely bound to the 

structure of the other modalities. Any judgement, howe,rer 

formalised, presupposes the inter-modal synthesis of mea-
25) 

ning. A formal logic, according to the Cal.vinistic view, 

can only mean thotght which in particular examines the 

meaning of the analytical sphere in its relation to the to-

tal nexus of meaning. Thus Dooyeweerd writes: \: 

"Even formal logic , remains bound to the cosmological 

fundamental principles of modal sphere-s6vereignty and 

sphere-universality. At this point a truly Christian logic· ' 

differs essentially from the current logical theories rooted 
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in tm imma.nenti~t etampoint. This difference does not lie· 

in unimportant corrections of traditional logic or o:f modern 

•:rorrna.l'· logic. And a :fortoriori it has nothing to do with 

the meaningless supposition that Christian thought should be 

subject to other logical laws than that C>f: ~non-Christians. 

It can only :zreans that :form.l l¢ogic ought to come 

under the control of our Christ ian cosmonomic Idea and ought 

to be made fruitful by the transcendental Idea of the 'logica 

uniwrsalis' which does not find a rest in time but is irre­

sistably directed to Christ am in Him to the Creator of all 

things. A truly universal formal logic ought to be orientated 

to the philosophic basic Idea of the Origin, the meaning­

totality, am the universal cosmic meaning-coherence when 1 t 
26) 

sets out to: investigate the logical relations as steh." 

From this passage it is clear that Dooyeweerd is only 

opposed to the absolutisa.tion of logic. Within its awn modal 

sphere, logic enjoys a sovereignty in its proper orbit, ..:, ~ 

subject to the logical modal laws of the :princilfr!: identitatis, 
. 27) 

contradictionis, exclus~ tertii and t!tionis eufficientis. 

Moreover, in e"Very theoretical judgenent, it appears as one 

pole of the theoretical anti thesis which is synthesised by H 

the self in the act of knowledge. Dooyeweerd 's rejection of the 

.set~.so\-fic.~e6C'j· of the logical criterion of truth can thus never 

:mean the denial of logic as such. Moreover, Dooyeweerd com-
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pletely rejects the position of Van Til, who states that 

the Christ ian ani the non-Christ ian do not share the same 
28) 

logic. But Dooyeweerd does claim that no theoretical cri-

terion of truth has a cy validity if it is dissociated from 

the perspectivistic structure of truth, which is finally 

grounded in Revelation. 

This ale o holds for the two special criteria of theo­

retical truth which Dooyeweerd offers. The first of tm se is 

the princi;eium exclusae antinomia!: the divine world-order 

passes judgement on theoretical thought by entangling it in 

internal antinomies at every infringeent of the modal sphere 

sovereignty of the aspects within the transcendental hori-
29) 

zon. Th~eond epecial criterion states that philosophic 

theory must em.ble the philosopher to give an account of the 

structure of temp<r al reality ginn in na.iye experience. As 

soon as it explains away the pre-theoretical datum of the 

plastic horizon, it oontradicte transcendental theoretical 
30) 

truth, which again cannot exist in itsel1'. Both criteria 

presuppose insight into the full structure of the horizon 

of human experience. 

••• • •• • •• 

Dooyeweerd 's concept of philosophy, issuing in his 

doctrt re of the :Criterion of truth, has revealed in what 
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f~shi~ti phi1osophir as an. immanent theoretical activity .is 

rooted :in .its t~a.r1scendent· pl"esuppo.s.it ~on;· Chr·i~~ .. Tbeore-
, • j - • 

t1~l' truth oan be .di.st::h;euish(ed1 but .not repa.rated, from · ., 

tzoanscenden·ta/1 and tra.nsce~dent tr.ut~. The vihole of his"~o.oki 

n~o.,eweerd w.r1te:s:r~ 1s fnt·e:nded to illustra:te the} .tlie2is: that 

tb.e Chris~i~n idea .of :truth. can a.ul should. permeate scien-. 

t.i:ric thought· fl"·.om· root t'o crown. A Chri stii:i.'n pursuit .of~.· 
' '• . ' . " . ··,.: 

science .is eompl~tely d.ifferent frciln a.coonfession of fa.J.th .: . 

wl:d.ch ·:lea~~ th~ imma;mnt O·ourse of: s c'ientifio investigation 
, .· 'Sl) .· . . , . :. .· . . . . . . . , · 

untouched. A .scientist or phil.osopher who belie!f~s t~t . · 

theo~tieal truth is ~~J.f-s~ti·c:t'ent, clings tQ a Fata Mor- · 
:32) .· ', , . I . ' •. 

ga.na.. Thus D'ooyew~el'd. wr:iteJl, ~ummb1g 'up his position: · ·· 
' 

n~hrist, .as· the f'ulriess 'of God 'a Reyela.tlo~: is the . · 

Truth. Stand:ing in the Truth . as t'he .sharing in the t'ulness , - . . . ~ 

of '.rreanipg of t.he. cosm~s tn Christ;, is the :indispensible 

. prerequi~ite :for the.·· i.nsi$ht into the .fui:t lu>ri;Zdn . ·Of oUr 

. expe;- ie nee.·. ,, . 
; ·This ·mea.n·s :that we hav.e once and for. aU·give.n ·up'i~­

illusion. of posse.ssi~ the· norm of t~utP. in ;OUt' .. Q'M'l fall6,n .~. 
. . 

· selfhoad. ·we have arrived .at the ,self'-know;le(ige ,that o.utside 
. .. .. ' . .··I . ' ' . - ' ' . . 

o:f the light of _Dl'Vi~e Rew.lation we stan:d :in t~ls.ell.ood ~~ .• ~. 
~ .· : l ; t t .. f 

Any one who sras:ps this Divine Re·velation with a.J..l his h~art. 
' . . • ' ' .· . • . . • l . ' ,_. : ' 

a.bides .in tpe Tr~th~ Abidi,ng ln the Truth txrees our in~;gn~ ' . 

lnto the horizon of hUman •eXJ;;erience front the pre.jud1cef3 of 
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immanerttist philosophy~ ani it aiso enable.$ tneoreticril know-
.. 33) . 

l'edge to be directed to .the Tr'qth." 

··.:Again;~: 

~'In the ··order· of t11is life ~·• •• ·ali' huma:n experience . 
' . 

remains b'ourirl to· a- per~J,ectiVe 'f:tortzon · in which the t;an~eeri-

det.it 1l'glit· · t;;f: ~ternity niust force tts way thr(;ugh .time.· I~ 

• 

. of 'tne' meaning ·¢' thi,s lif·~ . only· in tre 1tght of the Divine , 

Reve'lat1o~ terrra.cted t.ltt'ough the prism ·of tin'l6· .. ·For this. ~e~~ 
son· Cbrist, .·a~ the, :fulnEH3~, 'of God 'a ~eve1atian1, came into. · 

' 
tbe fles.b:: a.ni' for thf.s, re·ason also the Divine Word R'evela,.;.:' 

. ·. . - . . ' . ' ~ . 

tion :came to us in· the'.tem.Poral garb of human language.-

. Bui; :if b'Ul" ex:periene·e were limited t :0. our temporal 

ftinctt:ona of eonselousnesa,,·· or rather.· to an ·abst~act.um ;;~:~ ""· 
. . . 

ken from ·our temporal: cOmplex of ·e%periettt:i.al functions_, as i.e 

taught by 'the critical.a.~d the positiv~stt.c epistemol.ogi.e~~ , 

.it would be -impossible to 'have true knowleQ.ge:.of' God., .or of -
' 

ours~l we1 or of the cosmos •. And itt. the apostasy·in wblch-, 
t . ' ' ... 

fa.lseh,ood (and not trut.h) ruie~ •. we· l.Bve no stJCh knowl.edgE:j 
f- •r • 

••.•• m:in c·a.nnot attain_' to true se:J.:f-knO\dedge w1~h6ut true -
., - ' ' ' -: . . . . .. -

know:L6d~ of G(ld, which <~anno~k. gained ~~~~ide . of the . ' · · 

Divine Revelation in Christ;. ·tt Hence the f"irbt bo~ of 

caivJ.n's. Institutes ·is· the aip~ a.nd the ome~ ·of any trtily .· . 
. 34} ' { 

ChrU~t:i.an elruatemology. 
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,At. :this pQint,· Dooyewe~rd l:,!tates,. xpany of his ·readers 
' . . ' . 

will. t.~n away .a~~oyed at_ his.· ~emi"ng d~a:~:t~. But i~t .. ·:the , 

procl.ama;~ion of the ;self-sufficiency of· human .reason any,· 
' • • • • ~ : • • • • ' • • ; - : ' • • <> • • 

less d()gma~ic? _His phi:.losppbJr.~es ·bold .. i;o. accept the 
\ " . ·, 

"stumbling block o'f t.he Cross of Christ" as the corner st_ .. one· . . · .. · . . . . . . . 35). . . .. 
also . of e~i.stemol ogy,. · · 

' . ' ·~·· '·' ' 

, Dooyeweeru•s ,challe~e ·to innnanentist :philosophy, could 

not .have been put more s,tr·onetl.1'• :But at. the same time lt 

gives r,ise to,a ser.ious, problem. Dooyeweerd has di.stir.guished 

philospphy as concerned with the ~otality and origin of mea­

:ning, f1r~m the ;SP~C?ia.l s~i7nces1 . Which study only aspe·cts 

of"· meaning. Theology; t.oo.;: ha.s been li~ed as a spe.cia.l 
.·.·., : . 'I ' ' • • • • 

science, a.l~h()tgh the most comp-lex and highest in the bier-
. ' 

. archy of the ooiet'lce~. But _if phi.l,osopby,. in its proper· 
• ' I ' 

t;sr;,sk pf :self~ reflect 1 Oll-; mU$.t neCessarily ,be . ::ln.strUotefi by 

Revela~ion, it appears ,as if philosa.pb.y is. dependent ~ 
-~ . . - .. . . . . . ,. . . . . . - . 

. theology for. t~ proctp:tlng .of its pririeipl~s. To arrive at: v· ~ 
a. proper under·staming o:f' DpQyeweerd •s conce,pt of philOf?O];>.)ly, 

. . ' . ' . -. . . - . -~- " -- . ' 
.it is thus neee:ssf3-rjT to .~xa.mine .the re lat.ion between p~il.Q­

~ophy a.~ the ol.ogy in the .. wi.;sbese .. erte _.der Wet side e .• 

I .1 

We are here on di:tficu,lt, ground, ani it ia ·necessary 

to na.ke clear distinctions. From the thomist point of 
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view1 aga·inst the backgr'otind of Aquinas•· treatment. of .. the· ·· ,, ~ · 

sub<iJrdination of th'e sciences,. the a.b~ve conception of llo'oye- · 
' '. • ' _ , : ~_. 1 • • • • ' ' • • : •' ,· t • ' ::. 

1 

" I - ' ' J ' • • • ~ ' '. • •• 

wee:rd •s poa1tion will almost ine-vitably follpw •. The depen':"· 
. ' . ' 

:;erina e:r.s ot:' t"q.e ,:S1.11llma. Theolo&i·c~ can .happen; (o,Y Where 

the end. of 01ie science is .subjected to that: ·of another.t aa 
' t 

for example, horeema.nsh!·p is eubJeetedtc the milt~ary · 
36) '·' 

art. (b) Wher~ ·the sub~ect ·of. one :science ·is ·co-ntained 

under the ·subject. of another ·(for. e:xa,mple, b.i Q'lngy as· the· 

science or living bodies is st1balternate to pJ:asics as the 
. . 

- : I .1- • '5 

$Cienee . of luxltes'),J .or where the subJect ot tl1e sttba.t:t.erna.·te.;, 
. ' . ' : j •· . . . .• . . . 

se1en¢e re,sults frora tb.e addi.tioil of an aec:identa.l di:ff'e•· 

renee t6 the subject o'f the su.balternant ·sciernee {i'or ex-
1 : • ' l • f 1 

ampl.e:, ar.ith.Jmtd:i has. nlimber' a.!s its subject,_ music isorio-
. ' ''Of ' • I I 

t>ou·s number,.. the ~cid~ntal. difference being s9und )., .. 

. .(.c) Fiml:ty,. t'he s·Ub.ordimtlcn .of :st:·iencee can happen. by. . ~· 
. . . . . ~ . 

reason of prinotples,. For 'the evidence of .its princlple(J the-

subalterba;te science must go to the subalterne;nt or· supe-
, ' 

~io-r science, •. Here the. ~oat important di~tinction is .that 

between :,subaJ. tertat i ott .i.nnn:;o:nr1.·-ae·· et. =ai;;.;.·. m,..±>...,.l.t.c_i_to.;;ur::..···· a.·nd. .~:nl'b· · 
- .... ~~~ (~-...... L _______ """-"1"'"•• - ;1;1 - ·- - -

alternation seeumdum. quid"- ~n :the fir.st case the •sciences 

which proceed from natural rea,son- are subalternate. to meta.~ . 

physics .• _ All t}leir subjects ,a.re contained as quaei~apecies 
' ' ' 

under the subject of' meta.physi.cs, altho tUb tbey renatn. d.is-
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tinct sciences on account of their degree of abstraction. 

In the second case a science derr.ande the assistance of a-

nother science and borrows its own principles from it though·. 

it is independent of the other science am proves its mm 

conclusions from its proper principles. The conclusions of 

the subalternant science are then the principles of the 

subalternate science. 

Aquinas states that theology is such a subalternate 

science. He distinguishes between the theol~ia d~~· the 
' 37) . -

science which God has of Himself, tm theolOfiia bea.torum, 

which is the non-discursive cognition which the blessed 

have o'f God in heaven, am the the olosia nostra ~ I!!, tores, 

which is a habit of conclusions acquired by demonstration 

from revealed am credited principles thro~h divine and in­

fused faith. The latter theology, he writes, is a science 

truly am properly subalternate to the science of God and the 
38) 

science of the bea.ti. Arguing from the analogy of propor-

tionality between theology and music, Aquinas concludes that 

just as music in the mn who 1 s not a. t the sa.me time an 

aritbmetician is in a state ar imperfection because he cre­

dits principles given to him by arithmetic am cannot re­

solve them in principles ~ ~ nota, so sacred theology is 

in a state af imperfection compared with the theolosia ~ 
39}' 

and beat ortml. 



· Garrigou-:r.agra.nge., cotnmertting on this passage• wr.ites · 

fhat the principles at a subalternate science can thus be 

knovin ·by faith a·nd without .:evidence am by seiene:e a;nd with .. 

·evi'denc~t for· exa.tnl)le,, the musician believi~ the p~inoiples 

of arithmetic has. a genuine aclence of mus.io but in an im-. 

perfeo.t ·state. But if the musician afterwards becomes a.n 

arithmeti:cian, .. then .he. possesses ·the science .of music in a 

perfect state. Similarl.Y., t:he theoloilan eredits the revea, ... 

led principles. and theofogy in him is truly a science .• but 

in· a.n impe .. · .·. rfect state. .• In heaven,. his disoursi ve the.ol.ogy ~ 
.. . . . . . 40) 

. be canes in him truly a science a.·nd: in a. perfect state. 

T·o return t9 olr problem: :Because .of his. distinction: .r 

. be'tvteen. the orders of nature and grace, Aquinas cannot con• · 

sider the relation between philosopby aid th~ology as the re• 

la.tion of .a.· subalternate t-o a s~balternant ;selenee,. The 

prinei;ples ·of ph.ilos.ophy .are ta.ke.n :from ·the order of natural 
. . ,· ' . . 

reason am are self..,evident'~- .Phil-osophy as tll(i: subalterna.n:t 

·:science. or the ·entire· order .of the 1;1a.tural sciences, is )l 
... 41) 

. :psrrfectum opus rat ionis., Theology• however:, proceeds from 

principles revealed and credited. on the authority of God .. 

'Himself.~. and considers all things under the. formali.ty. of 
. . G) . 

being divinely revealed .•. _ In t~mselves tbe principles of 

· tlleolcgy are ·not seJ.t·-e·vident but are reducible to the ootl-· t,. ,' ',:.;-. 
' ' 
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·elusions :of .a .higher .scie~ce, in thi·s cas~ the t]leolQgia,,_dei 
. . '43). ,, 

.ana. beatorum. .·. . 

. i'~ ··very distinction bet.ween .reason .ana_ ~velation.tf?;us 

.safeguardf:!~ the aut·Ol1atrl1·<Jf both .Philosopl;ty a·m theology t.·~ . 
. . 

. Aquinas. 13ut does Dooyeweerd 's. rejection o:f ·this :di.ati.t!_c~.ion 

not . lea4 to t~ very opposite pe1?itionJ ·;is· be ·nat compelled · _. 

to see the rai-;,ti·crn between·philosopby and theology as the 
. . 

_ relation .o:f' a :~balternat~. to a.·_aubalternant science.; .~lie ,. 

:f-ormer .. acce;pti.ng ita pr-inciple& from tlw 'latter- in tbe. manner . . . . . . . ' ; ; 

in which music accepts its principles trom.arithmetia9 or 
' . . . : ~ . -. . .- . . ' ; -

disc~sive theol·ogy.from the theologia be~torum:t In so :far 
. . ' . :. ·. '. - ....- ,_ 

as Christian Revelati~· is the transcendent preeoncl;ition·for: 

all true .kri~wledge ·of the cosmos, . surelY the delicate ?a~a.nf.)e 

'between reaeon apd. ~velation vir.ticeh the notion .of. a Chri~tia.n,. 

philosophy :t:equiresj has been destroyed at .the expe·nse of . 

reasont ani what we' have ·nere is sirapJJt a .the.ology c!retu:~ed tip 

in philosophical term. 
. " 

·At once, however, we are confronted with Dooyew~erd 's 
. . 

own ·cla.bn that this know:feidge ... of God procur;d :rr,om Rew1~t ton 
' : . . . . . 

am which is .. a ·_condition; for ·a,ll. t:r-ue knowledge, of the eo~os,. 

is not a .th,eolog5_oa:l knOW'leage,. He wri.te·s explicitl.y,t 

'"ln the ::timitatio~ and ,weakness of the flea~ we grasp 

the absolUte truth in our knowledge of ·God derived from H:ts . 
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Re_vela.tio~ in prayer ~nd worship .. Thi_~ knowledge in -the full 

-sense .of the word contains the religious principle ancat 

. _foundation of all true knoWledge, and primrily has a reli-­

gio~s enstatic- el'iarac~er.~ --_It ito-mora re~t~ prlmarily ,on a 

.th,-eoretii:cal· meaning-etnthesis tba.n does the cosmic self­

c01lsClousne ss. 

·The knawledge about God. in whtch' religious self--
. ~ l -

kn()wledge _is implied• ts·not primarily gained· in a so-called 

theological way. That -which is· Very in9ileqW.tely called 
' I. o '· • 

" l' 
' 

•theology' is a theoretical knowledge obtained in_ a :synthesi-s 

of the logical,. function.- of th~~ht and the temporal fut1ot ion 
- - -

of faith. i:~ 1-~ a'knowledge which itself is entirely depen• 
- - -

dent on the cosmonomic .idea from which the thinker starts. 

The true knoWledge_ o:r God a ltd of ·ourselVes 1 ~ ooricerned with 

tbe horizon of hlma.n _eXpe·rience ·ana.. therfo~ also with ·that · 

of theoretical knowledge.. :tt '~eats· on. oU:r tritst:ful accep­

tance of Divine revelation in. the indissolUble unity -of 
- .. 

both its oosm.fe-imma.nent sense am. its' tra.nscend.ent reli· 

gious m~aning: an acceptance with our full personality and 

with all. oUt" heart. It means a turning ·of the persona~ity, 

·.a giving ,of .life: in ·t'he full' sense ,of the t'lord• a restoring_· . . . ~ 

- -

us to grasp reality again perspectively .in the light of 

. Truth. This does not mean a. kind .of. mystical supernatural 

oogniti.ve function, but it refers to the horizon that God 
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:made for h'U!lRn experience in the cosmic order created by 
43) 

Him." 

From this passage it is clear that Dooyaweerd does 

not consider that philosopby is aubalternc"l.te to theology. 

God's Revelation in Scriptu:-e nay never be ident.ified with 

theology, which is a special theoretical discipline, but 

directly int"luences tm heart of mn; and thus irnirectly 

all spheres of life and of thotght. Bavinck has stated ·that 
. «) 

Scripture _is the "book of religi.on"l. and :for Doo3eweerd, 

too, philosophy is rooted in religion and not in theology. 

With th~ s other nee-Calvinist philosophers will agree. 

Van der Walt states that if we procure the :principles of 

philosophy directly :from theology, theology itself will have 

a general theoretical and cosmic function,. and that c mse­

quently there will be as :rr.e.ny philosophies as there are 

theologies. The dogmatic. schools of Kant, Schleiermacher,, 

Hegel, _Barth; Brunner, Doedes, Kuyper am van Oosterzee 

will then quarrel among themselves about t11e nature of philo-
45) . 

saphica.l pr:J.nciples. Stoker states tha.t philosophy has 

its religious a. priori which is phi los ophica.lly form.ula.ted 
. ' 

in the basic idea.. but cannot allow a. tmological formulation 
46) 

of its a. priori without becoming theologiaed. Thi e is also, 
47) 

granted by Spier. 
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Conside.rable difference of opinion arises, however; . . ' 

when 'Dooyeweerd proceeds to define theology as a special 

science bound within its own modal limits., arid claims that 
. . ··48) . . ··. 

it borrows its principles :from pb,ilosopby~ Rejecting this 
; ' . .: . . . 

view, w. Young pleads for .the reintroduction of theology c.:'·· 
~ , • • 1 1 • ' • I • 

not only as .Ultinn .. scient·:i.a. ·but also a;s. ultima ahilos9.12hi.a.. 
f 

Dooyeweerd obscures the . unive:tsa.l character of theology by $i 

t!1assing it with the special ·seiences, ·but. ascribes to . 
' ·. ·. ' . ·.• ·. ' ' . . 49) ,·' 

philosqphy a si:ngularly unique po·~ition. . Van der Walt 

wri te,s that if we attempt to ·C anfioe. theology to the func·-
• . , •.• ' : .j • 

tion of faith, we turn theology into a special science 

amongst othe!" special .sciences, and thus dependent on philo­

sop~, ·which, as. a· tb.eo:t'y. of' totality, t>"rovides the a priori 

f.oundation tor theologY'• For van der Walt this .is the re-
• •· : t· •):' . 1';: 

·sult o:r DooyeweE!rd.'s- choice· of ~he heart ·as arcbimedean. 

po.int; leading to the acceptance of reli~ious ~erienee 
i 

instead of Revelat!tJn1 . objecti:vely given .. in .Scripture •. as ~ . 
. ' 

source of .k~owledge., This .is ala o the burden. of Potgie~er'ta 
' ' ... 

:criticism of Dooyeweerd: the certain basis of the revelatio 
~ I ~' .. 

spe.ciali s my ·never. be e:x:cbanged for .the eg·o·· resen~:ratus* '· 
. . • ' . - . ·• ' I 

which is·s inftfl and ·fallible, a.nd cannot ser-ve as an .. a 
. :50). 

priori. · 
'· . 

Van Til has attempted to de:f.end Dooyeweerd ·against the. 

accuaati·Olls of subjectivism by ins1 sting. that Dooyeweerd 
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' I\'" l 

wishes at .all times to subject the regene~ted ~n 1to Sc, r.·ip-.' ' '51') . ., ', . ' . . . 
' . . . , . . I 

tur~. · Never~heless, :Van Til has not seen the real qa~er··· \ 

point~d o~t bY .. Dooyew~erd 's criticu. If' theology is c antrol;.. 

led. by the cosmon01uic idea, .fo:rmu.J.ated by '.philosopb.lr from 
\. ',.' ' : •' ' ·' ',l, ' '· 'l t •. • j •• ' . . ... 

the re:l,igio~s a :prioritt we are in :fact· ma,kitg theology 

:subject,.· nO"G to tm ·objective norm of Scriptilre as tradi-
• . ; : I ', • . ' ' I ' . : • ' . ; ,· l . . • .. · :i. ' ~ ' ' ,• '.· '~ '; ' -I) ' 

tiona.l+Y b£ erpreted; but to a. reliiiP sub,jectiva over wbich 
' ' ' ' • j I . t ' ~ ' ~ ,! • 

we have :t1o control. ·That thiEf may even be the cause of .radi-
• . • • • . . - ; .. j • . ; • ·. ~ • • • •• 

' 
cal divergence from t~a.d~tional lief.or>med the61ogy, i.s af~ 

j ' • • •• » • • • ' ' 

firmed by Wi#'- Na.sseli·nk in a .study· of' tJeo•Calvinltstie theo­

l·ogy.~ 

·1t'fhe question oon.stantly eme~ges,,,,u he writes. "is 

this_ a new system or can it be ·consio.ereo. as a development 

of the. old ·Reformed system ,o'f theology? N.LU.ch o~ course de•, 

pel'lda up em th~ .a.nmver to .thts question~ Must the disagre.e~. 
s ~- ' 

ment!lwith histo;t>ica.l flef'o:r.med theology b~ regarde~ as basic 
. . . . . 

or are they non-essential? t venture t.o answer this quest ion, 

in the af'f~rmative ........... 'l'l:lat tbi.s is a. new syf?tem seems 
. . ' 

to be .evident from tbe contents o'f. ita ites.ohings. Bas.ic 
. . . . 

dep8.rt~es :from historic Ret"orned thotght appear to be in:-
. I 

valved. in their conception o:f' the i"oll,owing' ~rttths: ·eommo~ 
• • • • ; ! 

r 

grace •.. t'he image of God in natufoa.l man, 'tne tmi-versa.l father-

hood of God ~n the creative sense, totat clepra:vity11 the 

a.nt.i th~sis between God ani nat~ral l'l:la;n, the contact point· 

for mission w,ork and the Reformed conception .of apologet~cs. 
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liew view,s regarding these. doctrines are conta.:i:ned in their ' 

theology. 'coming to the philosophy, we meet wit'h dif'ftcul• 

. t:ie:s-, :hr· the·ir concept ions :of the ·soUl a¢ other. truths es~ 

peci:ai:;ty Telated to Refor.med: psychology and esch&tology • ·~·· 

Yfe there.£ore conclude :fr:Om its teachings am its own declara-
.·.;.. 

tiona that thi.s movem~nt. rray be. regarded as a. new system 

of theol'ogy a.n:l philosophy ........... It ia evident thB.t the~ 
. . . ~) . 

all depreciate histor~c Ref.o,rmed theology." 

In ·.considering the issues raised. by Dooyeweerd 1 s cri­

ti~s~ we are ~ndica.l>ped by the .fact t'J;la.t Dooyewee:rd himself' 

d.oes not devote to this very important problem .the attention . . . 

which it dese~~s .• Thls is admi~ted by Spier, when he writes 
' I 

that an e...xamina.ti·on of tlE natu·re ·of' theology constitutes. a.· 

field which ·fro.m the point .of view of neo•Calvinism has bard-
. . . . . .· 53) . . . 

ly been t ouahed! Spier. him1;3elf' att·empts to remedy this lack 

to some extent .• His short a~lysis follows the method and 

pattel"n of· similar analyse-s of modal sph~res by followers of,·' 
. 54) . . . . . .. 

the weji:sid.ee.,. . namely;~ ascertaining the positi·on of the re'ie ... 
. . 

·vant sphere amongst the :athers,.. establishing its. modal moment 
' 55) '. . .' . . 

am analogies.. In t~is article Spier is• however:, primar.ily 

concerned with .an examination .of theology as a science. He 

states that the normative· aspect. ·Of the modality of fa.ith is 

represented by the exegetical and dogmatic sciences. the 
"i ~ • 

subje-ct aspects by the sciences of dia.conology and ecelesio-
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logy_. The latter •s _analogical conne~t io.tis with earlier 

sphere:s ~give. rise to th_e f~rther oolence_s of1;,. :t~or example~: ; 

c~n~n law (juridical analogy) ~nd ~i:.te6'•;({sf;~hist<?~Y' ,(historinal 
' ' ' . . . . . ~ 

analogy} •. Spier empbasises _that the normative science of '·' 
. . [ ' 

dogm.t ies cioe.s not create the .norm of fa.it_h. ]Ieither does 
' 

· the. churab: the church -eonfes.ses _ the norm. which . is Reve·• . '56)· '.;. _-.· ~,-- . •. . . ' . . .... ,, .. 
' ~ ~ .. - ~ l . ., , . ' 

lati-on.,. The exami:na;tion .of pseudo-faiths also belongs· 

_ to theology. This does· not. £a..ll. under -tlie_ subje-et or ·law 

.aspe_cts of :faith,· but i·a a:nother part altogeth€lr, whic11 'a.$' 
~- ' <! • • • • 

apostejte theol•ogy is a.gai:n di. Vided into subject and nor-
5? )· . •. : - . . . 

mt5;ve sciences~· 

Spier's short article does not a.ss1st 'us very mud! 

in defining the ]:"elation between theology and 'philoso-phy t~ 
' 

. ' 
that when Dooyewee:fd l*efers to theclogy" he refers to it 

_, 

in a.n. encycloPaedic sense: the ,Aitu:Jle corpus of theological 

subjects, situa,ted around t:m modal ~oment of the emhere 
t 

' ' 
of' faith. According t.o this corifeption,. devel_oped_ by.Kuy.;.;' 

' ' ,_ i ~ ' . ' ' .. . ~ ' 

pel' ilf th~ three volume.s. of hi~ :m,nc;y;c:f.sm.aed1e der Heilise 

God&~).~e.:rd_he.id {.Encyc.loPa,edia of Sac:l"ed 'Theology),_ there 

is no tmological science_ which occ'upies ·a higher position 

tm.n any ethe·r. Dogmatics, traditionally c ons.idered ·to be 
·. . - . . . ' ' . . . . ' . . .... 58.) 

theology proper,. is ·on the same_ level with all the' _others. 

The problem with which we are really ·concerned, is t··he 
"; . . . 



following: If a science is distinguished from another prima­

rily by the formal- objeet of its study -- or::, as l>ooyeweerd 

prefers to' term it. by itta &,q&~nsta.nd - what is the diffe~ 
' ' 

~ence be·tween the formal objects _of theology -a~ philosophy:_ 

in the Yr!ta~egeert~ de!' .. ~tsidee? The answer_ will intimately 

affect the posit i~u which 'theology will oc-ol.tpy in the corpus 

of the· scienoes. 

Aeoording to the traditional thomistic view, theology 

is d.isti·nguiehed fr-om ph1losopby in virtue of the l;umen und.er 

which it considers its object. Wh.il.e both theology and philo• 

sopby ma.y_-atudy the .aa.me material object, :for e:xanrpie, God,, 

-_ theology studies God §.!!b. r~t~one ~itatis. While philosophy -

studies God as first caus~, bei~t etc. The distinction in 

formal object depet'lds on a. cli~tinction in ~mnen .. :tn ph1l.oso• 

pby it .is the fi~st principles o:f reason; in theology it is 

the :tumen theol.osiaum or vi.rtual revelation._ The hierarc}Jy' 

of the seieneest with theol.ogy_e~t it.s head,- is then deteii-
- -

mined by the eupernetura1ity of the :f'or.mal obje-ct o'f theol.o• 

gy .• This traditional view of theology is emphasised 'by va.n 
. . - . 

. der Leeuw in the Protestant woX>la. Theol-ogy• he states. was 

am still is,· the quee~ of the s-ciences.- It is difficult t-o 

see_, a-ccording to Vall der Ieeuw, how a science which treat.s 

of the Revelation of' God-, can be other than the "imma.nente 
. - 59} 

Spitze des Wissens. 11 

'\· 
. But this whoie approach Dooyeweerd considers to be in­

fluenced by the_distinction between nature and grace, Which 
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he has rejected in favour of his perspectivistie or refractions;. 

vievv41 Here there is no distinct.ion of lumen,. which· gives :the.olo .. 

·gy the pre•emine.nce it .traditionally enjoys., The llght which 

lllumin~s ·th~ obje.ot a.t all lave ls . of knowledge t.s the light,, 

of Revelation,• refracted by means of cosmlc t.ime into tel'J:lporal 
< 

iiea,l.ity~· In the. !lJ~.begeertLder Wetsidee the formal object: of 

Ill· science is determined by ;the. ·mOdal aspect· of the cosmos to 

. which it ls ·directed. · 

·. It· is for this reason that ·both Dooyeweerd and Kuyper·, 

ins~st tba.t the object of ·thec;>logy ,;s· the modal sphere of 

faith.· The latter becomes .the aesenll3t.and ,of the, anal~ica.l \ 

t.unctiont the ·sjnth&sis·betwe~n the ·two ·mqda.li'ties giving rise· 
• ' I • 

to the science ·ar· theology•~ We ·ha~ seen that ·there is an· apos­

tate as well a.s a sacred theology:.~ .In so :far- as ,both are qua•· · 

lifted by the moda·l mo~nt of the spnere ·of faith: ·transcenden-
- . 

tal certainty ·in time regarding the a:rche of all meanfng., 

bot·h are 
1
legttfmate the.ol.ogies., 

"' :aut. we ~re/at the moment concerned primar~ly w:t'th the .. 

· :formal obje<r:t Of aa.c,red theology. 'Here, too, its. o't;)ject 'iS the 

modal sphere of ±;a.ith, , but .a· ~ait~ .of .which the law aspect is 

Revelation, and ·not. some presumed absolutisation of either 
' ' ... : ' . :t . 

the pre-norma~:t. ve or normat.ive · aspect.e of meaning., But .although 

the philosophy of. the cosmonomic idea acknowledges the tmi·que .. 
ft ' ' • • ' • I' 

.·nature o: sacred theology among tl?.e other scie,gr• ill s.o f.~~ 

. aa it po1nts bey·ond the created to the Creator, .it is never-

theless a. sc ie~ce, a. ·the oret,ical aC)tivi:t;y, Gl),whlcn has as its 

I 
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object the modal sphere of faith, and thus studies a mode of , ' . 

meaning formally equal to any other mode of meaning. Philoao?by, 

however, studies a more general object. which encompasses the• .... 

formal objects of all the other sciences, also that of theology, 

and considers them in relation to the a.rche of all meaning. --
Theology is thus necessarily inferior to philosophy, which, in 

its cosmonomic idea, is concerned with the very refraction of 

God's law through cosmic time into.the different modal spheres. 

However, it must be pointed out that this does not con­

stitute a ground for criticism on the part of other Calvinist 

~heologiane and philosopher~. Dooyeweerd is confronted with a 

. Protestant world divided into different theological traditions; 

each claiming the enlightenment of the Holy Ghost and each rea­

ding into the past a prolongation of 1 ts own t ra.dition. Thi e 

is ~specially evident in a passage by Potgieter, where be is 
62) 

concerned wit~ proving against Roman Catholic accusations 

of individualism and subjectivism on the part of Protestant 

theology, that the latter is actually no less than Rome bound 
. 63) 

to tradition. But Dooyeweerd points out that much of Protes-

tant theology is riddled with notions procured from the very 

pagan and, Scholastic traditions which r."it~· in principle rejects; 

This holds for Calvinist no less than for Lutheran theologies. 

As Stoker further pointe out, in tm past even Be~ormed theo ... 

logy was compelled to make use of an immanentiat philosophy, 



·which largely cont.ributed to .1 ts decadence and modernism. Hence 

the necessity .of creating a. specific neo-Calvinist philosophy, 

which will preserve theology from the error.s .to which :l t is· 

prone· in the use .of a different philosophical conceptual a.p-.' 
·. . 64) . . . . . . ' . 

. · pa·ratus. Dooyeweerd, then, appears to bave been more c onsis-

t~nt tba.n his critics. With the rejection of an il1fall1ble 

. theological t-radit:tor1. theology necessarily becomes dependent 

on the eosmonomic idea of philosophy. 

:But a second conclusion follows: In atten:~pting to es ... 
. . . 

tablisb the basic idea of philosophy, Dooye\veerd has dre,wn 

. the distinction between God and wor.ld as a11 idea o:f .law, that 

is, the world is :subject ·to law, God is. above the law .in the_. . 

sense of being the source of law. This di:stinction, he claims, 

ie Scriptural. But the sense in which this is to be interpre­

ted in the .rae( of the lack of specific texts, the emphasis 

placed on it, its connection· with other e~-t.ally probable 

basic ideas, is not controll~d by an objective and traditio-: 

nal theology. It lies in the .. judgement of the .individuaf Cal­

vinist philosopher. wh·ose tina.l criterion is hia own private 

. ju<tf;ment, ·based on religious :experience, a reiigi.ous know• 

ledge obtai:neti "in pra;yerra.nd ~orship"~ and thus necessarily 

fallible and subjeet:l'\1&. The ind.i:vidual philosopher himself 

must decid.e w'hat ts scriptuml. and wmt not .• He caimot· claim 
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heJ!e. the guidance of theol'o~y, for theology is contr.ol:t.eC! by 

bJ)~e cosmonomio. idea., whioh in it;s t~n is. det~rm:tned by a . ~ ' ' -. . . ~ . ' .. . . ' -

J_ectiva .is truly Christta.nj ea.nnot .lie· de~icled. on theological 
' ' '- ' ' . ' ,. ' . ,' . . ' - . '. . _ ... 

grounds,· for 1t transcends the whole realm of theoretical· 
' . . . ' 

41scuseion. 'It is .a reiigious a prlori, am as. such inCOl'J,ImU• 
' . . . . . -' . . . . 

nica.ble. · In this. sense Dooy~weerd •s conception of a Scriptural 
' ' ·, • ,. ' ' I ~ ' t. 

. . 

philosopb.1 ha.s endangered the ~existe.nee not only of theology, 

but of philosophy itself. ·. . 
' . : . . . ' . . ' ' ~ . 

. I.t is 'no longer possible ·to escape .the exa.mlna.tion .of . 
' 

the fundame.nta.l problem· of J}ooyeweerd 's concept. of philosophy. 
. . . . . . . ; 

If' the phf~osophy of the oosmonomic idea :l.s. rooted in the re:· 

ligious attitude. o:f' the heart, as the tranecendenta.l, critique 
• - •. • - •. • . I. ', . ' • • • ' ' ·• 

has reye~:t~~d, if every other philosQpb.y is similiiriy rooted · 
• ( I • . . . ' ,· • I' 

tn religion, e~ther Chr~stia.n of apostate; h~ is phil9sophi• 
. ' 

. . 

lde~e .am ot~e~ philosophy?.·nooyeweerd: cla.1mf3 that conilnuniaa-

tion is poasibl131 ~nd ~bat itnis effedad by th~ transcenqen~ 
-~ . . ~ . .. . 

ta.l critique. It ~s to thi.~ S.f3pe~t of the Qr.it.ique that we 

are now_ enabled t~ ·proceed. 
··;, 



CHAPTER V. 

' .t .. 

In a.ttempttng to establish the neo..:,oaivltd.stllc con .... 

cept, ot" philoaopby:,. we tound. a.l:x-~ady. a;t 'the beginning o:t 

otU> enquiry, that it is closely associated with a :f'~n· 
- . : 

tal ph11oaopiU.ea.i problelrl• This problem. we defined a$ the .• 

· problem of philosophioal ~ommt.utt'Catio~, and in raising this I 

problem, .·~ ratsed the question of the poss1'b1'lity of philo• 

s.opey and of the, J?..lt:\.lasmihi~, ue.renni~,. 
' ''. ' - ,- .. ' 

The .Prlzr&ry· importance;, of thl,,s problem in Do()3JeW~er~:•.a · 

phtl-osopb,y te 'oQcasionetl ·by b,;'\s ·conception of the st~®ture 
~ ~ ' 

of ph11os·oph1eal thought,.. For D·ooyeweerd a. ph1l.osop~ca:;t 

eyatem, in its .attempt to gi-oe a total view of cosmic rea.li• 

ty, is a coherent b.ody of ~ta.teme:nts pt()Ceedb'lS from one or 

more prinoipl.ee •.. In the transcendental critique of the.oreti .... 

.. oal tho~ht 1 Dooyeweerd f~ther claims to have proved that 

· these principles ar~ ro·oted in supra.~tbaoretica.l relig.~otts 

motives,. which can finally be reduced to two: the Christia.n­

,a.nd the apostate~ Each motive ·denands the total surt'e·nder ·Of 

the whole personality, a.ni a.s such .re·veals a.n exclusive an:l 



ba$.1.o id.ea. of any ph,11oaopey ia .dete~mined by the. religious , , 

motive accell:ted by tbe philosopher, t'bl.t phll.oaop'iQI' ae a wl'lole 

w111 s:bare in the exolua:lve .. mtut'e of the religiou$ motive.; 

.· lf.or t·ht a. reason Docyeweerd a.4eepts ·OnlY two fundamental and 

mutually exclusive types of philosopbyc the 1mnane·nt1st and 

. t·he Christian. 
'· 

It tb1s ie tH>, 'Dooyeweer!i 's conception of the. relig.ious 

a priori~ p~sented in the ·tra.nscendental cJ:1t1que, appears 

·to have destro;ped the possibillty Ot a convntnl philosopb1ca1 

universe ot diao.ourf)e.- Ye'tt Dooyeweerd" per~Sists .~n otferl'ng 

th$ critique as a means of .commwd.oation .. Since its a.ppea.ranoe 

or{ the acene of ttae .. Nethe:t'le.nde l')bilosophy, Dooyeweerd wri• 

tee• the ph.itosop)ly of the c:oemon<.>firlc ldelit ha.s pleaded with. 

increasing t!ltenslt3' for a \rapprochement between the diffEI• 

rent phl.lof.u:.phica.l schools aud direoticns. \V1:~t he yisuallses , 

is not· a forn,JB.l eXChange of oplniotb. but the development of 

a true dla1ogue of one s(lho.ol with another, both stdea enter• · 

. ta.ini.M. th~ d~Hdre to penetrate to the deepest levels of philo• 

sophica.l tho"Q8bt am to approa.;ch tm philoeophioa.l ;positiGii 

ot tbe lr opponent ·from bis own deepest preeuppoai ti on • 
. ~ ' ' . 

· Tbir.1 !e mde P9G~d.ble 'by the tra.nscendertta.l critique, he 

. c-ont•ii1UeSt w'J;lloh sharply distinguishes be~Ween. theoretical 

judgements and supra. .. theoretiea.l prejud.icee, ro<fad in a reli·· 
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gioue basic motive and determining the whole direction of 

theoret16al th.ought. His aim in introducing' the transcendental 

critique as a means of communication should not• however, be 

considered as a dogmatic attack on the idea of the autonomy 
' ' ' 

of reason• All that he asks is that his opponents should not 

consider this dogma as a philosophical axiom but in a con­

scientious critical manner attempt to assess its true charac­

ter. In this manner, Dooyeweerd concludes; there is a great 

possibility that in a philosophical discussion the arguments 

il'l t ' ' l) w no merely pass each other without true contact• 

Dooyeweerd emphasises that his radical rupture with 

the starting points of immanentist philosophy does not mean 

that an intrinsically reformed Christian philosophy should in-

·. tend to break off philosophical contact with Greek, Scholastic 

and Humanistic thought. On the contrary, the Christian philo­

sophy developed by him is enabled to enter into the most in­

ward communication with imma.neritist philosophy. 

"It will never break the community or philosophical 

thought with the other philosophical trends," he writes, "be­

cause it ·has learned to make a sharp distinction between philo­

sophical judgements and the supra-theoretical prejudices which 

lay the foundation of every possible philosophy. The danger of 

breaking this commu,.,ity of thought is, a.s we said in an ear­

lier context, always caused by philosophical dogmatism, which 
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makes its religious pre-suppositions into theoretical axioms, 

and makes the acceptance of the latter the necessary condi-
2) 

tion for philosophical discussion." As he repeatedly sta-

tes, the philosophical monoloGue of dogmatic philosophy must 

make place for a true philosophical ~ogue on a basis of 

equality, which is the only possibility for a fruitful ex­

change of philosophical views and points of view, and in 

which the ex-cathedra tone is exchanged for an honest at­

tempt to approach each other in a critical theoretical man-
3) 

ner. 

The fundamental importance of the critique in Dooye-
4} 

weerd's conception of philosophy is thus established. In 

the light of the antithesis between the different religious 

motives controlling the philosophical thought of the "7est 

and which actually makes one point of view unintelligible 
5) 

to any other, the transcendental critique alone retains the 

possibility of mutual understanding and constructive criti­

cism. Practically this means that the critique makes possi­

ble communication between the Witsbegeerte der Wetsidee and 

immanentist philosophy. 

The immanentist philosopher, however, has not yet dis­

covered the existence of the critique, and indeed cannot dis­

cover it, for he -is blinded by the doctrine of the autonomy 

o'f reason, Whatever 'form it may take. The "dialogue" will 



then: presU1'119,bly ·be conducted by D·.ooyeweerd himself'.; who, ·by 

mea.nra ot the three transcendental. problems, lead.s hts cpp·o~ . 

i'l»in'lt a.1ong the coneentrl~ ··way of ihe. critique.-. ll$g1nning wl th 

the presentation of the evidence of na.lve ·experie%lce, he is 

·led. _step -'bv ete:p vla ·the pr()blems of theorettoat e:bstre.ot1on,·. 

t~ a.r.chtmedean .:potnt ot pht.losopby &.Jld \he :poss:t.btlity pf 

selt~knowledge. · to the .tina1 · recognlt1-on Q'f· the. religioue 

.· ,m.otlves ln which hle thought 't's· (f,rounded.' 

ltaw w!Bt w11l lk'1.ve bee.n ga.1ne.d .in .this .. ~rgument? Obv!--
" 

ou.sly, from Dooyeweerd •s point •. . r;t vie~., a great, ·dea.l. The con• 

· .. _ el·usion of the imma.nentiflt :Ph11os-()pher w11i be;· that what be 

. bas up till now a.oce'J)ted a-a thea.:retical autonamoue EUd,oms,· .· 
. . .. ' . 

are reali,- ;religious FCjUdices. He .1'1111 then reaU.ee tl:Bt" 

wna.i has be•n 'his .m9.iD obJection· to the }'~,1,sbeseerte. der Wet!,­

id~<h tl'Ja. t it is dogtlatic and·- !nconnttUnica.ble, :geca:ufile rooted. 
. . 

\_n "'$:e:tiSi~plh m\tet no11 'be -d.iocarded in the· ta.ce of the. ·proved 

:f'a.ct tbat ht..s own philosophy' .is equally rooted .in religion 
. . . . ·. . ' . 6) . 

ali~ thus e(ml1y degmati-u amtncommun:tcabie. · · 

· The· t:rmnll.\nent1st philosopher wt'l1; thus have gain~d in 

selt-knowle.dge and .sel:f .. critictsm •. But a. -further ~:n,nc;uston· tol.c 

lOW;In B'9.v1.tJg percel.,ed th~· re11stous tcund~t!on of his own 

.. tbought, he 'will gra.ep that wbat 'be has_ absolutised ls. almply 

·-one or more :mod,al aspects·. In otber word.s, the tra.n.acend.enta.l · 

critique w111 serve aa a. negative criterion· of the truth or 



untruth of h.ts religious 'baetc mQtiw~ Furthe.-more; the ort--
• \ ' J 

tlque shows that the CQD$:truetfon .of a philosophy tree !1£1· i1i'i 
' ' . . . ,_ . 

a.ntin:omy .is .. POI?S1ble onl.Y !f' .the phil·osopb.er: has a true ;:;elf· 

knowled.ge, J)ttocured f:toll1 ~ true knowledge of God, and this 

.nay ea:r~e ae a.n incitement to the ~nentlst philosopher to 

become interested in t,_ Christian· rellg.iou. ln tht.s sense the 
' . ' . ~ . 

orit.1q;ue, :except for ita purely eriti~a.l qualitie:s, is also 

~ 2rea,nbul§: ~.!det. a p~epti:ration "{or faith, a.nd thus also bas -

a moml aud. reltg!o~ ·p'Ul'"pose. 

A true pbllosopbi.·oal d f:alogue 1 . however1 must be conduc-
. ' ' ' . .· .. : . 

te~ according to certain rules !'ecogniaed 'by all. who partict• 

pate in itt .a.nd which gaarante.e 1 ts critical character al'J.d its . - ' 

- - -

quality of the tran.sce~dental critl~Ue cons1s~, anti which makes 

it 1.mique in the bit=story O't l,)hi1osophy? ·'!'his __ ie an extreme1y 

important question, a.td .the wbole euocess of Dooyeweerd •.e 
' ' - . 

claim that be iii presenting us w1tb a pblloeopey which is both 

Christian ar.td.· cmmrnmica.b1~, will depend on his answer. 

In o!'der to answer this question, the_ strut;)ture of the 
·' . - -

critique ~ust be c1 osel:r examined.. Here we a.re at once faeed 

by Dooyeweerd •s division (',f the a;rglllt.lent into a "theoretical" 



an<l a. nnon•theol"etiea.l" part, tJ.p till tlie .third t-ranece·n~E!»• 

tal problem, Dooyaweerd ·r;rtataat the· d.em.onstratil'$ ·"force of. . . '-;' . . .. 

the <rritlque 'bar;; been nes;e:t.tv.e' tn of1at:a.oter, $,0. fa.or S.$ it, 

taken- str:tctlt• can only. demonstrate that :the_ eta.rting···tpoint,. -
' . . 

ef' tbeoret·i,aal tl;!O\ttht ea.nnot - .tound in that thought 1tBelt, 

but must be supra-theoretical _in oha:racte:r •. *rh~.t lt -1&1 to be . ~ ' . . . . 

f.ound. only in the centr~l 're1lgioua sph~re bf · ~H;ns<=iousnesa 
~ . - ~ 

ie no long.;r to be .llroved thee:eetioallY• beeau~ ~bis~ tn-

.sight belonge to eelf•knowledge. wh!ch lQ.$ such tratnseeJ'lch; the ... 
' _.· . . - ') . 

theoreti-cal attitude of thousht. On th~ same ·page 'he a..~cri ... 

bes a mo·re _positive .rd.gni:ftoanee to· the first tttheoretica.ltt· 

'Plrt of t11e Qr!tique.; it. 110. lo!1fEer merely demons~rat4$ tbat 

the crtgtn of thought i.s. not ,~ttuated in ·thQvsht iteelt• "but 

tbat it is s.ituated. in the .-sel.f ·a.e :a.rchimed.ean lJ01nt= "What. 

is~ tringentl;v proved .• in 1ftY ¢»1n1on1 is the tb-esist that ·the 

col'lCentr1o db~ct1on of thought in itr; selt"•reflelltion cannot . .. " 

originate i"rom the theQretical- attitude ot. ··thought itself,. 

and. that tt can iss tit! onl7 frc;:m the ego aa ·a ou,pra•the oret io 
. - . . e) 

1 ndividt:al centre of l:runan_ ex1et;enee. 11 

".Cheee st.atemen~s of Dooyewee~d are obssure~ Hie cU.a .. 

tinction be.tween -the "toootret.1cal1' ard ·the "non•theoret1ca.111 

parte of the crit;ique, !Ef pres'Utlla.bly caused by his ow·n peeu• 

liar ooncept.ion. of theoret!C'al thought. Theoretical thought .. 

ie thoug'ht whieh is &,es_enatiqdiJ:tq_h, ·tba.t ts. reveals a.n ant!• 

thetioa.1 structure bi which the a.na.lit1ca.l aspect is opposed 



· to some other modal aspect,. In this eenae ot the term; the 

thinldl'18 employed by the Bpeoia.l sotenCtHJ is the pattern of' 

·all the~etica.l thinking. :But if. this is $o., ·what does Doosre• 

weerd met:l.n when he eta. tee· that the argument of ·the first two 
.. •' ' . . : 

problems is theoretica.l? Surely Dooyewee:r<l ':e 'th1n1d.ng about · 
' I f > 

the spetda1 eo1entific (tbeoret1ca1) attitude .of ·mind. is not 

f. teel.t "theoretical'" thinld.ng. In the· first two proble1ns he 

is concerned with the. 'Tfery conception .of the di.vera:lty ot 

meaning, :which, together with· the id·ea of. the totality of 

meaning ani t.he origin o't ·meaning, he terms ''traneeendenta1 

1dea.e", ·not "t'beoretica.l concept•tt•· It f.e therefore di'ftioult ·· 

. to understand why be desori'bee tl::e argument of the first two 

questions as "theoretical''• when, according to his own termi­

nology, 1 t should rather be termed "tra:neeend.ental n thinking. 

However, Dooyeweer~ coritra.ete 'this section of the 

critique with· the. argument of tb.e third· am the fourth 

tra.nscen.donta.l problems. AccordirJg to hba,· tl'.e proof that 

the origin or thought is situated i:n the sel:f a.e archtme• 

d.ea.n pob1t. (the first two :tratt.seeilde~ta.J; problemra) is "theore­

tifal." .Tbat the archimedean potnt is sitmted in the heart. 

is the fruit of self•know.ledge,. and riot 'ot ra.t1oc1nat1on. This 

sel:f'•lrnowledgo 'the imn:s.nentiBt philOSQPher cannot ba.~J. it 

ie excluded by his .tmma.nentist religious point· of departure. 
. . ' ' . 



Therefore b.e can know nothing about the heart, a.ltho\lgh his 

very· _immanentiat attitude origina.tetJ here .•. Furthe:r.mor~, he 

can ne!.ther per(leiw the relation betwe.en thta religious 

conaciouSnees and the religi..oue ·basic motives nor ca:n he know 

tb9.t self•kllowledge .iri correiat1ve to o€J.r .knowledge of God. 

It.1 · ther.efort.t, the. proot. of thO: c:r1t1que· extends only up till .. 

tbe second . trt:UlSOend.enta:l :proble~; Dooye'W'eel!Jd,. has missed the 
. . 

Whole p\tttpose ·of :the critique .• It~ W'bole success depends on 

its ab1:1ity to prove, not simply tb:J.t the arch1med.ean point 

of philosophy lies in .the· ~elf • · to.r Jlooyew~erd harJ· pointed 
• •• p ' 

out tnat this has a1~eady' been recognised by philosophers ... 

but tlat it s..s situated .lit tbe }J;earl, "the central religious 

.. sphere of consci~usnesa.u 4,11 fpttr sta.sef! ... o:t.'. the ot-!tig~ 

must thus. be. :a.re.s.e.ntf!.d ·a.e ... Ja. P.'t.O.r# a. ...... if ·DSfO;z.!Weex:d. wishes to 

real~ae t;h13 ... aim gf .tq~er:ttigt.!!!.• Th1e is borne _out by Dooye-
' ' .. 

weerd •s own statement else,VIhere that the critique &s a. whole 

!s the 11fina1 ·the oretioa.l foundation" ot 'his philosophy. 
' ' .. 

. em. e:m.mln!~ the third and fourth t-ra.nsoendenta1 ques• 
. - . . 

tiona. we do, ln fact, :tf.nd .a. cont!nUa.tion of the proof. 

In the t~rd problem1 Dooye\.,eei-d attempts to prove the !"eli• 

gf,oue preSUppositloJbr or thought BG f'ollowsa -The self is ·a 

totality, a. coneent:ration point ot cosmic fl.spects .•. However, 

· .. ae created~ it ts. eti~l mee:ntng, still radically contingent• 

and ·ean therefore be 'Ut'lder_stood onlY. in the light of its 

origin. Knowledge· ·Of' self' is thU!J correlative t,o OUr knOW~ 
., 



ledge of God, which is not a. conceptual. knowledge but a reli­

·gious oonsoiousnees of God, obtained in prayer and worship. 

lf', therefore, k~owledge of the ·costnos presupposes knowledge 

·of the self, a¢ knoWledge of.- the self presuppoee.s religion, 

knowledge· of the cosmos nec.essarily presupposes religion. 

The definition of religion itself, which Dooyeweerd present a, 

at this point, is according to him a urorma.l and transcenden­

tal" idea, stripped of the .immediacy of the religious expe­

rience. The argument is extended to· tbe last. stage of the 
. . 

eri tique, where. Dooyeweerd points. out that re:ligion is never. 
. . 

private, but demands a. c.ommunal. religious life, proceeding 

from a common religious ·basic motive.· Hie ~rgument here .is 

sypplemented by historical, anthropolo~ioal a¢ cultural data.. 

It thus appears that in spite of. Dooyeweerd •s refe­

rence to the two parts of the critique, he presents the . 

whole critique as a. proof, arid considers the argument from 

start to finish as necessary. ·However, Dooyeweerd is right 

:ln discerning that the cr.itique reveals a. dual character; 

but inatea.d of' hi.s division of' tl'l:i ,argument into a. 0 theore­

tioa.l" and a "non.the O!"etioal" part, tbe ·distin.ction should 
. ' ., ' . 

be drawn between wmt we ma;y term the forma.l and .reflective 

aspects of the critique. 

The fornal aspect predominates in the actual expos.ition · 

; . ' 



and presentation of the crit:tque. B'ere w,e are P.estfllted with- ' 
' ·'. . . '• ,.' ' 

~he :eequer1oe. "of tra.nl!lcenttental probl.~me1 iE.~au!ng J;n the aftt:r;... 
I 'I • ' 

'~.nation of .the o.t"ltl6al J.l$Qe'ssity of selt·knowl~4ge. The· JSt_a'r ... 

tin$ point ·rlf theo~etical tho~t !s establJ.sb.ed t• 'be supre.• 

tbeoretiOP•l• ·found.ed Ultbn~te1:v, in the dt~ect1on or the ~e~rt · 
. . . . ' . ~ 

to .a presumed or real. or1g.tn ot a.l1 temp.oral d~ve:relty ·or· l'Dea• 

.· n.itJS; \7hich tt f1nae tooutJ$etl conoentr16atl.y in Itself. • The · 
' . . ' ' ' . . . 

to~malr f,deas Qf the diversity, unity and. orig.in of meaning: 

, are, however, given riO qonten;t6 8 l:f"'l .Qa we ha.:ve demonstratedtts 

l)oeyeweerd W!'i tea., ntheoret"tca.l s1f'l1thes1s is possible only · 

trom a supra•theoret1oa.l· sta.rtf.~ potnt;; then onty the .c.o'tltents 
•' ' ' . 

. ·' 

of .the . e,.ra•theoretical preauppost.t1 one 1mp'l.!ed thereby; da.n 
. . . . . . . 9) 

be questtened• 'but not the 'tf;ery necessity of them•" · · 

:aUt tt must be .remenibared t~t the actual .dialogue takes 

place between philosophers who,. uncof!so1ousig• ha.w, a.J.ready 

given a content to these 'Ideao, but who a:t"e ·still 'Unde:r th.e 

inrprellsi&n tl:w.t these ldee.a a.re olll3' the oretior;tl axioms of 

universal va.14d.tty. ·.If ~he. phtloa.opher. ac;:cepts the :f'orma1 ar­

gwmnt of the erit1qw;1 nooyeweer4 requires .from him to ref'lect ·· 

on h1.s own. expe~1ence and ,e:'JtP1icitly to give a oonte.nt to the 
. . . ' 

e.mpty i'orm .of tm cX.itique. Tb:l$ is termed by Doo:reweerd the · 
. . ' -. . 

. ' ' . 
. . . 

peru~. of. course, i~> tbat the tmmanetatlst. philosopher percei.vee . . . 
' 

tmt his conception of t'b3 origin is a. religious a.baolutleatiol't 



·' 

of :a modal. sphere. with -resultant ant1no~1-es ill the theore­

tical realm •. The. i!!ilrJa.mntiot pb.lloeopher Who,, baving once 

:aooe»ted. the fOl!'l'lal--e.lY.fUntent, -venture.a on the way of self'-

. ret~eotionj , 1$. i~~ta'bly c.ompel'led . :t () ~urre.nder his own 

p()siti~n •. 

The acceptance of the torma.l .a.spe4t_of the· critique 

1s thus the absolutely ne.cee.sa.ry prerequisite "'£~ the inter•. . ~ . . . . . 
oommun:teatl~tl wbieh Dooyevteerd desires, a.nd which .he is 

conf1dent is made possible by tbe c-rit.iqm ... OlD! que$tioll 

therefore ~ecursi· in mat does the necessity anti univerG&• 

lity of_ the forml argUment ot ·the critique. consist? 

Mret ot all., it must be aeked whetheX: ·the very claim 
' . 

o'f the crf:tique ·to be. a proof.t does not endanger the valid i• 
. - . -

.ty of its con(:lue1ons •. Thf.e dange~ is clearly per:ce!ved "by 

lloo:r~e-eJ:td hirnaelt. "If our ~cr1t:tot.sm shoUld a.otU!'lll.y ;prove 

' something stringently, tt he ~sks, ·"does it not move in a. 

vicious e1rcl-e? For does a. 2roo:r not· supp·ose this v.ery au• 

tononw o-f theoretic:al- thought. the ,1mpCl>es1bil.ity ,of wbiah · 
. - . . . . . 10) .. 

our c-ri·tictsm: trd,ed to demonstmtet• 

As the· eritique bas already shown that the doctrine of 

tbe autonomy ·of tmoret.ioa.1 :thought is a. dosmatic &xiom1 the 

real· que~tion i.s how tbe claim of _the critique to b8 a pr,oof 

can be reconciled with b$B o'ftl critical -~em·m that all 

thought must neeessarily proceed from a. religious preeuppo• 



s1tion. Dooyeweerd solves the problem by stating ·tba.t lds 

·. argument .i.e both a proof· and reveals the !.nflttence c'f his 

religious a priori.· It .le a ·proof in the .sense .of st-1s­

:ty1ng the formal dema.nd$ ot legio, which are the same t-or 

a.ll nJen• But in spl te of the fact t'Mt t'he .tmma.nentist and 

Ob.ri at ian phllos o,hera s'ba.'re · the same logic.. tney neverthe­

less a.n-1-ve a.t different. concluelone~. caused by tbe supra.­

theoreti~al pre:eU»posltiotm which influence- the content -of 

their thougbt. JJ!s own ·:religious a. ·priori ttrees • phlloso­

pby fr-om the u:ooritf.cal. a.ccepta.ace ot fal,se axioms. 

11 It 'is .of course lmpossible,_D Dooyewee·rd wri tes .• nthat 

this t:ra.nacendenta.l. crlticlsm .. al.t'hoUgh up to the queeti on 

of self-knowledge being o-t a strictly theoretical cba.ra.eter -

itself shoUld be unprejwicett. For ln-that ease it would re­

fute its own conclusions .. nut wba.t sba.ll we· ea.y, lf the very 

supra-theoretical presuppositions hold here. which free thee­

ret ical. thougb.t fr~m (l. d ·ogma.tic 'a.xioms t _ statding in the ·way 
. . . . 11) .. . . 

o-r a. veritable critical a.ttfttrle?u· 

Rls otm religious a pr1.or1 intlue,nces the actual argu­

mernt ·o-t the tJ~iti·que by •uncovering' 'the_ modal :stat~ of sf-

. 'fairs w"nicb ser-vel1 as tbe start.ing poi~ of the ·cr.1t1qTJ:J. . ' 

and whlcb .is obscur'ed 'by. the religious a priori of the 1ll'Jl!Q• 

nentist philosopher. Once this state of a:ffair.$ is .Meepted., 

the greatest obstacle- to thtl .aeeeptftnce 0~ the fornal a-rgu­

ment 1s removed. 
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However, it is difficult to see how this contributes 

a.nythi.ng t~ the problem of communication, unless the im­

ma.nentist philosopher can both recognise and a.coept this ~ 

state of affairs. This problem is not m.et in 'the tra.nsoen• 

dental critique itself1 but i:t1 the introduction to the de­

ta.i.J.ed description of the modal spheres the problem of the 

recognition of the m.odal di.versity arises. Dooyeweerd die­

t inguishes here between undoubtable states of affairs in 

reality, and the judgements in which we attempt to gr.a.sp 

them theoretically •. No man will doubt that two plus two 

equals f.our .• :But a scientific judgement has to consider 

the idea of number in its relation to otJ:.ter aspects of 

mea:iling .• Here the subJective interpretation, detennined 

by the religious basic motive,. is of OVE'Yrlifhel:ming impor-
12). 

ta.noe. 

The reco·gnition of the modal, structural. state of 

a:ffa.ira, he continues. is Ym.de possible by a methodical 

suspension of philosophical prejudices on the part of the 

imrra.nentiet philosopher. In this connection the following 

important passages must be kept in mind: 

"•• .. The state of affairs described in the preceding 

examinations" (in connection with the modal spheres) tturge 

themselves upon the huma.n mind as soon as they 'have been 

detected, because they are really the same for everybody. 

But their discovery and the zra.nner of description are not 



independent of a religi-ous .starting point. Fo:r it is evi .. -

dent that the dia.lectica.l basic motives of 'ili'Jnlanentist . ' 

phi.losdplly rnust divert_ otm att~ntion from them, -so that -we 

have no concern in an 7e:xa'Ct descrri:ption. TliErre:fore I oa·n .. 
. . - . 

a-gree ·without hesi ta.t.i~n that the preceding inquiry into .. 

. the states of" affaire implied in the fundamental analogical­

concepts -was not unprejudiced in a re:tigi-ous sense .• ·But I -

must at the sg,me time deny tbat this ob.•eu.mstance detracts 

fr-om: the fact tbai the states of affairs here intended a.re 

-a oomm.on bn~sia for >;philos-opniaa.l discussion." And on the 

ll&X't page 11~ ·conclude$;. 11I:t, ·!.~ ~:bn;~tosf'~ible 'Jr() -eliminat;,e the 

t,~l~ioy!__s_!atl.tm-~o:i-;qt qLthE:for~tical· tnomht •. But it is 

n.2.~ .• ¥m9~iJale to Eertorm a ».rovi~Jqna.l ~epoehe, o:r a'!_}., sne­
g!;fl.a :e,hilosop-hicaJ:. i.llt,e:t"pJ:et~<t;ions. of the state of affairs 

till,i.!JP. ,are. \2_~.i!~S.!>..l.~lled i'Ll!.-P-!:.~~~ . !.ax. ~ef·o¥1 __ Vf..~ trz 
·. . . ·~- -

to.~_ow1!: '~~hem in a .l>.!!!12..ft.o]lqieal theott•" 
. . 

- . 

Except for assertitJg that the aus.pension of pr.ejUdi,. 

ces is in fact possible., Dooyeweerd devotes no further at­

tentio·n to this problem. However• there· at>e a. .few -durious 

pt!U1sagel0 e-lsewhere in which the p.ossfbility of the ep-oche 

seems to be assumed c 

The· <COsmic order with. all t~mporal laws a.hd structural 

states' ot: affairs fo-unded in it, he writ-es ·here• is the 

~a.me.- for every thinker., rio ma.tter- wheth-er he is a Chri s~i.a.n, 

a pagan or a Ru:ma.niet. Struetur:a.l states of affa1-rs, as soon 



• f 

as they are disco~red-.. :force .themselve.s u:pori everybody; ... 

and it. d~es. not .make ~n~e to denY, them. 'All ph.il~sophioal 
I ' I •' ' ' ' I ' 

schools learn fr.om one another,. even from fundamental 
' ' ; . ~ . . . 

mistakes mde. in-the theore~ical .interpretations o:f the 
' . ' ' . ~ -

. J.a,ws and structural states of a.f:f'a:trs founded in the tem-. 
' ' . 

' . . 

poral orde.r of the com.no~. Do?yeweerd admits: that .immanen-

tist philosophy :can _dis~over many states .of affairs vthich 

have been neglected up till now by a philosopby d"b'ected 
.. •' ... ·. . . . . ' 14) 

by an intrin~ica.llY Christian basic .idea., .. atld vice versa.. 
' - . : I 

In the effort to account for these stat.es of at-. ' 

·fairs t.he~retioa.ll.7t he continues, all philosophical 

trends will ·Compete. lie does not claim a privileged po-
. , I . 

sition for· the philosophy o:f the cosmonomic idea.; .for 
. . ' 

even ·the Calvinist rel1g~ous a priori. and the content of 

the basic idea dete.rmined ·by it. does not glve security 

against mistakes, even fundamental mistakes. 
l • ! ' 

· "E~ry · ser.ious philosophic school~" Do¢yeweerd con-. 

eludes, "contributes to. the development of .human thought 
I . • ' 

to a, certa,in extent, and no .single one can credit 1 t.s-elt 

with the ,monopoly in this respect. No single serious 

current of thought, however apostate .i.n its starting­

point, ma.kes its appearance in the. history ·of the world 
I • • '. •, 

without a. task of its own~ by which,. even in spite of: 
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itself• ·it must contribute to the fulfilment. of the Di­

vine pian in the unfolding .of the faculties which .He ma.~ 
' 15) 

·. 'kes to perform their work even in His fallen_ creation." 

We .are f'~ced with an aina.zing si~ua.tion. In spite of 
• > - • .. • . . 

the :fact that ·the doctrine of. antithesi$ has been emphasi-

sed in the strongest possible terms in his philosophy, 

Dooyeweerd now not only. asserts the possibility but al-

so the existence of contact between illll'lBnentist and Cal-

vi:ni.st philosopher, ·and even allows for error in the 

latter·fs philosophical account of reality. Yet the -

question ,of how the suspension of philosophical preju­

dic-es -·which embles the ·imma.nenti·st philosopher to re­

co)Jnise the' state of affa;irs ·.initiating the :formal ar­

gument of tb~ cr1tique:1 - is possible, is entirely ig­

nored. Moreover• ·his very·coneeption ·Of structural states 

of affairs which are to' be distinguished from thei.r 

. philosQphic8.1 interprets. tion, is, with the exception 

of unimportant casual references, mentioned only: in the 

passages quoted or referred to in this ·chapter; and its 

only mention in the sixty pa.g~s comprising the exposition 

of .the transcendental -critique itself; is at the point o~ 

t~a.nsition to the thi·rd transcendental problem: "DP to now 

it (·the argument) has remained strictly within the theoretio 

/cal 



;sphe;re,. . am ·has lBtid bare structural atat.e s of' affairs 

which have be·en ignored under the very influence of the 

dogma as :to the ·autonomy of theoretical reason. However, 

these states of affairs, ·once .they have been discovered, 

ma.y no longer be igno.red by anyone vtho appre<dates a veri-
. • . . . . 16) 

tably critical .. standpoint in. philosophy. u This para• · 

graph makes little .irtlpression on the reader, and does not 

appear as a significant statement on the problem of communi­

cation. 

It is theref.ore necessary to attempt to construct 

a c~onsistent statement o:f' wmt Dooyeweerd does in fact 

mean by. the philosophical .epoehe, a_nd. to examine its im­

plications. 

Dooyeweerd has distinguished between the structural 

and the subjeeti ve order.~. between the i_mmediate testimony 

o:f' reality and the _philos ophica.l interpretation of this 

~testimony. He .is referri~ here, :firstly, to the 

plasti.c horizon of experience. which we meet in naive ex• ·· 

peri·en.ce:, ani see.ondly, to the moda.l horizon• including the·· . . 

special modal states· of affairs or phenomena. which are the 

data of the special sciences. While the influence of apos­

tate :presupp.ositfons distorts a.ni obscures this ·testimony, 

the .suspension of' philosophical prejudice~ enables the s truc­

tura.l states of affairs to· speak· :for themselves aga.in. Freed 

from his philosophic interpretation,. the imma.nentist philo""! 



sopher can now both recognise and describe .these states of 

affairs.. However, at once two significant alternatives · 

arise. 

Firstly, Dooyeweerd 's distinction between the testi­

mony of states. of affairs; and. our philosophical .interpre-
. . '. . . . . . . . 17) 

tat ion of it, . point.s t·o the .fact·;. also noted l:JY Marlet. 

tbat philosophy proceeds in a two-fold way: it establishes 
.. 

and describes relevant states of affairs,. am it interprets 

them in terir~.s of 1 ts ba.s.ic idea. of philosophy, the content 

of which is determined by: the religious a prior.i. which the 

philosopher has consciously ·or unconsciously accepted. The 

methodical suspension of prejudices will then enable the 

philosopher to rec(,gnise. and describe the states of affairs. 

· But if thfa is so; it ·is difficul't to see the. value of the 

~l?oe~. Is the philosophical· activity of the imma.nentist 

philosopher who has succeeded in freeing himself :from his· 

pre.judices then ~rely corifined to a description of states 
. - ~ . 

of affairs? This woU1d seem to follow •. if the philosophical 

interpretation, implying the construction of a phllosopby, 
" 

is onl.y made possible 'by a basic .idea. which is either 

apostate or Christian. 

Let us consider the other alternative, tba.t the 1m­

manentist philosopher with suspended pre:judiic:e:SJ is indeed 

able to proceed to the construction of a. philosophical 

·system. The. question which immediately arises. in one's 
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mind a.t t'his point, is :whether· we have not perhaps mi.sun ... ·'· 

der·€!tood· Dooyeweerd •s views". Is he not perhaps allowing for 

a phenomenological description· .of an ontical state of af­

fairs; which will compel our assent in virtue of its imme­

diacy? In such a philosophy ttconstruction!' and "interpre-
• . ·£...<_... • . 

tation" will· at its minimUm~ am the a.ecouDt of nwie a.lles 
1\ 

sieh zum Ga.nzen webt'1 . will simply be .an elaboration of . 

. the state·s of affairs which have been discovered by tbe 

philosopher. We a.re faced here ··with the. opinion of D. Jel­

lema., the American Qal'rinist philosopher., when he 1.1Vri tes 

that Doo;ewe_erd1 like the neo-Calviniat Stoker and the Catho-: 

lie Edith Stein, ·effected a synthesis between the Christian 

religion ·and German phen~nology • .Tellema perceives a. 

correspondence bet\feen Nicolai Hartn:ann's Schiehtenba.u ani'· 

his discovery of irreducible ontol·ogieal levels, and Dooye- · 

weerd's account ·of" the modal spheres,. which he ascribes 

tbo: the influence of Huseerl on both Hartmann am Dooye ... 
' 18} 

: weerd)1 a.nd through Ha.rtrm.nn on Dooyeweerd. He also refe·rs 

to the philosop'by of' the American philosopher Ja.me.s ~ible-
19} .. 

nan, similarly·· influenced by Hartmann, who,. irrespective\ · 

of any knowledge of the !:i~ts'begee:;:,te der W~tsidee or accep­

tance of the Ca.lv'inist religio~s moti-ve. evolved a system 

of eight ba.sie law spheres corresponding in many respects 

to ·that of Dooyeweerd. 20) 



Jellema 's co:mparis·on between Hartma.nn and Dooy!Jweerd 

is, however., extremely superficial• as .is evident from the 

following pas·sa,ge: 
l ' . •' ,' 

"VAD (the. philosophy of' .Vollenhove n and Dooyeweerd) 
. . . - ' -

and 'Rartl'i'Jann also have differences. of co~se;" Jellema 

. writes, "lia.rtmann does 'nt believe in God• VAD d.o. :aut this 

difference, as far as I ·can trJake ·out, has. iittle major 

effect on the structures of their respect i~ philosophies. 

The law that go"iferns one .o'f H'.artma.nn.1 s spheres is immanent; 

the law. tha.17 goverl'lS one. of VAD 's spheres . is given by God. 

But this means no more than that V.AD's philosophy .can be 

called a 'Christian phenomenologyi•, just as Woltjer's 
' ' ' . . ' '' 21) 

philosophy can be called a 'Christian :rFitat-D:nism .. ,J' •• 

The differences so cas~lly di.smissed by Jellemaa.re 
' . ' ' ' ' ' 22) 
really of a :fundan:-ental na:ture. As J~kkes poiti'ts out, 

Dooyeweerd 'e conception of the modal spheres differs radi­

cally from that of Hartmann or Feibleman in so tar as they 

. may never be considered apart from the heart of man. With ~ 

this we n:ia.y agree.· While the modal spheres are. sovereign 

in. their own orbits, ·they are not 'autonomous• but can be 

fully understood only in the light of their .complete de, ... 

pendence on the' Origin of 'all meaning. Wh11e t 'te influence 

of phenomenology might be traced· in his Inaugural .lecture, 
' ' 

where we find him speaking .of the 'intuitive :perception 
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25} 
of the sphe:rte~ of: la:i-t, t Dooyewee1~. •s l'!atu~ and c.onei-. 

der·ed opitl:f.on .is tb?.t :modern pb.enom3nology is a mueh ·more, 

dangerous adversary ·of e. 'Ohriatia.rr phi.losopbj" than clnsei-. 

oal Runu"l-nisttc !dea.liatn er ·naturalism. This is owing t.o the 

fact, he. m-ites_. tmit it ba.B penetrated to an a. priori le-. .- . . ., 

. - . 

i:fel of philosophic tho~ht which had· ne1;rer been seen so 

sharPlY in tbe earlier Humanistic vi-ewe, 'rendering the sem­

blance · of its being unbiaeed. all the stronger and all. the 
24) - .· 

more deceptive.. :But ~ceording to him the phenomenologi-

cal .attitt:de itaelf i:s .founded in a religious prejudice,~ 

namely. -that '!!Jle _ln.'Z§!_etigator 1.1!. s_ove~!l!Sn am free of"· C':1 

anx relig,iOUf[ lit'~_judice. As such this attitude lacks a. 
. . . 25) -

tra.:nsce nde ntal se lf-cri t ieism. 

Dooy-eweerdts criticism of :phenomenology;• then, is 

not directed. against .its .attempt to proceed from a.n 'onti­

cal level. of phil:-os.ophic thought 1 {states of affairs); but 

against 1 t s olaim tba.t the phil.os ~Jpber can present a phe­

nomenologice.l view of the cosmic totality :free of presup­

positions. This substantiates- our conclusion that• fo:r 

Dooyeweercl. ltf a philosopher with tH1Spended prejudices 

proceeds to the construction of a. philosophy,. it must 

··. 
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necessa:ril.y be' controlled by a basic idea, e'ither apostate· 1 

or Christian." If it f.s aposta.te1 the immanentist philosopher 

is back where he was, and 'this interpretation must again 

be suspended, etc .• e·tc.· On the .other hand, he· cannot do so 

in accordance with the Ch.ristia.n basic idea, 'because this 

dema.nds a. total regeneration of the heart.· .In either case•. 

thus, the· possibility of jH>Sitive philosophic activity .ap-
./. ;. 

pears to be excluded."/ 

·It is here that thl3 . importance· ·of the transcenden-
'· 

tal critique becomes evident. 'the suspension· of philosophi­

cal prejudi'cee ItRkes possible th~ recognition of the modal 

state of affairs whi~ch.Doozeweerd pre:sents as the starti!B 

·£Oint of the oriUgue .• The transcehdenta.l critique i tsel.f 

is not a. phflosophiea.l .system; it is a uprolegomenon" to 

philosophy, an examination of' the pre-condit.ions of philo• 

sopby considered as a view· .of totality. Accepting Dooye.. •· 

weerd 's de scription of' the modal diversity, the immanentist1 

· philosopher can now accept the fort)a.l argument and recognise 

the neoessi ty of the religious presuppositions of thought. 

The way ·of' critical self-reflection :further shovis him the 

antinomies in his o~ thought a. ttl the dogmatic, uncritical 

nature of the axioms he bas' hitherto accepted as self- - ' 

evident. F.ina.lly; if he· cannot accept the philosophy of the· 

-eosmonomio idea, he at least pereelves that it is free 
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of antinomy. ln other words, if the suspension of preju-
' . 

di.oes by the immanentist philosopher does not enable hi~~ ~ 

to construct a philosophy, it makes possible accurate des­
cription .of the states of affairs re.le'tlitnt· to philosophi­

cal research, a cr1tiaa.1. appre~ia;tion. of the preaup:posi­

tions of thought and critical self-kriowledge. Dooyeweerd 

has thus established a common critical basis for philoso­

phical discussion, founded in the compelling evidence of 
reality itself .. 

However. this conclusion a.sslmJ.eS the 'possibility· 

of' the· ~oche .. But now it must be pointed out that if a 
' . 

:Philosopl"lioa.l interpretation of ·states of affairs is con-
• . '! 

trolled by the basie. idea. ·Of the philosopher, which in its 

turn receives ita content from tb.e religi-ous a :priori., the 

auspensiotJ of this philosophical interpreta,tio.n must 

neoesse.ril:y involve :the suspension of the influence of' the 

religious a priori. It not. we. must e.asume that the in­

fluence of' the religious a priori stops s.t the theore ... 

tical ho;r;oizon, allowing the -theoretica.l sphe!"e of con-

seiommess t-o :function in. a neutral manner,· thus contra­

dicting Dooyeweerd *s view that the theoretical horizon may 

never be d.ete:ohed f'ro:m tho horizon· o:f the setfhoodt which 

cally stated to be '*.impossible". Yet h:f .. a doctrine o'f the 

·provisional eJ!ocU.e points to some such conclusion.· 
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These objections are a.ccut."atel.y gauged 'by Dooye­

weerd,;. an~ _we find that he clearly d.esoribes the contra­

dieti·on which he ex:Peets to be' attributed to him: 

ft]).oes this meth~~ical suspension ·Of p}lilosophical 

:prejudices imply an elimination of the religious star-
. . 

~irig points?n he askS •. Ulf SO;.·· it WOUld. be necessary to 

accept a religious neutrality wnich contradicts at least 

the universal necessity of a religious basic motive with 

respect. to theoretical i:nquiry .. If not, the •states of 

affairs' which should provide a. common basis :for philo-
. . ' . 26) 
sophical. discussion cannot satisfy this requirement .• n 

Dooyeweerd is content to 'leave the matter here, 

with the bald assertion of the po.ssibility of the S.Jloche 

in the face of the· .influence· of the religiou.s basic motive, 

and we are left to.draw our own'conolusions. However, 

·unless, we assl.il'lia that the ~pocbe. is the result of a spe• 

cial act of divine grace, which - apart from the :ra.et 

tbat it would in effect mean the introiuction of a. deus 
. . ~ . 

. e.x ma·china ·into the philosophical argument ...; .leaves us 
~ •' ,- . 
with the perplexing question. of Why it does not always 

intervene, and with equal success, there i.s only one pos­

sible aolut ion. We e'onsider that Dooyeweerd means that 



the influence of the religious a priori is only in evi• 

denee in positive philosophic activity. There appears to 

. be no reason why the imma.nentist philosopher may not sus­

pend his philosophical prejudices in the sense of ceasing 

from philosophical activity. In other words, if and when - -
he philosophisest he cannot escape the influence of the 

religious a; priori; but he is not determined to philoso­

phise. And if he does not philosophise, he can place him­

self in the position of a man who has not yet started to 

philosophise and who has not yet distorted the evidence 

of ontical states of affairs thro~h the influence of the 

religious a priori. This seems to be the most satisfac­

tory interpretation of Dooyeweerd 's conception of the 

suspension of philosophical prejudices. 

However. if we have solved this problem~: another 

and graver difficulty arises, which we m~ formulate as 

follows: How is the pre-theoretical recognition of struc­

tural states of affairs by the imma.ne ntist philosopher 

possible. if, as Dooyewe.erd has repeatedly pointed out. 

the influence of the religious a priori, both Christian , 

and apostate. penetrates into the entire subjective hori­

zon ani into naive experience itself? 
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Here again, in lieu of any specific treatment of the \ 

problem in Dooyeweerd 's philosophy, we must attempt to con­

struct a consistent account of wbat Doa.yeweerd does in fact 

mean by the pre-theoretical recognition of states of affaire. 

This is no problem in the sense that he acknowledges, and 

indeed, emphasises, the universal recognition of such states 

of affairs as a fact which cannot be questioned. It only be­

comes a problem when we ask how this is compatable with 

the doctrine of antitheaie, and whether it does not again 

involve Dooyeweerd in tm hypothesis of a pre-theoretical 

neutral sphere of consciousness. 

After a close scrutiny of the argument of the V/ijsbe­

seerte der Weteidee, the only possible solution to this 

problem seems to appear in some paragraphs devoted to the 

doctrine of common grace. Indeed; for a Calvinist philoso­

pher who takes the doctrine of antithesis seriously, the 

doctrine of co:rmnon grace seems to offer the only possibili­

ty of communication with a philosophic world whieh is al-· 

most entirely !ilDl'IBnentist '• However, this doctrine iteel1 

bas never achieved a final d c:gnatic precision in Calvinist 

theology, am, a.s Ul.sselink has pointed out, it is subject 
27) 

to diverse interpretations. 

The main points of difference are concerned with the' 1 

sense in which Calvin's conception of co~on grsce should be 

interpreted. According to Calvin, as we saw in Chapter I, 
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common grace restrains the full effect and implications of, 

sin, and enables unregenerated nan to perceive something of 

God's general revelation, an::l even to recognise the Author 

of the world in His works. Hence Calvin feels justified in 

praising the excellences of heathen philosopby, art and 

science, as a manifestation of the universal charity and 

grace of God. 

In his account of the traditional Reformed view of 

this doctrine, Masselink emphasises that this doctrine does 

not allow for any natural powers left in fallen nan, ani that 

it does not cancel the effects of original sin. He thus ra-

dically differs from the position of ~an Til in the latter's 

paper on common grace. According to Van Til, man has certain 

'moral powers' in spite of original sin, and common grace 

only restrains the principle of evil in natural ma.n in or­

der that these inberent moral powers ma.y come to expression. 

Masselink protests against this view, stating that if natu­

ral ma.n still has knowledge of God and morality, entirely 

apart from the operations of God's spirit, it must follow 

that natural nan is not 'dead in trespasses and sin'. In 

other words, be continues, this whole reasoning brings us · \ 

logically to the Arminian position, am, carried to its eon-
28) 

elusion, denies total depravity. 

According to l!a.ssel.ink, Van Til is wrong when he 

makes a constant appeal to Calvin for support of his views. 

~sselink .agrees with Berkouwer and Hepp that Calvin never 
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considered tba.t man ba.d any 1-em:nant of na.t~l:t tba.t 1s, 

autonomous rational knowled~e leftt;, irrespective of OO!Jll110n 

grace, .. which ll'Ja.kes the ·disposition of fallen man still. 

receptive to the exte.rnal and internal witne:ss of the HolY 

Sp:irit. In ·ot'her words, common grace does ·not remove the 

impediments to the. natural ·runoti~ning of ma.n1 s mind, but. 

it checks the principle of decay operating in the mind. 
. . 

The view, 'lately developed ;lJY Christopher J?awson, that for 

Calvin the hmm. n :mind possesses a .natural knowledge of God, 
.29) 

thus cont·radicts lssselink's .conception of common grace. 

Dooyeweerd, too, critfoises what he· terms "Reformed 

Scholasticism", in which the distinction between nature and 

grace is continued in the distinction between special am 
common gr.a.ce, the latter finding a contact with current 

30). -
'neutral' philosophy. ~e recognises in common grace a 

counter force against the destructive work of sin in the 

cosmos, because the antithesis between sin and creation is 

. realty a.br.~gated by tbe redemption in .resus Christ. ·However,, 

common grace may not be d talistically opposed t 0 particu- ·. 

la.r grace. It" this is done, the dualistic motive of nature 

and grace is permitted to· enter Reformed thought under a no• 

ther name• Dooyeweerd empbasise:s that Calvin himself sub­

ordinated 'gratia Co11lmunis' to 'gratia pa.rt.ioularis' and to 

· 'tbe_ honour and glory of God '• am that common gr.a.ce is 
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meaninglet'ls- without ·Christ as the root and head .of the 

regenerated ,human. race. ttGra tia. c ommunis,n Do oyewee.rd con­

eludes; •'is grace shown to ~nkind aa a whole, which is 

negenera.ted .in ite new root Jesus Christ. btit has not yet 
. . - .· . 31) 

been loosened f'rom its old apostate r>oot." . . 

Dooyeweerd 's views are wholly in ac_c.ord with Ba.vinc:k •s 

distinction between gener.a.l and special revelation, and 

Hepp 1s .concepti()n. of the t~stimonium .S;eiri;tus Sa.ncti £e~EJ.,- li 

rale _i.nterntm:t and externum. The states of affairs are 

founded ·in the structu:r-e of ,the cosmos; created by God:, . 

and exist independently of man. They present the final, in- , 

dubitable "given'. fr-om wl).ich science and philos.ophy :proceed 

in their theoretical· account. of· reality, 'indubitable; be• 

eau.ee of the certainty generated in man thl"Ol€h the testi­

mony of the 'Holy Spirit. :Both ap·ostate and redeemed man 

share this ,certainty; their ~ifferenees only arise with 

the interpre_tation of the states of affairs, or,· as Hepp 

puts it, in derived truth. · 

But ·common grace does not only mea.n that the Holy 

Spirit testifies to all men; 11; ~lso,. as tnsselink bas 

shown, preserves the •re,cepti'V'ity• of man to this testimo­

ny'"' ·This points to the fact tba.t the testimony preaupposf;}s _ 

structural conditions in hunan nature itself~ This is 

indeed .acknowledged by Dooyeweerd when he writes tbat the 
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nature .of :rm.·n reveal~ a :()Oint of contact fo.r divine grae~. 

In hi.s c osmolog-;f he bas stated tha. t this point of c ontJ=t.ct # 

·i.s the ,m¢~:1: sphere of f.a.tth. l?istis is il'tlpla.nted .in man •s 

nature, .and is thus ''natu,-a.l' to :nnn ,.in t~ sen·se o:r an 
. ·, ,' . 

t ineradicable e.e:pect .of', his :st·ruet ure:, present even from 

hie orea.ti.on. l"lcooyewe~rd re:fErrs here to Kuypezt ts c.oneep-
. , I ' , . 

tio.n ~'f faith as a funati.on whieb;, apart fl."'·Om its pure]Jt 

soteriqlogical meaning~ als() bQ:s :a. much wider cosmological 
. . . 

and. epistemolog.ioal significance, and wh.ieh is present in 
. . ~) . . 

,all branehes of knowledge,. This c.orresponds to Repp •s 

view, -quoted by Dooyeweercl. tba.~. without t!1st1sa m~tl would 

be .lnc~pa.ble of' .a.ny. so,ienee., philos opbY,' morality or re­
·ss) · 

ligion. 

.All men; then, have a ne.t:uraJ. receptivity to the 

_ test imotzy' of the ::1p1r1.t• . ~nd al;t men do, · in fact,, receive 

_, J- tbie .te~timony,. not thro~h a necessity of their .mtura:. 

but a.s tbe result -o:f .¢omnon gra,;oe .• From this must 'be 
. : ' . . . -· '. 

_eonclud.ed. tba.t; although the te_stimony itself is :BUperra­

tur~l. it is so eonstant ,and univellsa.l that its withdrawal 

would mean, :if not ·the d-estruction, at least the totS:l para­

ly-sis of. nan*s thinking and all the a·ct'ions which fl-ow from 

it. Considered thusc~ .. there is little pr~ctica.l difference 

/be·tweeri this 
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view and the view tmt man can •naturally' recognise struc­

tura-l st.ates. :of' affairs. The- .only difference seems to be 

whethe·r· this abi11ty is implanted i_n ·man at his creation, 

or- whether it is presented to man as a ·continual act of 

·. grace. 

However, if coll'ltl1on· grace- preserves the modal sphere 

of faith, there is reason to suppose tha.t the other spheres 

. will a.leo be preserved. Indeed,. according to Dooyeweerd, 

. common grace preserves the structure -of the, entire cosmos. 

It is .all due to --God."s common grace in Chi-ist, he writes, 

that there are still. means le:ft in the world t'o resist t re 

destructive· force of sin. Th4s meaning in apostasy remains 

'real ~eaning in accordan~e with its creat urely mode of 

being. For example, an illogical reasoning can occur only 

. within the logical modality of meaning; the non-beauti.ful 

can only be :found . in the aesthetic law sphere; .organic 

disease remains something within the biotic modality. Sin 

itself has no meaning or -existence independent .of God's 

laws, and in this sense St .. - Paul's utterance is to be un- · . 
34) 

. derstood, to the· effect that b-ut for the law, sin. is dead. 

This conception is-emphatically repeated in the fol-. 

-lowing passage: 

"In our telilJ)oral cosmos God's cominon grace reveals 
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itself, as Kuyper brol.8ht to light eo emphatically, in the 

preservation of the cosmic world-order. OWing to this pre­

serving grace the framework of the temporal refraction of 
35) 

meaning remains intact." 

But if this is indeed Doo,yeweerd's view, it follows 

that common grace must also preserve the modal structure 

of thought. In that case the hypothesis of a methodical. 

suspension of philosophical prejudices could be rejected in 

favour of a view in which the 'natUl"e' of thought is pre­

served by common grace. The above passages point to such 

a conception, arxl it appears to be substantiated in an ar­

ticle by Dooyeweerd devoted to an expos! tion of the tran­

scendental critique. 

"It cannot be questioned," be writes, "that the con­

ceRtion of the transcendental criti~ue of philosopby main­

tains the theoretical aetivitl of tho~ht between those 

who ~roceed from radiEallY different points of view. This 

is made possible bX the fact that this critique is fo~ 

ded in the ontical structure of philosophical thought, 

which is of universal validitx, and is not based on a pure-
- 36) 

ly subjective prejudice." 

In another article he explains wba.t he understands by 

the ontical structure of theoretieal thol€ht. 'Ontical '• he 

states, means 'founded in the temporal order of reality', and, 



. as such;k unchangeable and not subject to. historical de­

velopment. The structure of' thought is,, :firstly, of a lo• 
. ' 

gtca.l nature, but the order of time connects this log_ical 

aspect with all other modal aspeets of reality. The second 

structur.a.l characteristic of thought is the antithetical 

relation between the analytical sphere a.nd its field of 

research. Finally.,· the modal· structure .of the &ea;enstalJ~ 

must be considered- as part of the structure ·of tho~ht. These­

are- all st.ates of .af:ta.lr.s of uniwrsal valid.ity. Dooyeweerd 

ernpha.sises that not a subje-ctive. purely epistemological 

· . a. priori,.· but an ontical, structural a. ,priori, guarantees­

the· poss'ibility or a theoretical community of thought, sit-
. . ' . . . -37) 

ua.te·a in _the. •nature' of theoretical thought· as such. 

It is di·fficult to decide how these passages must be , • 

interpreted.. It a.ppea;rs as· if Dooyeweerd is st~.ti:ng tmt the· 

point -of contact between philosophers is to be found in tbeo-
. . ' 

retica.l thought itself., which is "o:f U:ttiver·sal validity for' 

all time." It, by t'he universal validity of the structure; of 

thought; be means that its laws and principles are also o'f r 
. ' 

universal validity, his view corl'esponda to that of Gilson, 

who bas stated t'ha.t the unity at philosophical thO't~ht is 

/situated 
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in the first principle.a of :r:ea.son, which are the ea.me :for 

all l1Jetl• But. - unless Dooyeweerd allows :for another epoche p 

and another testimonium, - how is this view to be reconciled • , •w_.... 

with hi.s doctrine of t~e religious a priori? 

Thi,s implication bas been. noticed by the Catholic 

thinker, J' •. Jansen; who has written an :illuminating article 

on' the present state of C'hr'iatia.n phil.osoph.V. devoting some 

attention also to the Wi.isp*e&eel"te ~er Wetside~. According 

. to Doo)revteerd '.s a.rguinent in the critique. Jansen wri tee, 

contact is sought on the basis of an 'ontical a. priori'. 

He asks whether this does not mean that in the ontical struc­

ture of thought and in the relation of thought to cosmos, 

the Creator has placed a certain autonomy, which may serve 

as a common ground between the Cbri stia.n and the immane mist 
. ' . . 

philosopher. DooyeW'eerd :ma.y not be prepared to grant ~his, 
. ' 

but according to Jansen it appears to be borne out by the 

theory of the modal spheres,, wbe.re each sphere has to a cer­

tain extent a cosmonomic autonomy. Furthermore,. doe;s not 

Dooyeweerd 's ·conception of' the, universal, ontical structure 

·of thought imply a relative weakening of the influence of 

the religious a p;t"iori? ·If this is .indeed so, J'ansen fini1s 

great ·:PossibilitiE~s for commun1eatio1.1, but. he claims that 

in that ca.se ,Dooyeweera h;a~ mde ·a. compromise with imma.nentist 

philosophy which woUld justify us in accusing his philosopby 
. . ., 38) 
of be 1ng *dialectical t. · 



Except· for raising these questions, .Jansen does not:. 

mentton the problem of ·communication·. again in his exposi­

tion of the philof3ophy of the oosmonomic i-de~; but it is 

clear that. if he ~s lndee4 rightly interpreted Dooye­

weerd 's thought, he has touched on. a fund~menta.l, contra­

diction. 

However,· it is ·di:ffi,cult ·to. re.concile- this inter,pre• 

tatlon with the problem. lying at the root of the critique-or 
• . . ' 

Thfs i·s ·the problem ·Of the dogmatic e:Kclusivism of the 

schools, .whlch .de.stroys ·communication .• Hence Dooyeweerd 's 

.ins.il:rtence that the philosopher should practise critical 

self' ... reflection1 arrl his denand for philosophical inte-. . 

grity ... This mea,ns, f.irstlYt that he must recognise am 

_acknowledge the supra""theore.tica.l presuppositions of his 

own· thought.. Sec_ondly, he. must realise that thought al~ 

ways and riec~ssarily involves presuppositions, that 1s, 

that lt is in the nature of thoqght t.o proceed from pre ... 

suppositions. Critidal thinking, then, is thirild.ng which 

eo:nforms to the true nature of thought and which has re­

linquished the idea. of the autonomy of .reason as i taelf 

a. dogmatic axiom. 

This is simply a repeti tfon of what Dooyeweerd him~ 
. -

self ru:{s said,: but it has the merit of showing clearly tl:Bt 

his reference to the universal Va.lidity ot the structure 
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of' thought cannot mean, .. as Jans~n has concluded, tmt he 

accept~ a cer~a.in autonpmy of thought. T;tterefore we must . 

examine a .. second ani more probable interpretation, namely, 

that Dooyeweerd. means that the point of _contact is si tua ... 
l 

ted in the common ~osnition of the unbrera~l structure 

of thought. Th'is, interpretation is, mo~eQve:t"',: wholly in 

a~oord with his view that- the critique is founded in struc• 

tural stt;ttes of affairs, ·which include-r. the- modal structure 

<?f thought,, the recognitio!l of which is ensured_ by the 

two-fold testimony of the Holy S:piri t.-

·If this interpretation is correct. the_ only question 

which remains ls whether this recog.nition of the structure 

of th-ought, which precedes ·the acceptance of the formal 

·argument of- tbe critique, does indee~ create the condi­

tions ·ror a. philosophical dial-ogue between the .llisbeg_ee:r­

te der Wetsidee and immanentist philosophy. 

But at once we are faced with the questi-on as to 

why we should _ind.eed accept Dooyeweerd 's description of 

the modal spheres and the modal _structure o:f thought as 

-indubitable .states of affairs •. Assu.rning the testimonium. 

§piritus. ~ncti se!)e,rale i .. nt.ernum an:l exte;rnum and the 

:fides s_eneralis which .it genei'ates, assuming, that our 
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,.. I 

Ph:ilosophic prejudices are indeed provisionally suspended, 

it does not follow that nooyeweerd 's account must neces­

sarily be a.cce·pted. Described in the ba~est poss.i~l·e 

t~rms, the structural state of affairs with which he is . ,· . ' 

concerned ls the existe.nce of irreducible di varsities in 

the cos~os. In the thomlst doctrine of analogy this diver­

sity is described 1~ a way. which diff'ers from Dooyeweerd 's 

description. Dooyeweerd 'bas· stated that. this is already 

. an interpretati.ota,. caused by the influence of the reli­

gious motive of nature ani grace .• But within the orbit of 

neo-Calvinistic philosiophy .itself, Stoker accepts nooye-

. weerd •s description .only if it· is supplemented by· other· 

possible descriptions of. the rele-vant state of affairs • 

. Dooyeweerd replies that $toker 's a.coount is no·t as funda­

mental as his own, moreovex-" that .Stoker's use of' the no-. . . . 

tion o~ substance as one. cosmic perspective,, points to a 

synthesis. with. :immanentist philosophy •. If the possibility 
- . ' ~ . . . . 

of dif'ferrences rega;rdtng the exa.e.t nature· of the cosmic 

diversity:, eve·n within·-neo-.Calvinistic ph.ilos~phy itself.,· 

does not necessarily mean that Dooyeweerd •:s account is in• 

correct or lmcomplete·. it does mean that it cannot be ac• 

cepted without .further a.d.o as self·-evident. The same holds 

for his description· of ip(lividua.l modal spheres .• 

Hawever, it 'cannot be questioned that in his account 
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of the ontica.l at1•uctu"t"e of thought, nooyeweerd has indeed 

proceeded beyond the legitimate boundary of an unpreju­

diced description. The critique starts with the problem of 

abstraction: what do we abstract in theoretical thought 

from naive experience? Yet, as Stoker has pointed out, 

Dooyeweerd 's conception of naive experience already reveals 

the i nfil.uence of the c oemonomic idea, a. n:l his a.cc aunt of 

the act of abstraction, which issues in his account of the 

modal aspects and the antithetical structure of thought• 

is itself only possible from the point of view of his basic 

idea. This is especially evident in his conception of the 

~:Iegensta.nd-relation, which Dooyeweerd describes as the oppo­

sition between the logical aspect of the self and some 

other aspect of the concrete a.ct of thought. This account 

assumes the whole scale of modal spheres, the posit ion of 

the analytical sphere within this scale. the internal 

structure of the analytical sphere and his concepti.on of 

the ego as a totality o'f modal spheres. This doos not ex­

clude the possibility that his account ma.y .be correct; but 

it shows that this account is already an interpretation, 

and, as Dooyeweerd himself has stated, an interpretation 

necessarily involves the ,basic idea a.nd religious a. priori 

of the philosopher. Therefore it cannot be considered an 

unprejudiced description. 
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But provisionally accepting these matters as nooye-r 

weerd has presented them, does the argument of the critique 

itself comply with the demand that it shall be necessary? 

If we turn to tm second transcendental problem, 

the necessity of an archimedean point in philosophy follows. 

It also follows that the archiedean point cannot be situ­

ated in tbe theoretical antithesis itself or in any modal 

aspect. 'But it does not necessarily follow tbat it is sit­

uated in the self', in the sense Doo~weerd wishes us t2.... 

understand thi~, unless we also accept his account of the 

self as a subjective totality of modal spheres, described 

in terms of the striking image of the refraction of God's 

law through cosmic time into modal articulations. ani their 

concentration in the heart of man. 

Proceeding to the third transcendental problem, we 

find that Dooyeweerd 's conception of religion, too, is 

treated cosmonomically: it has the function of relating 

the diversity of meaning, focussed in the self, to the 

origin. Finally, the structure of the religious basic mo­

tives themselves reveals the influence of the cosmonomic 

idea. A religious motive is apostate if it is dialectical. 

It is dialectical if it gives rise to antinomies, tbat is. 

if it does not eatis:f'y the requirements of the principium 

exclusae antinomiae, which, a.Ccording to Dooyeweerd, pre-



supposes the acceptance of the· transcendental idea of cos-· 
39) . 

mic order. The Christian-Ca.lvinistic motive1 on the other 

hand, is termed by Dooyeweerd 1 integral'• free of dialecti­

.. cal tension; and 1 in so far as it enters the theoretical 

. realm through the basic idea, free of antinomy. ·And it is 

from this· very basic motive that Dooyeweerd 1 s cosmonomic · 

idea receives its content, ani which in its tu.t'n controls 

Dooyeweerd 's. interpretation of the ontical · st·ructure of 

thought arid the modal.diversity in which the critique is 

founded. 

It thus appears that the proof of the critique not 

only asa'l..ttres what must be proved; .but assume·s at every step 

of' the argument what must be pro"'f'ed. The erii;;ique. fails 1. 

not because as a. proof it accepts the doct:r:-ine of' the auto-
. . 

nomy. of reason, but becaus~ it is :both a meulus. vitiosus 

and petifu principii. 

If the critique has. failed, it 100ans, · firstly, that 

Dooyewee:rd has failed to prove his cla.ir.a that the cri t.ique 

is the fina.l th~oretical :foundation of philosophy, in so :far 

as .it gives a theoretical account of the supra-theoretical 
40) . 

hypothesis of. all thought. ·Therefore the philosopher who 

does not accept Dooyeweerd 's conception of the religious 

foundation of thought, is justified in rejecting Dooyeweerd 1s 

des.criptio.n ·of his philosophy as 'imma.nentist •. 
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. It means •. · secondly, t m.t Dooyeweerd has failed to 

· f'.ind a point of contact between. philosophies pr·oceed':ing 

·f;Om: 'radically d.ifferent pOintS Of. departure. On the COll-I 

'trary~ in so ·far .a.s his .own phllosophi.cal posit:t'on and the . . . 
critique itsel:f .1's ~holly: determined by the c'ont~nt of his· 

' ,. 

basic idea,. it revealfiJ the same do.sma;tic exclusfvism cha.-· 

racterist'ic .. of imma.nentist philo.sop:t.(V .• ·The only difference 

betwee~ t'hem ·is that the.· irnma.ne ntist philosophe~ is uncri·· 

t.ically dogn&:tfc·, while bo'oieweerd is c:on.sc.iously am 

.critically dogmtio. 

In. a'ttempt~ng to establish the deeper r.ea:son for the 

fail.ure of the transcendental critique;, we must turn again 
.. 

~() }looyeweerd •s conception .of the structure of thought • 

. He has rejected the view ,that nan is capable of' achieving. 

phil-osophic knowledge by tbe light of inr.ta.te principles of: 

intelligibility. He accepts Kuyper's view that as the con-. . . . 

scio'usnes's is 'one,. the attitude of the heart - the centre' 

.· ... ·of the personality - must nece.ssarily penetrate into theo­

retfcal. thotight itself in the form of pre'suppositio~f;!;. This I 

• I < 

causes him to distinguish between ·the structure and the 

'content of tho~ht. 'The structure of' t'hott;?;ht ls an empty 
- ' . 

:framework or re<:eptiv.itYi• which .must be filled 'by either 

a.n apostate' or a.. Christian content. 

· This S:tru~ture Dooyeweerd has already de scribed 
' 

above- as the relation between the analytical function ani 
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ita g_e~enstand._, and its connection with the whole modal 

hor.izon. But it now appears that this description errs by. 

omission. It is the modal structure of thought; it is even 

the ontical structure of thought, if by 'ontical' Dooye­

weerd means 'founded in the temporal order of reality. • 

But it is not the structure o:r hwm.n thinking in the full 

sense of the word. The very aim of the critique is to 

show that the antithetical relation demands an archimedean 

IJOint, a.nd that the archimedean point - the heart - ifl 

never neutral, ·but always directed in an atti.tude of sur­

render to an absolute. He emphasises that theoretical 

thought :ma.y never be separated from the dimension of the 

heart_, and that i:f i-t attempts to do so, it does not es­

cape the laws of its own structure, for it still retains 

archimedean point and religious a prior.i in an inverted 

and apostate sense. As at the level o:f the immediate per­

ception of structural states of affairs. the testimony of' 

the Holy Spirit :presupposes the sphere oi' faith as a struc­

tural condition, so at the level of derived truth the 

influence of the content of the religious a. priori pre­

supposes as its structural condition both the modal rela­

tion o:f antithesis and the heart as archimedean point, -
inclu&ing the presupposition originating in the heart's 

direction to an absolute. 



-201-

In other. words, the r$ligious presuppo~ition does 

·not imply an irrati'onal··.incur.sion into the autonomous 

realm of theoretical tl;lought. It .is 1 tself' par.t. of the . 

str.ucture of thought. This $s clearly expressed in Dooye­

weerd •.~;; statement that_ only the contents of' the supra.• · 
,. 

theoretical ·presuppositions can be questioned; but not the 

very 'B_e~o.essitJ!: of them. 

Tb.us Dooyeweerd is correct in claiming that lack o:f 

contact is caused by irreconeila.ble di:ff.erenees in the con­

tent and rli:rection of thought~ corresponding to the reli­

gious a priori ac-cepted by the J;>hilosopher. :But we cannot 

agree that the point of contact must therefore be sought . 

in the modal structure of' thotight, for his account of this 

modal structure only becomes intelligible in the context 

of the. full structure of thoUght which includes both a. 

modal, theo:retical struetln-a.l aspect and a. supra-theore­

tical structural aspect •. And this conception of the full 

structure of thought and. of the positive rol.e of religion 

in philosopbY, is the immediate implication o:f Dooyeweerd 's 

.interpretation .of the sovereignty of God., the central the­

sis of his religious a pr~ori. For· this reason we must 

conclude that the transcendenta.'l critique is not a proof 

but a description of Dooyeweerd.'a :fundamental epist-emolo­

gical assumpt-ion, ·whi·ch .lies at the root of hi's entt:re 
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philc.n~Qpl'ly andlin1ost tnaeeessibie to the il.lln'anent1st phi• 

losopher .• 

But 1:n tba.t caee Do~yeweerd can only conduct a. :Phi· 

_ lcH:mpbical dialogue with a pht:tos.opby _wh1oh. s-nares hi a 

con caption , of the religious root of thought and ·wbi·ebf; 

fortified and f.U1lightene6}by t)le sa.me Chr:t.stiM ·religious·. 

a prior.! and .self-knowledge, oan diaeuss and critici:ee 

h1a philosophy on the -'equal ·footlng" which he desires. 

It .is to this poss1bil1ty ·tmt we :rnuiit _finallY turn -our 

a.tte nt-i on.. 
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CHAP!'ER VI 

The Dialogue with Christian Philosopby. 

-1-

As was pointed out in C'h.a.pter I, Dooyeweerd 's central 

purpose is to develop a new concept of philosophy. In his 

doctrine of the antithesis in philosophy we furthermore no­

ted that for Dooyeweerd there are funda.n:entally only two 

concepts of philosophy: the one rooted in the Christian re-
' ligious motive and the other in the apostate. His concept 

of philosophy is then developed by continually contrasting 

it with immanentist philosophy and revealing the apostate 

root af this philosophy, the deification or absolutisation 

of hUJIBn reason. From the critical point of view, then, in 

tbe sense in which Dooyeweerd himself uses the word in the 

transcendental critique, the philosophy af the cosmonomic 

idea bas only one protagonist, immanentist philosophy, and 

it is with imma.nentist philosophy as sooh that Dooyeweerd 

attempts to communicate in the transcendental critique. 

On the other band there is an increasing tendency in · 

Dooyeweerd's publications to recognise the Christian founda-· 



< . , tiona- of' contemporary <Ca.tho~ic philosophy. Since the last 

decades. of the ·former century, Dooyeweerd writes, three 

phenomena. have appeared in Weste::rn philosopey. In the first 

place the decay of the Humanistic thought Which since the 

Renaissance lad dominated Western thought and which .reached -

its climax in German idealism; secondly, the great revival 

of Scholastic philosophy, especially that of thomism, ini• 

tiated by the papal encyclical, Aet.erni J?a.tris_ in 1879• 

and· lastly, the new phil.osophy ln the· Calvinistic world, -
. -

which bas re»Bined true to the. basic_ motives of the Ref or-

nation a.m. thus t,o the Christian faftth .itself. In tm gene- , 

ral disruption alll decay of .Western culture, he- continues, 

the older and apirittally eons·olidated cultural power.s of 

the West, Ronan_ Catholicism and Reformation, bave -arisen 

-anew to fight with modern weapons for .suprenaey in the 
. ' - - . .. 1} . - . . 

struggle. for the :.future of the west. . 

This pa.:ssa.ge reveals that the relati.on between Re­

formed _and Scholastic philosopby i .. s not only a relation g! _ -
- . 

opposition but a. relation in opposition.· Thus Dooyeweerd -
. ' ~ .. 

. . '. . 

·states that _the -question ·of the relation between nature and 

grace which causes t}1omiam and Reformed philosophy to di--

. verge, does not a:f'fe.ct their close -relationship.in virtue 

·.at a. common faith, am. which causes them also to present 11-

a common f1'ont to the idea of an autonomous J:'hilosopey WhiCh 
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'2) 
in principle rejects all relation with the Christian faith. 

This is further emphasised in the New Critigue of 

Theoretical Thought, Where Dooyeweerd writes that he defi­

nitely rejects the term "Calvinistic philosophy" as being 

appropriate to name the philosophy of the coemonomic idea, 

even though be fully acknowledges that this philosophy Wf!S 

the fruit of the Calvinistic re-a\7akening in the Nether­

lands and even though he himself, at an earlier stage of 

his develop:n:ent, called his philosophy' 11Calvin1stic." Be­

cause of its religious basic motive and its transcendental 

basic idea, this philosophy deserves to be cnlled Christian 
3) 

philosoph.y without any further qualification. Except for 

Reformed Christian philosophy, Dooyeweerd acknowledges a 

nee-Scholastic Christian philosopby, which has also aban­

doned the doctrine of the autonomy of reason. He mentions 

as the min representatives of neo-Scholalftic philosophy 

Gilson and Mlrita.in, on the one hand, following the tradi­

tion of Thonas Aqu1m.s, and on the other band the school 

of Blondel, which is more inspired by the Augustinian 
4) 

tradition. 

If both Reformed and neo-Scholaatic philosophy can 

be called Christian, this is. however. effected throUgh 

different conceptions o'f the Christian basic motive. Dooye­

weerd writes: 'tin the :forl'.lBr the Biblical basio motive of 
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the Christian religion is operative in a.n inml:" reformation 

of philosophic thought, whereas the latter renains bound to 

the SCholastic motive of nattn"e and grace and within this 

cadre onJ.y seeks to break through the boundaries between 

the natural and the supernatural spheres in order to show the 

insufficiency of naturaJ.
5
)hiloaophical thought in respect 

to the Christian faith." 

From the Catholic side we find a similar recogni­

tion of Dooyeweerd 's philosopby as Christian philosopey. In 

a. prize essay on the problem of Christian philosophy, the 

Catholic philosopher J. Jansen writes as follows: 

"As far as we can judge, Prof .. Dooyeweerd in his 

Wijsbegeerte der Wetsidee has been consistent to his Calvi­

nistic a. priori.. The sovereignty of God .. the fundamental 

point of Calvin's doctrine -and opposed to this the great 

insignificance of mn who dares to lift his band against 

God; the law, which states the absol.ute distance between 

crea.t ure and Creator of all things from Wltom, to Whom and 

through Whom everything exists; the new regeneration of 

the law through God's death on the cross1 the al.l-signifi• 

cant meaning of God's Word, Hol.y Scripture# tbe statement 

of the heart as religious centre of human existence• pre­

destination to salvation; justification only through faith; 

these are all typical Calvinistic motives, which penetrate 
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into the basic idea of this extremely interesting philoso­

phical movement. While the Catholics are still concerned . , , 

with the t:.2.!!!ldation of the building of' a Christian philosophy, 

the inaugurators of the philosophy of the cosmonomic idea 

have already succeeded with untiring energy and rigid syste­

matisation to achieve the building itself. In general there 

is no reason to question either the Christian or the philo-
6) 

sophical nature of this system." 

Jansen however objects to Dooyeweerd 's interpretation 

of' the motive of nature am grace, which .Tansen acknowledges 

as the religious a priori of Catholicism. According to .Tan­

sen, Dooyeweerd ascribes to this motive an imnnnentist cha­

racter in virtue of the latter 1 s accommodation to the Aris­

totelian motive of n:atter and form, its conception of tm 

root of hUl'IBn existence as situated in reason, nature as the 

autonomous step to grace, anl the weakening of the radical 

e".aristian conception of sin ani salvation • .Ta.nsen states 

that this criticism may be valid if directed against late 

Scholastic trends, but it is certainly not true of Thomas 

Aquinas, nor of modern Catholic philosophers such as Blondel, 

Ya.rcel or Robbers. He points out that the motive of sin am 

salvation itself could be interpreted as dialectical and 
7) 

unscriptural. Moreover, by wmt authority does Dooyeweerd 

consider the motive of nature and grace to be "unscriptura.l ?" 
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Jansen refers to the power of the Catholic apostolic tradi­

tion in the preservation of the meaning of Holy Scripture. 

He writes: 

"When a Catholic thus conso iously .and w1 th full know-

. ledge of wmt he is doing, bows his head before the authori­

ty of the Church, which teaches God's Word to fallen ar.d 

redeemed man; when he directs the •religious root• of his 

existence to God, am allows himself in his philosophic acti­

vity to be controlled by the doctrine of na.ture am grace. 

then also Prof'. Dooyeweerd will have to acknowledge tmt 

there is in this case no possibility of a 'theoretical' im­

n:anentist point of view, but of a. truly religious attitude, 

and consequently, that this religious attitude is a true 

worship of Gcxl and no apostate wo~ship of idols. But tm 

acceptance of the motive of nature and grace implies the 

acceptance of' the whole of Catholicism as .one great religious 

a priori, a.s indeed the Calvinist, with his motive of sin 

and salvation. really affirms tbe whole of his Calvinism as a 

religious reality. The religious basic motive is thus imme-
8) 

diately connected with tl:e whole of that specific religion." 

This difference in identity is expressed by Dr. :Mirlet 

in even stronger terms. Ma.rlet, a Jesuit, COl'.IB s to the con­

clusion tba.t neo-Cs.lvinist philosophy is founded in an au­

thentic Christian religious experience, which to a very great 
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. ' 
. extent corresponds to that of the early SCholastic thinkers. 

·· He. cb.aracterises this experietce as the experience of the 

glory of God.,. :reveali~g Himself as the sovereign am lord 

of all orea.tion, and 'Wh001 the whole creation must glorify. 

However». ·:Marlet c orisiders that ·th~s giive.s. expression to onl; · 

one aspect of the full Christ ian exper ienee. caused bY .. ~he 
. ' 

' 

secession of the Reformed world from the Mother Chur<?h• In 

.. this sense the Calvinistic ·religious a priori is more Huma.-
. 9} 

nistic than Scriptural .• 
.. 

Like J'ansen. ~rlet considers tba.t DooJreweerd does 'not. 

grasp the true . natUre of the catholic religious motive, by 
. ' . . ~ 

·. identifying ~t with certain rationalistic t'rends especially 

in m ntemporary ne~thomism, w~ere the Ar~stotelian element 

in Aquinas is overemphasised. a.t t~e expense ·of the August,i ... -

hian element. DoQyeweerd *s criticism of Aquinas i.s .contr.olled 

e:t;~tirely by the presumed· douinance of the .Ax"istotelian m~ 

tive of natter and form in his philosophy.· Varlet emphasises 

the origi~lity o:f' Aquinas in' t·ne face of his Greek sources. 

claiming tmt his philosophy ls colllpletely penetrated by 
. . ·. .·. 10) .. 

the Christian faith. 
I 

It is clear tbat DoQyeweerd "s sharp division be:tween . ' 
. . 

the Calvinist religious a priori a.m t.he _ other three reli-

gious motives, must be .revised. Dooyeweerd no longer dismis-. . :. 
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ses the mot.i ve of nature and grace without further ado as . 

0 i:ntrnanentist" or 11dialecti6'al "" a.s, ·from th~ Ca.tholi.c side, 

D~ooyeweerd 'a. motive of sin -am salvation is recognised •. 

Dooyawee:rd's: gre,atest ·obstacle. to ·communication with iznn1a;ooo 

nentist philosophy, the acceptance- of irreconcilable reli-

- . . . . - ll) 
Accepting :ruridamentally the_ same Christian verities, 

although ~xpre~sed in different basic motives,· it is to be .. 

. expected that there will also be some a.gree100nt as to the 

eel:f~knowledge whicbJ! .for .Doo:yeweerdt is .corre·latlve to. o1Jr - ; 

knowledge of God.- Dooyeweerd bas claimed that the notion of 

the b.eart as the· religious. root of the cosmos is the_ great 

-re-discovery of Cal vinhim. ~t expresse.e the integml ·unity 
. -

of the· sin-salvation motive, a.eco:rding to wld.ch the whole. man 

.is falleta am, the whole m:in redeemed, and some of his 

strongest crit.iciam directed against Scholaetici::un is direc-
, 

- . 

ted against the latter's pre.eauned conception of ~he soul as 

. a rational substance. : -

We -find, llowever, in con:temporary Catholic thought a 
. . . . 

aimila.r empbasieir.g. ot the unity of nan,. which corresponds 

in n:a.ny respects to that of Dooyeweerd. Such ·a, totalitarian 

comeption; of" the person is, for example, characteristic· of ~ 

Marit'a.in•s analysis of the' soul. in his iate·st work, .creative 
. 12)' . - . . . 

-Int_uitlon. ·In her treatrre;nt ·Of the human pe:reon, Edith 
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Stein, too; finds tr..a.t it .cannOt fully be .grasped without _an 

examination of the irm.ge of· the Divine Persons in :man. ·In, 

thi s/sJJction of her work she refers to the dictum of Teresa 

of Avila:.· that self-knowledge a nl . our knowledge of God are._ 
. .· . ' 1~) . . . 
inseparable., and sltle makes use of the term 11 bea.rt" to denote 

' .f"1 ~. 

··l/1 I 

the essential unity of nan. 

Gilson, again, points out that the demand .for self­

knowledge and the doctrine .of ·the i1mge of God in man. has 

always occupied a eentral position in Christian anth!-opology. 
. . 

~e ·great gift of Revelation is e:x:aatly the revelation tl1a.t 

the heart of man .is .a. _mystery which esca)pes comeptual know-
. . . . . . 14) 

ledge. Deoause na.n is created. in the .image of Go<i:, we can 

claim to understam the self ·only if we understand God. As 
. . . . . . .,.... . 

the inner .life of God is a. mystery, it is .indeed pres'l}Ptious · 

for the philooopher to. claim that he ce.n understand man as 

he. really is. Moreover, this inage of God .in zran is no aoc1~' 

dental character su..peradded to human nature. but hu:m.an nature 

itself taken in its constitutive essence. With re:ference to 
·, 

this problem, Gilson c-omments .as follawe: "Important ques-

tions are involved in thi_s,. am when some agreenent 1_s 

reache-d on the spirit· and principles of Christian -philosophy,_. 
. . . . . . 15) 

they will call for qetailed study. u · 

:But. there ·is an even greater possibility tor cmmnun1-

cation to· be found .in the common acknowledgezmnt tmt the 
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Christian revelation ani religi,on intinately affect~::~ philo• .· · 

:sopby. i ts~;r. As regards ·the emct nature of this intl~f!ce, 

there is considerable difference· ·in the catholic philosophic 
. . . 16) 

world. As. was pointed out, Dooyeweerd distinguishes. with 
l? ) . . 18) . 19 ) . ' 

· J'ansen, Robbers aud llarletj ·between . ·two .nain t.rend·s in 

.· contempo~ry Catholic thought,· tbat presented by the tho­

mists Gileo·n .and Mtrita.in, and by Blonde!. 

In his The, Spirit flf_ Mediaeval P~ilosophy:, Gilson is 

primarily concerned to prove against :Srehier' s claim that the 
' ' ' 

· notion of a. .. Cltristian philosophy h9.s no historical justifi• 
20) . . ' . 

cation, tmt ·historically the-re indeed exists a.. connection 
' ~l) 

between philos·opby and Christian Revelation, moreover, · 

that Revelation opened the mind t·o the perception of certain 

truths ·whi·ch it would not qtherwise have arrived a.t~ even 

·though these truths are accessible to hwmn reason. For 

example.; the truth :rev~led· ·to .Moses by God: I A1l. WHO Alb· 
' has presented. philosophy with the ineight that .God. is self-

. . 22) 
subsistent being and existence. It furthermore assists the · 

. . . a) 
philosopher in the seleet.i.on of problems. Hence. Gilson 

can conclude tmt Christian p~i1os·opby is. "every philosophy · 
. . ~ 

which •. although keeping the two orders fo1'11'.ally distinct11 :' 

nevertheless considers the Christian Revelation as an indes-
24,) . -

pe.nsible auxilary to reason. u 
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Gilson nevertheless considers tba.t a Christian. philo-
. . . . - 251 . . 
.sophy is possible only in Catholi-cism, :which a.s.sumes the 

distinction between _the orders of nature and grace .• Though 

. reason is rectified. and directed- to its .proper object by 

gra.oe, · :it still retainer ite natural character. '"Sa conna.is­

sa.noe. eat done vrabnent na.turelle," Gilson· writes• "sa philo• 

sophie, ~me ;Si. elle se ·constitue aomme obr~tlenne, est une 
-_ . 26) 

\Tai·e _philosophie." 

ltarita.in is ·leas concerned with the historical innu.. -

ence. of Cbr!tstiatrl.ty on philosophy than with the problem of 

the effect which tile acceptance .of Cbristia!!lity by the ph'!lo• 

.sopher ms on hl)s philosopey. He d istingu!shes between the 
> • -· • - • • 27) . . . 

nature and the state of philosophy. Ita nature is tbe ab• 

straet essence ·of philosophy as a scienc·e. proceeding from 

the :first principles of reason. As such ;phi.losopby is 

neither Chr-istian nor non-Christian. The state of philosophy : 

is its existence in the concrete being who philosophises: 

phi loa ophica.l systems will alWa.ys bear the imprint of the 

philosopher, who philosqphises not simply with his reason 

but with his whole pe rsona.lity. · It is here e.spe,cia.lly, ace or-· -

ding 'to lhrita:in_, tha;t we must look f'o:r the meaning of' 

Cbrist ian philosophy. Re"Velat ion has presented reason with 

the ren:f'oroemen·ts internes of grace, which fructifies the. 

mind and assists it easily to grasp a truth like the exis-
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.. tenc~ .of God" inv.olving a strict .and. d.if'fict~;lt prooess of 

reasonil':!g:, ·am moreover pro.vides tt with greater certainty 
' . . 

rega.rP.ing the truth of theSf3 statements. Yarita.in. f'urt~e.r 

agrees w.ith Gilson that Revelation also presents philosophy 

with an,app£""l ob.1ec'f:if in the· .. sense of truths belonging .. 

. per s-e to: the :field of .philosophy m d thus aeeess.ible to hu-
' > •• .' • .• • 

. nnn reason# but which it woti1d not have perceived without 
. . . - .. '. 28) . ·. -

. the assist_a.noe of R·~velatioii. · 

A :airferent approach alt_ogether is f;ounci .in the philo­

sopcy of. ll. Blondel. :Against Brehier, :B.lot'ldeJ. claims that 

there ind~ed ·exists an 1n;tegral conne:etion between philoso-. ;,. -

, phy and Cbristi.a.nity. Revelation places .man in a.n ontol-ogi­

cal sitmt:i.on, a "transmtural" -state ·in which nra.n ha.s a. 

mtural longing to embrace the. spperna.tural ·life,· e:x:presse·d 
. . 

in ~he experience of his ooi.uple~a- insutficienc:v and .need,._ 

To thls fait interieur, Christ~an1ty1 as it is found in the 

Catholic ChU'.t"Ch, corresponds· a~ the. f!%,ti. ext~rieur in which 

~n's restlessness is :resolved. l?hi.iosophy itself does not 

only acknowledge this insUfficiency but ~rienees 1 taelf 

as insuff.icient., and rev-eals ,a natural ·tendency and desire 

to be c <Jnpleted by Rev§lati on. :Blonde l -s doet rine :ts echoed 

by It. Robbers. who declares :that philosophy itself, in a 

purely t"ati~nat· manner:t i.e forced to recognise .. its own in-
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sufficiency, and is directed tn ulonging e~ecta.tion" .to Re-
29) 

velation. This doetrim of. the .insufficiency and immanent 

direction of philosophy to Revelation is., however, opposed 

·to the views of Gilson and Jm:x.ritain, according to whom philo• 

sopby is aut·onomous in its own f} .. eld; a work of ne.tural rea-

. son having as its f'ormal object being,. am .allowing only 

.. a moral ani historical infltilenoe of Christ ia.nity .• 

The views or the thomists ani Blondel regarding the . . . 

nature of a Christian philosophy represent, then. two 

sharply divergent s'?'hoola. ·The papal enoyclica.l of 1879, 

. !,eji_e,:'tl}..!. ~tr .. i ... s, ·recommends tb4 study of the philosophy of 

Aquinas~ a re6o.mmendat:ton ·Which is repeated in the encycli­

cal £t,.!_m1:ln~. Generis (1950)". i-n which the division between the 

orders of nature and gra.ce, anl the doctrine of tl:e a.nal:ogia ·· 

entis is accentuated. The Anti-mcderniat Oath of 1910 :fur­

thermore. requires the Catholic philosopher. to accept that 

tbe e xiste nee ot; G.od can be proved: by huma.n reason wit ho't.lt 

any possibility of error". through ·the medium of created 
. 30) ' • . . 
thinge1 according to the F.ive Ways of A,qu.inas. Among tm 

errors condemned by the .Vatican Council (Positivism• Tra.di-

. tionalism, Fideism, Kantia.n Cri tiei s:ra), Garr1gou-Lagrange 

also classes wl:at he terms B1onde1 's :tmma.nent method*. a 
' .. 3J.) 

method which is "deplored tt by the enoyol.ical Pa.scendi• and ~ 
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; I 

which, according to both Garrigou-Lagrange aid Fr. de Tonqu~ .. : 
. . 

· dec, reveals e; clo~ta. affinity to. the views· of Luthe.r, Calvi!!• 
. . ... 32) .. · ' . . . 

Ba:ius, Jansenius and· others. . :Ma.rita.itt offer.s substantially' 
. . .· 33) .. 

the same c riticismu of Blondel.- · 
. - • • •! 

While retaining the distinction between nature and 

grace, ·philosophers like ·aertillanges,. jolivetj· Romeyel', 

lrenri de Lll.bao and espec~al.J.y H. Robbers, have attempted to 

.. effect SOme reconciliat'ion between the two opposed views. 

Thus de Lubi:Lc claims tlla."t the p1i1losopb.y· of' Gilson and Du-i- ·· 
. .. .M} 

ta;in need the philosophy of Blondel for its oomp'letion, 
- ~- .. ' 

. . . . 

and Robbers states that not ·only does trere 'not exist a. om- . 

tradic.tion betwe~n Gilson at)d M:lrita.in, and Blondel, but 

that the former philosophy only_becol'IfJs legitinate in the 
. . ·. . 35) . . 

light of: Blonde;t '.s conclusions. A" new emphasis on the 

situation. of the concrete nan in the cosmoa. the rejection 

of tl:e autonomy Or reason in its rat.ionalist sense and a 

strong pers Ona.list and a.nthropologfcal approach is common to 

· both to· these phi loa ophers ... among which must a:tso be recko- · 

ned G. :Marce1 - ard the ·Gernan tradition of ca.tholic philo• 

sophy; represented amongst. others by Przywa.:ra, VQji Balthasar,, 

. Wust 1 Pieper, Stein, Ra.hner am Heng.stenberg. 

' . 

. ' 
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The question with Which we are concerned 'is Whether,. 

or in wha.t degree, .communication is possible between the phi-

losophy of the eosmonomic idea and contemporary effort-s in 

the Catholic world_ ·to. create .a Christian philosop~. We aug­

. gested that in the light or a. connnon, or related, religious 

experience, a. c!>mmon e.cknow~edgement of rra.n as a radical 
. . 

'unity~ created in tbe -image of :God, and a common acceptance 

of the fact that .re 11gion exercises an influence on philoso-
. . 

pby, communication· should- present no problem. 

Now first f!Jf all we should note that both main trends 
- -

of Christian philosophy in the Catholic world_-· which we may 

distinguish as traditional a.Ri progressi·ve thomisin, accept 

the distinction between natur~ and gr~ce as a yresupposition,. 

but both the interpretation of this presupposition as we'll 

as its position within the structure of philosophy differ. 

I:f we first ~ all turn 't·o the traditional thomistic school 

represented by philosophers like Gilson, Utritain and Garr.i,;. 

gou-Lagrange, we .find that., ,although the distinction between · 

nature and grace. is acknowledged, it ie not a.'t'rived at along ·· 

the way o:f the transcendental .critique, -that is, by means 

of a consideration of the imzmnent insufficiency o:r theore­

tical- thought,. a.Di thus lacks the aitcompa.nying cri.tieism 

whic'h, for Dooyeweerd., is essential. in any affirmation of the· 
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philosopher's religious basic motive. 

1foreover, while acknowledging this distinction, phi-., 

loaophy still retains its autonomous character. The influence 

of re;t.igion takes the :form of a spiritual and moral purifi­

cation, which facilitates the workins Of reason in its own 

gphere. ~ithin the order of natural reason, the philosophy 

of Gilson· and !Britain thus on the whole reveals the same 

character as the school of Louvain, associated with philo­

sophers .like L. Noel, M. de WUlf, L. de Raeynaker, F. van 

steenberghen and Dondeyne. According to this school, Chris­

tian d<gnas cannot enter into a philosophical system or 

serve as elements in a philosophical demonstration without 

prejudicing the character of philosophy as a purely natural 

and rational discipline. Philoaopby is a whole of natural 

truths and ,is concerned only with objective evidence. At 

moat Revelation serves as a mgative norm to philosophy, 

which, in its own order, is a study a£ being and the degrees 

of being. 

Dooyeweerd 's invitation to a philosophical dialogue 

with traditional thomism has met with no response. In lieu 

of such a dialogue, Dooyeweerd attempts to point out the 
36) 

fundamental.differenoes in their approaches. 

With his characteristic acumen, he at once penetrates 

to the crucial point of difference, namely, the transcenden-
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tal validity ~~ human reason in thomist metaphy.sics .• He . 

·. polnts out that the .structure of' the critique, exerapl1fied 

in the first· three transcendental problems, corresponds to 
: .. ' .'' 3?) ' ' . 

the meta.physio~itl doctrine o:f being. ,Accor4ing to Dooye-

weerd~ the <ioctrine of being, t·oo1 is conce.rned with the 

problem of the coramo-q de:nominator of the di vers.ity of mea-· 

ning.,. and tru:;y atterapts to ·arriv~ e.t the idea of the tota• 
. . .. · 38) . . ·.. . . . . . 
lity of meaning. This is attempted in the thomi.st natural 

. ' . 

theology, .. is.s'lll:ng in the fi w proo:fs for the existence of 

God, which ta.Jre.s the p.lace· of ·the transcendental critique 
39) .. 

. of theoretical thought:• It ls on this point, then. tbat 

we muat focus our attention if we wish to .establish whether 

philosophical communication is possible between these two 

philosophies. 
40) 

As Ma.scall has shown, the five ways of Aquina.e. . de- · 

veloped f'r.om the 'facts of movement., ca.usa.lity1 ·Conti.ngeney. 
. ' ' 

· . theiY' 
degrees of perf'eetion ·and ord·er. find.UJ ~ most .significant 

·. . ' 41} 
formulation in the following syl1ogismt 

(1) If contingent be:ings exist, a necessary, .self-

existing being .ex~sts .• 

{2) But .contingent beings exist. 

(5) Therefore a riece·ssary bei.ng exists. 

(And this we all ·ca!l God.) 

Rowever.1 a.s Jascall a.s well as Garr igou•Ia.gra.nge point 
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out,' the transcendental validity of human reason assumed in 

this proof, can only be justified by means of the doctrine , 
42) ' . 

of analogy. The anti-modernist O:J.th itself' needs this doc-

trine to define the sense in which "proof by reason alone" 

must be interpreted. 

According to this doctrine~ a perfection can be predi-· 

cated of things either univocall.y, equivocally or analogi­

cally. "Univoca.la means that the entities signified by a 

common name are themselves simply the same,. for example, 

the name animal is tmivoca.lly predicated of a ma.n, a worm or 

a ca.t, notwithstanding the difference which is extrinsic to 

the genUs. "Equivocala mans that there is only a verbal, 

no real, similitude between the things considered, for exam­

ple, the name "dog" is predicated of a d0l1'8stic animal, a. 

dogfish, a dogrose, a dogstar. Analogous things, however -

called by Aristotle equivocals not by chance but according 

to plan ( a consilio) or similars according to proportion -

are those things of which the name is common but that sig­

nified by the name totally diwrse, althotgh relatively 

the same in respect of some proportion. Thus colour, air,. 

medicine, food; animal or Cape Town may al.l be termed heal-

thy. 

Analogous things, then, are things which are neither 

wholly alike nor wholly unlike. There 1s a certain proportion 
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of· s.imilitude between them.: This gives ri·se t.o two types 

·of analogy:. a.palogy of proportion or attr'ibution, am a.Da.­
l·ogy of proportionality •. The analogy of J>l"Oportiou .or a.ttri-
'-_ ' . . . - . .·, .. 
bution is procured from a. ppoportJ.on of things to some other 

. . 
principal (prime a.mlogateJ, importing only extrinsic denomi-

mtion in thE,. subordinate ana.logates. Whe;n Ca;lling both 

niedieine and air ·healthy', they are so called. only in .. reJ.S. ... 

t i ori. ·to an animai. Analogy of . proporti ona.ti ty:,' haweve·r, . 

is derived frbm a similitUde· of proportio~s existing be.;. 

·tween different things. The~ statement thB.t the life prin• 

. _ oiple· in min is to hie vital operations as the lite prin• 
' . 

. ciple in ·plant a· is' to· tbeir vital operations. i.s such an 
43) . . -. 

analogy. o'f.proper propot1;1ona.l.ity. 

Uj) to ·thi.s point the doctrine of analogy has been 

concerned primarily oniy with relations existing between 

created .thi~s. As Edith Stein puts it, "Jan '8Pr1cht vom 

Seiende·n in .vielt"achem Si® abe.r in Hinblick auf" .eines .und 
") ' .. . ' 

:a;uf' ein Natur." The real problem of analogy arises where 

. a.na.l.ogioal notions a.re predicated of God. The doctrine of 

-analogy ~clares that being -a.ild other ·perfections are pre-­

. di.cated 'Of God by means ·Of tbe analogy of' proper :propor- · · 
. -45) 

· tiona.lity plus the analogy of ~ttribution or proportion. · 

. ·In the 'first case we nay. simply state, for example, tbtt 

the human inteJ.ligence stands to the human being in the 
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same proporti·on as the divine intet11genC:e to the divine 

beinio In the _analogy of .~r;oportion,· however, knmvle~ge -ar·. 

.i 
! 

God. i.s pro(nired_ w:.r. ~lam causa.lttatis. If.~ .lia,;e · deraqn• 

strated., .by mean~· of the a;r,g'lll'le:nt tram the contingency of 

betngs1 .that God is their eau~e. lt fo;l.lows' that. the :~ffect~ ' 

mUst bear some .i.int ot the :CaUse. 'In tb:t via nesatiop{@.;r · 

. by c onside'ring the .•characteristics of created things, we ; 

af'fi:t"m a.naloglcaJ.iy wlat God is .. ·1'!9!.·· ·By the 1:i~ ~ndne:ntiat 

we' arrive a.t true and 'posit.ive analogical knoWledg~ t>f . 

God by ;affirming. that, in God a_lone the perfe'ctions fQunt!f in. 
. . . . ' 

crea.t.ion exist eminently at1d. :primarily. : !: 

Garrig.ou .. ~ange p~·a it ·t~t God ·can b~ k.noWn. natu• . 
. . - ~ 

rally only_ by his ef:fe.cts. These eff.ects necessarily de~nd 

. the· exi:atence of. a fir.st cause, .which exists of and by it ... 

· self. Moreover; wmteve.r :perfecti-on ·there is iii. the effects 

must pre-ex1$t'' in the cause·. Filially; these perfe<itions 

which :forma.ll:y. d 0 not ·imply a.ny 'imperfection~ although ab­

stracted by ~e~eon fro~ the ·created mode whic:h in .itself ,i.s 

·~ imperfect. must exist tn ·G-od' a.co.ording 'to a. di-vine mode. ·Ab• 

solute perfe-ctions like being,, truth~ 'good.ness,, beauty a~O. 

1t'i ·forth, can be found WithoUt any ad.ra~Xture: o'f imPer:fe-ctlon 

only in God.. Reason 1 tself. ho~ver, cannot ·knoW b:Y. itself 
. . ' 

the essence or quiddity o:f Deity .• · The' anaiog:tcal knawledgt:r . . '. . .· . . . . .· ·. '.. 46) 
to :which it Oa.n attai:n,. it. oari attain only per creatttrell'lo 
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.. :•;ot¢· knOwledge ·of .a.bsoiute perfectiotu3· ~.s ana.l•ogi~al"· 

am ·'positiv.~,.n GarrigQu•Lagra.rg~. wr~tes,i 0an~ we ~firnt.th.em 
• . . . .. I . . . ·. . . 

of God as tlxpres.sive of cauaa.ltty (per via.m ca.usal·itati,s); ' 

1n()t truit. GOd is go.od' because He cauf?es tJ<oodness,. but, on 

:the ··c~mtra:ry, He <i.itf'uee~? go·odn~ss in things beea1,113e He is 

good.' TQ.e 'mode :in which t~ese .Perf~ctions exist_ itLG~,. ·~f' 

expres~ ,ei~he':t" neia.tivel;t; as when we speak, ot linlimited 

good~ess,. or else in :a.n eminet}t sense (relatiirelyh ~s when 

we sp~a.k of so~re.ign goodness. Hence we do not positively 

know. :in 'wtn-t; precisely.the mode (:.<>nsista intriin sical'ly. ac.• . 

cordintt,to whi:ch tmrse pe):•fect:l:ons are predioaten.o:f,God; 

we possee,s. but .,a ·negative· and :relative kncmledge of this . 

. mode. am: in thi,s . sense, -~ can tru:tbfully say. that we cannot· 

knmv wmt ~ GOd is. It is ·only by means of the common con"'" .·. , 
• • • ' • • • < . • • . . ' •• 4t7) 

cept$ of. ~nal~gy tha.t VIe. can acquire a knowledge. ,of God.~' . 

. Among. thomlsts t'here will be minor point!s of di:f':('e. ... 
.. • 1 ·~ :'" ' 

. renc·e regarding. ~be emphasis to ·be placed ·On, the .via. netm-. 

. tionia and. ·~n.e· via. ·em1nentia.e r&s well ·.as. the exact meaning 

.of the analogy .of :proportion, but there 1 fill common agreel'J!Snt .. 
. . 

·regarding the fact. that analogical knowledge. ot God can be 
• • ~ -! ~ 

:proeur.ed .fr,om a ·consider·a.tion of the relati.on of' ca;usa.l:1 ty 

between God and creature• ·This is espec.ially evident ·at_ 
' ' ' 
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f.or ·Thomistto philosophy at N'ijmegen in 1941, wher·e the' 
~ ' . . . . 48) ' . 

sub.je.ct.· of ·d:lscussi·on was the ~lo~ia :enti·e. In co nsi.d·e-

riYJg the ... f9rma.l difference$ betw~en Dooyeweez:d 1s J>hilosQphy 

and that. of 'thoinism, We m~t therefore re·fer aga.in to the 

. relati:on · of .. causality bet1J'f~en God and the world, expressed 

in the above syl.lQgism. 

If. we ca:t:efully consider this argument• -it is ~lear 

. tllat DoQyeweerd differs fr.om the above formulntion of. tm 
. syll.ogism· on two· fundamental p;of.nts, which leao.s to 1 ts 

. rejection as. a whole:: 

The· .first. point. of difference :t:s concerned with the 

sense in ·which the n.otl on of e ontingency is considered in 

the :thomiStic ana neo•Calvinistic syate:zi'tS·• For the thondat 
' . 

. the dattim :from· which philosophy proceeds is always· the ;eon­

cret'e existent •. contingettc}f d$ttotes1 that in any created' 
·. . 

thing es$en~e and existence a.t'e reallY distinct, tbt t exis-

tence .is not necessitated bsr essence. but .is imparted to it 

by a first cause ·Or being •. ' in whom e·ssenee and existenee 

are identical •. The immanence. ot Uod in this individual 

ex:tste·nt.,, His alJ. .... sustaining .sovereign power which pre­

serves it . from nothillgnes~. does pot• howe~r,. contr.adi.ct 

.. the reia.tive'autononu am,sub·stant1ality.of the thing,, 

w.. n.· ioh"'·· .91's)' .made posaib.""e.· b•. ·.th.e. d t i . . ~ m ., ~c: · r · :ne of' ,secondary causa-
.lity. . . 
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Dooyew~erd, however~ d.if'f.erx from Aquinas both as; re, ... 

gards ·tne datum from wh1:ch pbilo5opey p~oc.ee,cis and in his 

ooneeption of contingency. 'The datum of_ the philo-so;t>ber 

in hi's theoretical account of reality. ts not t1te indiVi~ 

dual concrete e:xts·tent.. The :final . irreducible .upique 'given t . . . . ' 

:in the ph1los·ophy ,of the .eosmqn():mic idea;, is the modal 

diirersity 'Of spllere,s. OnlY after the account- 10f the :modal· 

structure or the -cosmos, doe-s the individual: .e::!(:istent be­

·e on1e ac.ces~ible to theoret.:ioal _arJaljrsi~:t. As regards h:i. s 

¢onception of ~ ontin~ency, f'·or Doc>yeweerd there is no re­

sidue of substantiality left in the created thing. It is 
' . . • t • . ~ . • . . . 

"meaning",, which denote*:' comi)lete insnfftciency, having .. 

no 'being. and_ exis~etu~e in:itselt, and absolutely relati'\te 
. . ·• . ; ' 

to the origin. The minor premiss of the a:boTe. syllogism i;s 
. . . . -- · .. ! 

. -

·thus :btterpreted differently by the thomist and Dooyeweerd,.: . . ·. ' - .. ~.. . ' 

The decisive d;lJ'ference, ~oweyer •. is. eoncerneq with the . 

formulati.on of t m major premiss,, namely, tl'at :Df a. ~con• 
. '• • . - • ' I ' . ; ! . . ' 

tingent, being e·Xi.sts:~ a. necessary being ~xtstf;l. 

A,t .a. first glance;~- it seems as of Dooyeweerd bas in-
·- l ' . 

deed a.ccep.ted thi a .syllogism# arriving a.t the notion of the 
. . ' . . . . . .. 

origin by a._ consideration ~of the· contil'€enoy,_,ot_ meaning~ 

This · seems t.o be borne out by tbe . argument of the ~i rst 

way of the critique.: 

ttMeaning ••• ,. • constantly points without and beyond 
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itself-toward an origin,-Vihich is·itself no·longer meanilllH 
' . 

It rerm.!ns within the bounds of the relative. The true ort-
-· . 50) 

gin, on the contrary, .is .absolute a.nd _self-sufficient. u 

And Spier gives the following account of D·ooyaweerd 'a doe-
, - <- '' 

trine on ~his point: 

11 Not~ir.g exists from it.self, in itself and for it­

self. Everything exist-$ only in coherence vrith other things. . . ' . 
. . . -

Every aspect of cos"mic rea.l.ity points to the other aspects 

of reality. The- created .. finds in itself no final point, no 

· point· of rest .• The. whole cosmos points above itself to its 

.··.Creator ..... :But Go~; the ·giver of meaning, is Himself not 

meani~~ .He is. above all meaning• :for He alone is self• 

:sufficient •.••• .•.• -T.he ~obaraoter· of the uni ver.se· .as meaning ~-

thus points to its relativity. Onl.y God is absolute." 
51) 

. These statements seem to 'be of a metaphysical :nature; 

it appears a:s if Dooyevteerd is offering us here, in a. con­

densed ·fashion, actually an a. p.oSterior'i proof for the exis-
. . ' . 

tence .of God• a,J.most exactly similar ~co that of Aquinas. 

:s;owever, if we carei'ully consider these statements in 

their full .context, it. is clear that we have no demonstra­

tion :from which we- can conclude: therefore God exists. It­

cannot be a:ffirzood beoause theoretical thought is :confined 

within the horizon of time. This· inability of huma.n rea- . , 

son to penetrate to the origin· of the cosmos, is not the re.-
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.'. 
stilt of original ai:n, .of the darkening ot: reason, but flows 

from it.s very imrranent structure .• Fallen ~ as lH;tle as 
' ' 

mall in. the paradi-s~l .state. can ·move from .meaning to being., 
' . ' ' '' ' '52)· 

Only ·religion connects meaning a.m being. The conception ~ 

of reason as meani:r.g bas thus destroyed the possibility 

o'f an a posteriori pr.oo:f' tor the ·existence of Godl. 

In the above syllogism we ~re then) a.c~ol:"ding to 
. ' . . . . 

llooyeweerd, confronted w.1th a.n arg'l..t1l'lent whi .. ch c<mpletely 

moves witliH1 t11e theoretical sphere. Huma:n rea.s,on has be• 

come the archimedean ·point., penetrating both the morlal .·ho ... 

rizon ana.' tbe' transcendental horizon of titrie /f:o the Arch& 
• ,<• .. • 

' ' 
itself,. This logically ttntet:iable leap from the relative ·to 

the absolute ciearly ~eveals the· doctrine of the aUtonomy 

of htnllan reason, Ul'l!Zasked by the transcendental critique 
·,. 

as a supra-theoretioa.l religious pre.auppositior:~. (pri1nari:i.y · 
~ ' ' 

the Greek reiigi.ous motive of natter and form) in the form 
53) 

cf logical conclusions • 

. ···As it stands,, this is a diat.ortion of Aquinas' posi­

ti·on. for· this very ttuntena.b:J.·e leapn Aquinas. seeks to_~x-. 

plain in terms of the doctrim of analogy. But against t111s 

.doctr.ine itsel~ Dooyeweerld has serious objectio~s. Aacqrding 

to him the :via nega:tionb~ r,eve&ls th~ influenc.e :at AUgustine, 
. . ' . ' . . 

who ·~~ rejac~ed the aut~nomy of reason •. But it also reveals 
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the old !!estament conception of tbe transcendence ot God. 

If pushed to its extreme,. the notion of tle absolute tran­

scendence of God contradicts the Scriptural Revelation. 

Aquinas must thus synthesise the ~ nefE:tionis with posi­

tive knowledge of God, and this is effected thro~h the 

analogy of proportion, in which the Aristoteli,an notion 
54} 

of tbe autonomy of reason is clearly displayed. A direct 

analogy between God and creation is now accepted on account 

of the one-sided relation between the divine first cause 

and its effects. the proportional sL"nilitude bei~ a simi­

litude by imitation. But the criterion of what qualities 

are to be ascribed to God in a proper sense, is dete):"mined 

not according to Scripture, but according to the form­

matter motive of Aristotelian natural theol~ and the 

proof from movement. In other words, Aquinas ba.e extended 

the notion of causality beyond its modal sense and thus re-
55} 

lapsed into antinomy." 

It must be pointed out that Doa.yeweerd's criticism 

suffers from a. certain misinterpretation of the d.octrine o'f' 

analogy. He states that the idea of being does not satisfy 

the requirements of a transcendental idea in a trUly critical 

sense, for a purely- analogical concept of totality laoks 

the concentric direction to the root of the cosmic diversi-
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56} 
ty, ·a.nd thus denies 1ts own rel.ig ious .:foundation. Tho~ em 

will deny_ ·that .this tran~cendenta.l idea of" totality has 

a religious founda.tiott. It .is .eonceived · a.rla.iagica.lly and 

..• 

is ·a.t;l auch . t'he Inetaphys.ice11 pre supposi ~ion of' all speci;f'l o 

atld generic (modal) O·oncepts ot totality. But this a.na1.ogi­

cal idea of totality .cancels·tne irreducible m.oments of .the 
- . ~ -
modal spheres .. resulting in sp··ecula.tive va"'ueness ·and . . . , . . 57)' . 0 

. . 

scientific unfruitfulness.. Therefore a.n .a.mlogical c.~·~, .... · 

ooncspt cannot be useful in philosophy unless. it is quali• 

fied ·by a non-anal·ogica.l mo~ent. of. meaning, which deter• 
. r.::o.:1l 

. . . 0~ 
mines 1t.s sp~cial m~dal·sense.. · 

· It ;is· cle~r tl1a:t Dooyeweerd •s criticism· reveals a mis­

. under.standing O'f the thomi13t eoncepti.on of the mode .of ab-
. . 

atraotion by means of whieb. ·the an.q,logous concept is ob­

tained~ and. which must be distinguished from the concept 

of' being obtained by· the a,bstractio·tota.lis o.r extensive.· 
. . . 5·9) . . ' 

abstraction• Here 'e ha.ye the .mere di.eengageJnent of a uni-

versal from particulars, ,according to a. seale •·of increasing. 
• • - • • I 

generality. Thus f:rom .Peter and .PaUl I abstract the notion 

of. mn, ,f'rom nan, that of atd.ma.l, a.nd so on. The notion of. 

be.ing, ·1f .arrived at .along t hie m.y., · .i.s simply am all.,. 

lnolusive class, a. g~nus. su,preJIIump e~~luding a.l'l tha .ind.i• , 

vidual dif'.:ference,s between being$. 

'When the lmta.physieian,. hoWever• states tba t his for-
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mal object is being, he means something quite ··different. 

Thomist n:etaphys:i.cs clearly distinguishes between being as 
. - ' 

a universal and a.a a. transcendental and analogical concept. 

tn the latter the nbstractio t2ta.li!!, is relin~uishect in 
60) 

favour of imperfect abstraction. .in which the notion of 

being ls gl"a3ped l>oth in its complete generality Rnl its 

total unicity ... !Britain •a characterisation of t.his mode of 

abstraction a.s "intuition .. ideative, Visualisation eideti-
61) 

que, 11 De Petterta 1'impliciete intuitie,u Balthasar's 

0 tranacenclenta.lisation, acte intuitief de tra.nscendf.H'ltalisa­

tion, experience spirituello. ff all emphasise the intuitive 

an:l ontiea.l nature of this analogous concept of being. 

Dooyeweel"d, ho"Wever. persists in interpreting this" 

analogical abstraction or intuition of being in the sense 

of the abstractio to,talis., hence his demand for a. non""a.fl.a.lo­

gical moment of meaning to qualify the analogical concept 

and his fear tha.t it 'vill cancel the modal moments of' the 

spheres. ·similarly, in claiming tbat the notion o:f causa­

lity :a.stlused in the: 1proo'fs f-or the. existence of God, trans­

gresses 1 ts modal limits, he doee not perneive that the 

thornist is using the notion of causality in a.n analogical 

sense, transcending a.ll possLble modal conceptions of 

causality. 

Fundamentally this misinterpretation is caused by 
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Dooyeweerd 's emphasis on t'he influence of tl:e Greek relh• 

g5.ous ~otive o'f 11atter Ettld form on the thomistic natural 

theology. The absurd oo.nclusiona to which this can lead 

one., when coupled with a misinterpretation of t'ba thomistic . 

doctrine of analogy, is to be found in Venter's criticisms 

of Aquinas' proofs for the existence o:f God. Venter claims 

tb.lt if the motive of mtter and form is the religious pre­

supposition afeP- Aquinas t proof for the exietence cf God, say, 

from move1p:1nt, the religious presupposition that God is an 

endlessly flowing stream of life (matter-motive) l1ill en­

able us to• prove His existence perfectly logicallY from 

the :fact of experience, namely, the coming into being am 
' 62) < 

decay of natural f'orms. He ha~ completely misunclerstood 

the limits wtthin which the thomistic proofs are legitil:'la,te, 

a.11d which are drawn by the ~~19JJj.~ entia. 

Dooyeweerd himself does not perceive that for the 

thomist not form-n:atter. but easence-exietence, c mstitutes 

the primary ruetaphysical polarity in approaching the 

Proofs. Thus lla.sca.ll writes: 8 In t be last resort St. Thomas 

has only one datum :for an arguroont far the existence of 

God, namely. the existe me of beings whose existence is not 

necessitated by their essence, i.e. beings in Which essence , 
63) 

and existence are really distinct.'* This is also admitted 
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. . 64) 65) 
by .Gar;rig.o;u-Iagrang.e1 a!11 by :przywa.ra.. Aqui;na.s does .. ,not 

proce,ed,. ~n the .Proo:r.s, from ~ubstance . (eXl)lai.fled .in ~rms 

.of matter a.nd form) but fro~· the· ina ividuai .existent:~ ·. 
• ~ • • ' < .' ' • • • • t . • : 

. ' . . 

which 1 s -contingent., and in whom ·essence and existence is . 
' .. · ···, . '.. . . ' . . ' ..... 

not, identical. The dqctrine of matter and f·oz:n teache~, how mt--
• 1 ' ' 

. more than .one substanc·e ea.n exiSt. When; however, we start 
• . ' . . : ' I • 

tr. om entia- {wh~ch :c't>nsists of essentla.. and es:se) we do not · 
·:·. -~·· -.- -~· 

" . . 
.e·on.side~ the es.aept ~· a:s pri·or to the· @!1$~1'1 but the· esse . . . 

. . 

as mat.a~e!ca.ll:y pr:l~r ;to the :e,ssent:i:&• In other words# . ' 

to a.sk what; a .thing is, we ·must ask hov it exists1 the. 
. . . • . • '1.. ' . ~ 

in a. judgement .•. I cannot. ·coriceive (affirm a.n essence) that 
. . ' ' 

:a thing ·exists; I ea.n only .afflrm it in a. judgell1Ernt, tmt 

is, I use the not.i9:rt ·of' exist-enqe ut exerei-ta not ut sis­

m,ta.. Therefore thomists state tbat one can :never along 
_,...__. ·' ; . • I - • .' ' • • : 

··the way df' o~nceptualisa.tion, · the so called ontological · 

way, a.rri ve at · the a'~:f' irnat 1 on .of ··G.od 1 s ·exi.stence; •. ·C>J?!lY 

. the real existence Q'f '!;he co~-rete. being can. serve as, the 
' . ' . . 

starting point for the _proof's for the ;existence of God,. 
. . . . . . ; ' '. . " ~ . . . ' . . 

. HOV/ever.. thie does not ·necessat:"ily· aff~ct Dooyeweerd 's 
' ' • I . ' . . ' • 

argument.; for he would cia:tm tha.·t the notions or essence . ..,. . . . . . ' . . - . 

' 
.. and existence them$elve.s a:re given a .~tap~sic~l content, 

. . . 
. . 

. largely influenced bY. the, Greek motive pf ~tter a.rn f.orm. 

. . ·. ' . . . . ,· ' .. 

When ·Gilson, for .example;i states that Cnri .stianity pre sen-



-233-

ted philosqphy with the notion o'f ax:iateneejJ ·referring to 
.mod •s _declaration to :Moses: I AM WHO .Mt, this noti.on of 

e:x;!stenc~ i·s explained only in terms of its opposition to 

$r:rsence .• ·Which :is procured from Gre·ek philosopby. 

Fina.ll:v, the tho:mist will claim t'ha.t :in spite of . ~ 

Dooyewee.rd. 's rejecti-on of the doct.rine of analogy, bis own 

· phi.lQaophy lllU$t :tlecessar'ily also ,n:ake use of: this doctr·ine1 

and indeed1. that it cannot be escaped. in .any pbil,o•:H>pby 

which sets as 1 ts :problem the relat-:ton between the cosmos and . 

lts origi:n. From the :Protestant side, this is admitted by 

Feis.ser:1 when he write.s tbat ~he ·doctrine of analogy not 

only bas a. place in thomist philosophy •. but also necesssari­

l.y in Protestant phi:l.osopby• and es:peola.lly in the . phil.oso• , 
66) . 

phy ·of the cosmonomic idea. ·I do not ti1ink this conclU• 

· ;sion can be avoided even i:n the case -of :Barth, in so far as , 
. . . - . . ~ --~ 

' . 

he ne.kes U.se .of hllrlBn words to describe :the absolute d.i$-

ta.nce between God and· His creation. Even the affirmation 

tmt God is the whollY :other. (G~nz. andere,s)involves the llse, 

of' analogical terms. · .In Dooyeweerd ':s case the thomiet will. • 

:See a c:lea;r analogy ~f proporti-on, the pr.ime a.na.loga.te being, 
. . - . 

. Goo :as sovereign, eover~igri ruler and . ere at cr. 

. This· Dooyeweerd• however, will not deny;., !fis criticism . 
i;s. ·not directed ~gainst the use of analogous terms, the 

·nece,ssity of Which he wili admit, but against the predica­

tion of the perfections of God b:z; human reason. Dooyeweerd · • 
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will admit that the term "sovereign" in his philosophy is 

an analogous term, but he will state that the sense in 

which we apply it to God can be determined by Scripture 

alone. 'other uses of the term "sovereignty 11 i.n his philo­

sophy, for example, ttsovereignty in its proper orbit," are 

derived from this pre-eminent and Scriptural li'Eaning of 

sovereignty. 

In the light of these fundamental differences between 

thomism am the :phflosophy of Dooyeweerd, it is clear that 

f'orne.J. communication between them. ia impossible. The "state 

of affairs"' ... the structure .of thotght presupposing the 
'' 

theory of the mod.al spheres ... the acceptance of which Dooye-

weerd claims as a prerequisite ir1 his exposition of tbe 

transcendental critique, the thomi.at oa.nnot accept, for he 

proceeds :from the concrete existent, expL"l.ined. in terms ·Of 

the essence--existence polarity. Therefore he must neces­

sariJ.y reject the whole of Dooyeweerd 'a argument in the 

critique. Dooyeweerd, on his part, will reject the metaphy­

sical proofs for the existence of .God, on the grotmds that 

tbe;.: causal relation be ti7een God and the world, eXposed in 

these proofs, assume.s the autonmny of human reason, which 

really masks a non-Christian religious a. prj.ori. 

with Dr. G.C. van Niftrik, Dooyeweerd will then agree 



tl'k'l.t Ref-ormed _phfl.osophy is pri1l'arily a ttsumma. contra 
6?) . .. . . 

meta.physieos. ". a.r:d for this reason rnust neef3ssari.ly 

eons.lder that the cla.!rn of tradit iona.l thQln!sm to be . . 

Cb;t"iat!an p~il·osophy, ls ser;io\lsly cballenged by its me­

ta.pb.Y,sieal pretenai one-. 

-· 

When we turn to the second achool of Christian 

philo$ophy in the ~t:tto11o world, initiated by Blondei1 

.a to~11y dil'ferent situat:lon arises. Dooyeweerd himself 

does not ·f'or one moment relinquish the rigidity of hie . 
. ·. . 68) . . 

· tra,nscend.enta.l .criticism. · Thus he denies Sassen•s claim 

that the philos-ophy of :Blondel reveals an intrinsic simi-
.. . . ' 69, 

larity to the phi1o:sophy of the cosmonomic id-ea. He· sta-

tes that although Blond~l attempts to ground hi.s. philo-• 

sopby · integr~lly 'in the · concre:te .exi.stence of the seJ.f1 

e:xper ienci,ng its own l.nsuff'icfency1 his t-hought st ill re- -

veals· the Seholastie distinct:i.on .betvteen nature a.n:l grace. 

Moreover, it issues . in a.:n activistic,, 1r-rat!ona.l and unf .... 

versallstie· metaphysics,. which also shows tl,le influence of 
._ . _. _. .· . · _ . . ~to) 

the Huma.nistic a. priori of nature and freedom.-

Nevertheless• .~onf'ronted wlth the c1ose .similarity 

between their conceptions of' tbe ma.nner in which religion 



'' 

influences philosophy, it is to be expected that a dialogue 

will be possible between these philosophers, as far as the 

difference in basic motive will allow, and it is only here 

that attempts at communication on a common ground have met 

with any degree of success at all. 

Although the appearance of the Wijsbetreerte der Wets­

~eJt has been noted in the Catholic world, the attempts to 

meet Docyeweerd 's argument on a common ground are confined 

to Robbers and M~rlet, who has written an academic thesit;~ 

on the identity a.nd divergences between the philosophy of 

the cosmonomic idea and thomism. While Jansen in his article 

on Christian philosophy devotes several pages to Dooyeweerd 's 

· philosophy, he confines himself to a sympathetic exposi­

tion ofthis philosophy and is content with a few queries 

as to the communflcability of its fundamental principles. 

According to Dooyeweerd the great significance of his 

dialogue with Robbers is not·that the latter discards the 

notion of the autonomy of natural reason ... which indeed 

he does not do ... but that he acknowledges that his philoso­

phy is rooted in a transcendent religious motive, that of 
?l) 

nature and grace. Robbers states that in the dialogue 

two religious basic attitudes are undoubtedly opposed to 

ea.Q:h other: that of nature and grace, and that of sin and 
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salvation, and that philosophical speculation alone cannot 
72) 

prove or disprove the truth of these basic attitudes. 

At once, however, it becomes clear that very little commu­

nication, if any at all, has been achieved, and that the 

acknowledgement of the religious motive controlling tb:dr 

respective philosophies, simply leads to the rejection of 

the other's philosop'ey. This is espe~ially evident in the 

discussion concerning the word 6 zin" (meaning) which Rob• 

bers interprets in the light of the Scholastic notion o'f 

intelligibility. According to Robbers, Dooyeweerd *s con• 

ception of "zin" n:eans 6 contingent being•, which posits 
73) 

God as absolute and self•su'f'ficient Being• 1ftt'b \then Dooye• 

weerd states that God is not meaning but being; it is a 

metaphysical statement, implying tbat God is accessible 
74) 

to theoretical reason. 

Dooyeweerd strongly objects to this interpret at ion 

of his position. The notion of being, whether considered 

as contingent or absolute, is a purely theoretical concept 

which in Robbers t thought becomes a transcendental idea. 

When he himselt' speaks at meaning; he implies primarily 

the absolute boundary between God and creation, and the 
75) 

religious concentration of the latter in t'IE human heart. 

Because a theoretical concept, such as Robbers• concept of 

being, can never be dissociated from its supra-theoretical 
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presuppositions, tbe transcendental illusion arises that 

these latter presuppositi.ons are themselves accessible to 
76) 

theoretical tboqsht. 

For 'Dooyeweerd, Robbers has not succeeded in giving 

a. truly transcendental critique or the philosophy of the 
77) 

cosmonomic idea. In fact, he bas missed the whole aim of 

the critiq'Ue by considering the religious motives as irra--
tiona.l presuppositions, ani thus interpreting the religious 

dialectic as a theoretical. BQt in that case the transcenden-

tal critique becomes superfluous and natural reason itself 

bas again become the arbiter. Dooyeweerd concludes tba.t 
' 78) 

Robbers is still uncritically dogmatic. Robbers, on the 

other band,. entertains the El!l.1M idea about Dooyeweerd. 

What, then, nay 'We ask. bas been achieved by this 

attempt at a philosophical dialogue on the basis of the 

acknowledgement of each's religious a priori? As J"ansen 

points out, does not the consistent reduction of one's point 

of view to a religious motive nake intercommunication 

finally impossible, issuping in the complete isolation of 
~ 79) 

the philosophy which consciously accepts this motive? Also 

Robbers seems to think tm.t there rezm.ins no common ground 

for discussion. 
' The same disappointing results are obtained from a _ t 

philosophical dialogue wtth a Ba.rl:hian philosopher, Dr. His- . 
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kQt:tel' who,. alt:tto~h P~otest_a.nt, accepts~ acco~ing .. _t_o D~o~­

weerd1 ~he. r'1l~i-ous a P):'ior,i o'f nature and_ grace •. Both re­

fuse to. ~elinquish their :final._ religious presupposition. 
~· ' • ' I ' 

a.nd instead of a. p~iloJ3ophioal diatogue, :Pooyewe~rd pre"'"" 

st:rnts .a t;r,-a.ns~_endenta.i _o_~itic1sm :or Barth according to the 
- . . 60) . . - •' ._ .- ' . . 

usual pattern. 
,·i'·· 

. The most -su-cc:essf~ A.t~em.pt .at eommi.tni.cati_on -baa_ be~n · 

effected; qy :ntrarlet, w:ho has avoided t~ misinterpretat~on, 
' . ' ' ; . \ 

ani. mf.sundersts.nding _,of Dooyeweerd 1 s position which prove 
. ' . ' . . .. . . . ' . ' .. . ' \ ~ ' . 

. to. be, such serious obsta.o·~e.s. in phiJ.osophical. commUnication. 
l ' ' I ~ ' ' 

Accordi-ng to ·nooyeweerd •. Ma.rlet has succeeded. in steering 
.. ' . . .· . , .. ' . . '.. . . . ' : ' .·. . . 

the .dialogue bE!~Ween tte.o•thonlism al'd neo•CB.lvinism .aw~y . . - . .. - '. . . . . . . . .. ' I 

· fran: the cul-de-sac in whi~h the. <iialogue with t:tobbers bad 
; ! • ., t • • I • : ' ' ' • ' •• > ' ; • ~ 

led lt... Re a.ppref::la.~es i&r~et •s placing of ,the phi~·o~opby -

of' the cosm~>nomic idea .on 81\<eu.e:umenical Chri stia.n basis, 

and Marlet •s .agr_eetnent vp.t~ ~ts. own con~ep~i·on of' the rel1• 
··.. ' ' 

. gioua basic motives ot the We,st,, even though he considers .. 

tbat. ultimte+y his own. re.11g.ioua posit~on and. t~t :~()f 1\i\r-· 

let ea.nnot be .reduoe~d to .each other. However,. this does n·ot , 

affect. _the great ,gain .. in .sympa:thetic under.s:tallding. and true , 
_81). · .. · . . 

·c ol'itlll'tmieat ion. · 

· Jarlet, c.ommenoes ·hi:s book with a;n ac·oount' of the his.:. 
- . 

torica.i baekgroll:tld .. ,of :ne:o-Ce.lvinistic philos~p'h;r;: followed 

'·by an ·~os~tio~ of the philosoph1 of: the cosmonom±c idea, 
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and .. a· Elk~tch. ~i the pre·sent eta. te ot Cbri stla~ · philos ~opby' 

fn 'the Cathol·t·c world; after. which h~ pr·oce;eds ·:to indica:te .. , 

the fundamental ~dentity ar.d di:f:ferenee betw~en neo..:·oa,i'\rinism 

and "philosophy Jn.·the ·Church of GQd" (Rhi~-oso;e_hia. ':in Ecc:hesia: 

_#ecepta a.c asnita)~· 
· " ·· · ··•r'le~ .accepts the distinction between natural l'ational 

knowledge attd fa·ith;. ·draWn' by t,he Vatican Council in i~?O;·. 

aithoUgh _!it', sU.bseqtientiy appeat"s that hls interpretat!'on ot 
·~ 

this <it sttnct!on Ai:rre.r.s f~om tne traditio~l interpret~tion 
.. · . . .·... . . ..· ' . 82.) 

of:, for exaraplei;. Gar-rigou..,:ta.grat.~gfll.•. . . lt« recommending. tb~ · . ' 

st~y. ot Aq'uinas; uarle-6 wrltesj the encycli.c;~l,aete~nl.· 

P8;trls simpiy·wishes to empba.sis~ the 'Value -of. tlie philoso"'" 

h' 4 1 . ......... . i" t'. .. . . .p t ' . . t' :sa ) . . . .t ;.. .... d .. . .· ' p .· .. ca. )iuuer ·. anee .a.~. • h~ paS··•. Aqwr..nas .f.ii:l,. 'llOt only 

take.tl liote of: hts wh-ole phf.l.osophicaf past and ot', c'antezn;;. 

pot>aneou$. mediaeVa.l philo~opby~· ~ut .bad .dra.~ ~1~ these~ 
views t~gethe:t> in. a. unlq-~ -synthesis• :Marlet Wi-ltes, rete~·.:; i 
ring t-o pz:zywarats cha.ra.cterisa:tion ··of Aqtdna.,s• phil,os ap~ 

( ! " ' . .. • . ' •! . • ¥ ·. 

as ••die V'ergar1genheit i'tl siQh, e?f:Ullend, und die· ZtikU:irl"t ati$ -
· · · o.A ') · • .. 

. ~ .J, . . . . . '· . ,- J- • ~ • f~.,.- - ' ' ~ • . " ,- - ' :.· . > ' . . ( 
s:~.ch entfa.ltend." · T'J1e progr,easi ve 'attitude whtch Aquinas· 

. . ) 

himseit exemplified in his ·war~<:* Ya~let wi$hes to ¢Jntinue. 
a.Ul this, . he claims. is .in accordance with the d.e·eper spirit 

'"' -~ 

o£ th<iaism. 

llarlet states that the na.tu;r.-e-grace r~ligious motive. 
' .. 

.i . 

held especially by the school of .Louvain, is· aotua.J.J.y.,:s. Car•· 
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85) 
teeian a priori, and that in tm main line of development 

of Catholic philosophy
7 
which be represents, this must be 

perfected by the religious a priori of grace-nature. For 

Marlet the point of convergence between progressive Catholic 

philosophy in Frame and Germa.ny arrl that of Dooyeweerd, 

lies in the persm.sion tba.t philosophical thought is always 

encompassed by a theological a priori in the sense of a 
86) 

Revelational a priori. Philosophy ani theology exist in 
87) 

the •contrapuntal relation" envisaged by Josef Pieper, 

While theology proceeds from the self-consciousness of 
; 

Christ, philosophy proceeds tram the Christian self-conscious-

ness. Its f'orma.l object is the reality o'f the human person, . 
88) 

and from within this tientre conteDplates the cosmos as being. 

In terms almost e.:m.ctly the same as that of Dooyeweerdi~ he 

describes the nain outlines of: his Christian philosophy's 

The concrete, historical man is man in Christ. This 

concrete man is attacked by sin in the root, tbe centre of 

his personality, and can achieve his regeneration through 

grace only by means of: the way of the Cross. The whole man 

must accept this way, tbe Whole man must die with Christ 

au:l live in Him. Grace corrects the relation between God am 

the heart of nan, :frees man in his centre, from the bondage 

of: sin, as, in Dooyeweerd •s philosopby, religion renews 

the heart of nan. Salvation thus becomes the point of depar-
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ture in man's perception of the structur~ of temporal 

reality. The analytical aspect of llBn, ~rlet contim:Es• 

belongs to temporal reality, while the arch!medean point 

is situated in the heart, in the Christ ian or apostate 

self-consciousness. Philosophy proceeds from the person~ 

confronted with his Creator~ and terminates in the intui-
89) 

tion of being. Thus the thomist conception of philoso-

phy, too, is conscious of itself as theoretical thought 

which articulates mive experience and structural states 

o:f affaire in accordance with its basic idea of being, pro-
90) 

cured from the Christian religious basic motive. 

To the main differences between his own philosophica: 

position considered as an ace ount of the cosmic totality, 

ani that of Dooyeweerd, lhrlet devotes comparatively lit-
91} . 

tle attention. It is concerned primarily with their 

different conceptions of being. !hrlet states that Dooye­

weerd ha.s interpreted Aquinas' idea. of substance in a Car­

tesian sense, as that which needs nothirig beyond itself 
92) -

to exist. Sketching the different interpretations of 

the idea of being in Catholic philosophy, Mu"let decides 

in favour of a "thomistic existentialism", ani a concep­

tion of substance which he claims is indeed that of 
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"Calvin emphasises t.he transcendence of God over 

against the world - the b~unda.ry • to such an extent," he· · 

writes, 11that the structure· of creation, carried and given 

by God:1 cancel-s the idea of being as existential principle 

- or prim:~ iple of. perfection. Th~ he· denies what he before 
. - ~ -

considered to be the eonsti tutive meaning of being •. On the 

other hand, he .emprmsises the existential ·immanence or -

immanence of perfection of God to such an extent~ that the 
. ' ' 

perfection of creation can no longer be predicated of it-

self. To SUllll'!Brise: the one-sided emphasis on ·the exclu­

sive activity of God (Alleinwirksamkeit Gottes) can be 
. ' 

characterised. theoret!ca.J.ly as the tendency to separate 
97) 

absolutely structure and its perfection, ~a.w and subject!' 

M:l.rlet 's book on Dooyewe·erd bas been subjected to \ 1 

. . 

a detailed analysis by Berk:ouwer;, who states that e.ither we 

have long misunders-tood the nature ·of the ,conflict between 

Rome anQ. Reformation,. or tmt lhr.let has erred .in his des-
. 98) 

cript.ion of ttphilosopby in the Church of God. n. Ma.rlet 1 s 

presenta.t:t.on of the nature-grat;e motive deprives Dooye­

weerd .o'f all grounds :for criticism. But this account whi.ch 

lilarlet .offers repre.sents only. one trend of Catholic ·philoso-. 

phy •. Berkouwer asks whether this a.c,cwunt is legitimate, 

/that is, 
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· can ,be. ·reconciled with Catholic doctrine~ Again.- can t~ 

theolgd.e. n()uvelle assooia,~ed wlth the theologi()a.l views of 

S6hngen. v.on Baltha,sa:r. and Sehocnenberg and which ·rorm'?· the 

theol~ioal background of .~lE?t 's 'CH'Jn~ption:.·q:r Cl:tri ~·ian 

. philosophy; be reconciled with_ t}le papal enoyclica.ls·• _the 

anti-modernist oa.t:h and ~Ja~. Vat~~)n Council dec~~.~!? ~erk• 

ouwer conside·re that it Ca.nttot,· · a.n op'itl1on which is also held• 
. . - . ' . 

· held by· 'Me'ulema:n,. J.ht-:J.his analysis o~ the new tram in Catho-
·~-~... lOO)' , . 

lie theol~.. · · '· .. ... . : · , 

:Berkouwer further:. ·e·onsiders that the difference re~ 

garding the not~ion of -.being between Doo;veweerd and .thrlet is·; 
. ·. ~ ~· . ~- . ~ . 

. really ;of a ··fund.~en~a~ natur~., which ·m~:st necrEHJ:f3~riJ.y ar.: ; ·1 

·rect the.ir whole ontology; and proce·e-ds 'from a o.ecieive dif'• , 

:r~re nee in. the re.ligiott&;J a pri.-orl.~;. llooyewee'l'd. ts ;concept ~on 

of the sovereigntr at G.Qd.. :issuing in his notion.o'£ .. the­

complete insu:ff:hdenoy of'" meaning,: cannot .be reconciled with, 
. . ' 

.Marlet 'a c<Jnception of ·9:reat ion,• . However. :Serkouer. conc:l'u.des,. 

:Marlet "s book is of importance 'because it. has ~l~ared up· " 

many ~sunderst~mi.ngs arid bas helped the: dialogue between 

Rom-· ·e .... am. ·ne-·tor-mati on ,~ ~ ~-ro~ess· !., defining' the.ir eltiict · 
· . . - , lOl), . . . , 

a.nd real divergences.·.· · ,- · · 

'The philos o,phica.l problem, .however,. '!fs. no:t• Whether. 

lla:r'let 's position ~an be ree oncii:ed with tr'adit·iona.J. ~aatl'ici..· . 

lie philoso:pby am theology am the tradiiitiona1 baterpre• 



tation of the relation between ntJ.ture and grace, but 

\vhether A'ar.let ha.s succeeded in meeting nooye\veerd on a 

common g'r·ound, and in what this ground ~consists. T.o esta. ... · 

blish this, ·we must look ·once again at their points of 

.a,greement. and d.isa.gree~nt. 

''First of .all it must ~e.noted'tha.t there ts .a large 

measur~ 61 agreement between Dooyeweerd and Marlet as re­

gards the conditions under which the :philosopher works,, · 

the influence ~of the religious a pr.iori, the tN?Cessity 

of an archimedean point and the nature· of the eel.f' - to 
. . 

sueh ~n extent.; indeed, that Berkouwer considers that 

Ma..rlet '.S position is ne longer strictly Catholic in the 

tra.d i tional sense, but revea.l:s some of the primary chara..c- · 

teri.stics of Reformed· thinking. This :Mar1et will deny. 

But it cannot be denied thS;t Jlfarlet 's agreement with cer ... 

tain a·spects of' Dooyeweerd 's thought. notably that of' the 

insufficiency of theoretical thought$ must necessarily 

. cause ·radical disagreement between Jla.rle~ 's position and 

tlla.t of traditional thomis.m. The points -of difference will 

cent,r.e primarily round the B:,~lo&i~. er.itif:h. Although Mar­

let~ accepting the relative autonomy of created reality,· 

will alSQ have to accept the causal argument for the ·~xis­

tence of God pe1• crea.t'l.lrem. his conception of the reli­

gious root. of thought must· cause him tc irt erpret the :!!!:, 
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eminentiae in a different way. In his book on the philo-' 

sophy of the cosmonomic idea, Marlet has closely associa­

ted himself with the views of Przywara, and it is not 

improbable to conclude that he will agree with Przywara's 

distinction between at least six types of ~nalogia entia 

in the Christian world, which can finallY be reduced to 

two, the thomistic and the Augustinian, each indiapensi-
100) 

ble to the other. 

1hrlet's insistence that the motive of nature and 

grace must be supplemented and completed by the motive 

of grace and nature, brings him, then, to a position 

which does not fundamentally differ from that of Dooye­

weerd. It must be emphasised, however, that the contact 

has not been established along the way of the transcen­

dental critique. larlet baa not approached Dooyeweerd's 

philosophy along the formal way of the critique, but 

along the way of transcendental self-reflection, star­

ting from the knowledge of God and issuing in knowledge 

of the self and through the self, of the cosmos. There is 

agreement on the level of theology and religious expe-

rience, a similar interpretation of certain aspects of 

the Christian verities, especially regarding the fact 

of the insufficiency of human reason and the necessity 

of palingenesis and gEaoe in philosophical activity. 



:aut .it i.e n-ot a eritical a.greerr.ent in the eense of a 
. ~;Ol'i .. _,. 

:painstaking e'lnrlfie«.tionnnd reeognit!on of a. common 

"stat~ o:f a.ffairsn which Dooyeweerd himself visualised 

when he presented the Cl"it1que a.a e. means .of philosophic 

c al!3mu.nioo t 1 on. 

In cons:ider.ing their potnts of disagreement, we are 

foroea. to the same conclusion. !~rlet· cannot follow the 
. ' 

:formal way of .the ci'itiq:ue. for the critique proceeds 

from a conception of ·th~ being of creation which Yarlet 
• 

cannot a.ceept ..•. As Ya.rlet 's conception of the orea.tiva aet 

·of God a.l'Jd of veconda:ry causa11ty give.e riae to h!a eon­

ce:ption of the :relat1·ve autononrr of created being, so 

Dooyeweerd •s ce>neeption of th$ sovereignty of God gives 

rise t,o. hie conception of the insuf:tieienoy and rela.tt ..... 

vity of created being. Hence UA-rlet•e crit1eism ·Of Doo7e­

weerd 's account of meanirg ·involves prinlU'.il3'• :for lra:r­

let himselt, a etriticism of Dooyeweerd t a conception of the 

sover&ignty of God. and his one•sided empbasis ,on t'his 

Chrittia.u trutlt at the e~en.ee of the fUll, 01u"'1atia:n. Re· 

velatiotl •. In the same way, nooyeweerd.'a criticism of 

Marlet •s conception of 'being m.."l!a.ns a. critfcistn of :Ehrlet '~J 

t•aligtous e. priori. Botb the correspondences and disa.gree­

metrts between Doo:Tellfeerd 01nd !hrlst must thus be traced to 
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an agreement and disagreement ae regarde the interpreta-

tion o~ the Christian religious a priori. 

We conclude, then, that Dooyeweerd and Marlet have 
___ ..L. --~--..L-.ll. -- ~.,.. _ _. _____ ~ .... -- .. __.- ----
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Aquinas himself. According to Mlrlet the key to the 

understanding of the notion of substance is not the dis­

tinction between form and nntter,. but that between ee-
93) 

senoe and existing. (aseentia. and ~!!.)• Substance, ae 
a union of :form and zm.tter, is only a. possible existent; 

its highest act is the net of existing, and its first 

law the principle o'f identity, which safeguards its own 
94) 

proper created nature. :M'lrlet 's position finds its efho 

in the doctrine o~ being of De Raeymaker, when he writes 

that the experience of being is an experience of its ab­

soluteness, ita fundamental law being its complete self­

identity. When being is revealed to IJBn, nnn can only 
95) 

answer: "It is, it is itself'." 

Dooyeweerd, however, Jar let continues, accepts 

Calvin's doctrine of the sovereignty o:f God in its full 

implication. Because of the over-emphasis of God's tran• 

scendence at the expense of Hie immanence in creation, · 
. 96) 

CalTin has destroyed the notion of secondary causality, 

which ultimately means the denial of the structural per­

fection of the creation. 
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weerd ·~ philosophy a.l)pears to satisfy this l'~quirement.. , ' 

His first· premise is indeed consistent with the universal ... . . ' . . 

ly valid conditions f.or thinking, because he considers .. 

that the universal structure _of thought is of such a ria.-· 

ture that it· of necessity del'llands a :religious presupposi­

tion. ;Dooyeweerd emp~sises that _lack of contact and thus 
. . 

of a common b:;1.sis of philosophit;!al criticism is oa.used b~ 
·, 

'differences in the content of the religious pre.supposi-

tion only, and he has presented. the transcendental cri­

tique a.s an attempt to .f~cus the attention of the philoso­

pher ·on the structure of _thol.gh.t. Once .this structure of 

thought .i.s recognised as. uni ve·rsa.l., the method .of anti no• 

rrry vindicates his own Scr.iptura.l point of departure. There-

, f.ore Dooyeweerd ~considers that :i:f his philo.sopb.y .is not 

recognised as satisfying the conditione for intelligible­

philosophic communication;. the cause must be sought in the 

uncritical and dogmatic attitude of his critics, and not. 

in his own poin~ of departure. 

However, we haw ·shown th:"l.t this concePtion of the 

structure of thought, by po.siting the 'structural necessity 

of the religious presuppositim:i,_ is i taelt' the immediate 
. ·. . ' 

imptication in epistemology of his conce_ption of the so-

vereignty of God. Thus it would appear that Dooyeweerd•s 

. presentation of _the Yfi.1sbegeer~~~.der Wet$idee as a Scriptu­

ral philosophy, has .made him inaccess_ible to criticism, 
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for, a..e he himself has pointed out;, a. critici.sm from the. 

point ~f vie·w of another religious basic: motive, or .from a 

different interpretation of Scripture, is a ti"anscendent 

criticism, dogmatic and without value in a. philosophical 

discussion. 

Yet Doo~weerd persists in his attempt to prese.nt us 

with a universal Christian philosophy, a philosophy which 

will be whol.ily consistent with his Script.ural ;point of de­

parture, and Wholly consistent with the nature of philoso­

phy as an account of the cosmic totality. He c.onsiders that 

this is rrade possible by his distinction between the content 

of' the basic idea of philosophy, determined by t_he reli­

gious a priori of the p~ilosopher, and the structure of 

the basic idea i'tself. 

The three. transcendental ideas of the coherence, to­

tality and origin of n1ea.ning, which resUlt in. ~he baaie 
. ' . 

idea of philosophy, are. termed by him ttabstract n ani ·"for­

mal n idea_s. transcendental categories of philosophical 

thinking devoid of content. These ideas are universal a:r.d 

a priori _in the sense that they belong to the iStructure of 

philosophic thought created, by God. Hence already i.n tlle 

first way of the critique, Dooyeweerd refers to them as 

connected with an ••immanent law" of philosophy:. 



-252-

Hie own Scriptural pre·suppo~ition .enters philosophy 

as the content of the basia idea. Dooyeweerd emphasises 

that .the basic idea is not formUlated by theology, for 

theology is a. theoretical science, itself completely de­

pendent on the cosmonomic idea of the theologian. The con­

tent of the basic idea .is formulated directly from Scrip­

ture by the philosopher himself, in accordance with a 

knowledge of God obtained. in "prayer and w.orship". This 

content must conform to the structure of philosophic 

thought by giving relevant answers to the three transcen­

dental questions. Thus Dooyeweerd states that the origin 

of meaning is the holy, sovere.ign will of God, Who has re­

vealed Himself in Christ; the totality of meaning is the 

heart renewed in Christ, subject to the law of the love 

and service of God and neighbour; the coherence of mea­

ning is described in term.s of sphere sovereignty, modal 

anticipations and analogies. 

However, this content in itself does not yet give us a 

philosophical account of "wie a.lles sieh zum Ganzen webt •. "' 

A further transcription of this content is required, if the 

content and structure of the transcendental ideas are to 

be thoroughly integrated. Hence the contingent cosmos, 

created ~ nihilo,. becD~T~es lt!ea,n,ing, which reveals itself . 

under theoretical analysis as modalities. The creation does 
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not stand in a relation of causality to its Creator, but 

the modalities refer to a final ground of meaning which 

is not meaning but being. The God of' Abraham, Isac am 

Jacob is an absolute, a final principle of' unitx, to which 

the modal spheres are directed and on which they are 

focussed, subjectively through the ego, structurally 

through cosmic ~· The revealed mysteries of Christianity 

themselves constitute the relisiou~ ~ priori of philoso­

pby, which does not contain a dialectical tension but 

which is inte&,ral and does not give rise to antinomies. 

Religion is an attitude of surrender to a real or pre­

sumed origin of all temporal diversity of meaning. 

These ideas are not found in Scripture, but belong 

to common philosophical language, with a well-defined me­

taphysical mea.ni.ng already attached to them. Dooyeweerd 's 

philosophical system itself',. which attempts to relate 

world ani origin in a theoretical idea, reveals all the 

characteristics of a coherent and impressive metaphysic. 

Yet, when confronted with the question of its extrinsic 

intelligibi.l!ty, Dooyeweerd can only refer to its corres­

pondence with Scripture. 

This conception of a Christ ian philosophy ha.s been 

subjected to unfavourable criticism by other neo-Ca.lvinist 

philosophers. ~ellema asks whether this is not a synthesis 
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: . ~ 
103) 

of Christ ian motives ard pagan ideas~ Young asks whether 

the me'taphysical distinction between form and mtter does 

not re-appea'I' in the distinction between stru~ture and 

·· content• In that ca.se.·either the content disr1.:tpts the 

structure; leading to irrationalsim, or the content is sub­

jected to. the structure, which, in Dooyeweerd 's case, leads 
. 104) 

;to a· nomological interp;retation of reality. stoker asks 

\Vb.ether· Dooyeweerd 's pre-occupation with the transcenden­

tal problems of philosophy does not den<;>te a .synthesis 

.with imma:nentist, especially Humanist, philosophy. This 

wiit happen 1• t m term fitranscendenta.l" is ser iousl.y ac-
. . 100) 

cepted by Calvinistic philosophy. For Stoker, the reli· 
. . 105) . ·. . . 

gious risk (V{fl.S.f{stuk) . of the ·Calvinist ph~~sopher, 

r.m.kes any attempt to .neet imma.nentist philosopb.y on a com­

mon groutid suspect. Fina:lly, Stoker o cmside~s that Dooye-

. weerd 's philosophy rev~ls an objective idealism in so 

far as he states that :the whole· of created reality only 
. .. . . . lti7) 

achieves meaning· in its. religious root, the. heart. In. 
. . . . . . 

general, while Stoker e.xpresse.s a profound appreciation 

o.f' Dooyeweerd 'a pbilos opby1 .he fears that Dooyeweerd 's 
over-emphasis ~n episte~ological problentS leadt:.~ to a. neg ... 

lect of' the ontological. creationa.l cmra.cter of a trUly 

Calvinistic philosopey •. 

These c:r;oiticisms are of value. It is possible to· in.,; 
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God; to show the influence of Husser1 's rationalistic idea­

lism i'n his account o'f meaning,, ani especially Ka.utia.n and 

neo-Kantian influence iti the formulation of his theory of­

knowledge. _:BUt Dtooyewe~·ra: :himself' cone.iders tmt a J!h1lo-

e .. oph1~ refol"lllata is not -a ref'ormati on out of nothing. It is 

in Dooyeweerd ts favour t l'at he bas formul.ated his problems, 

not against the background of a Greek ·or Mediaeval meta.- . 

physic, but in the context of 'his own historical philoso­

hic situation; whicn .is :prinarily R'lllll9.nistic. Thus_ hi.S 

struggle .... mentioned in the Introduction to the Wi.itsbe&eer .. -

te der Wetsidee - to arrive at clar.ity a.s regards his own 

Calvinistic poait~on, is aiso a struggle viitli the neo-

Ka.ntia.n. pl1ilosophy which he'- himself had accepted and deeply 

understood • 

. . FUl"thermore, although criticism .of the 'itnrm.nentist' 

tendencies .in Dooyeweerd 's thought· is important within the 

neo-Galviniatic world- am ls i'ndeed demanded by the Refor­

med doctrine of antithesis., we are concerned primriiy with. 

his philosophy as a. representative neo-Calvinistic · pliilo­

sopby, am with the fundamental problem which it presents. 

This problem We have de:t"ined as the problem· .of ·COl'lD!luniea.• 

tion. Dooyeweerd 's concern with this pr.oblem - on the 

whole avoided by neb-Calvinist philosophers .... is caused by . 
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in the light of Reformed. prit;tciples. Thus his very pre­

occupation with ep.iatemologlcal problems, rooted in the 

fundamental problem of the relation be tween reason ar.d 

faith, ts necessary to place neo-Calvinistic phiJosophy on 

a -critical foundation, . .in the light of which it can main• 

ta.in ·1 tself not only against other conceptions of Christian 

philosophy _but .also against a philosophical world which de· 

. nies any relation between reason and faith. It is in this 

context, and in this context only, tha.t his attempts to 

deflne the conditions_ for philosophical communication can 

be legitimately c.riticised. 
.. _,. 

This problem originates· in the-l&!diaeva.l controversy 

regarding the primacy· of reason .or faith, Athens or Jeru• . 

. salem, am culmina,tes in Aquinas 1 , conception of the orders 

of nature am· grace. While the thomistic syntbee,:i.e can lead.· 

·and has led to a rationali~tie conception ·Of reason; Aquinas 

himself did .not understand the distinction between :faith · , 

and. rational knowledge as a. sepe.ra.t.ion or as· an Averroistic -

·opposi-tion. The f~rst principles of rea.s·on a.re themselves 

erea.tedl am philosophy is sustained and pe·rfected in its 

·proper order by grace.. However.·. as Feisser p-oints out_. 

. within tm Reformed world the credo Et tntellisa.m and fides 

guaerens intellectum of Christian philosophjr.has always 

-been _conceived against the background of the metaphysical 
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rat~ona.1ism before EB.nt ·am German id·~alis:m:.after Kant. 

Ha.unt'ed. by the spectre :ef.an autonomous and ~ritica~l rea~~ 

son, Re:for~d 'thoUght reje.cted any conception of a harmony' 
I • ' ! -- • 

' between.;l:-ea.son and -Revelation.· This resulted in a.n irrecon ... 

cilable tension, expressed in. B.J.H. Ovink'a stateme'nt 

that wha:~ is. philosophical, is not Chr.ist1a.n, and what is 
. . I ' 108) 

Cbrlstia.n, is not :philo.so;phlcal. 
' - . . 

It is this conflict between rea.sqn and Revelation 

that Dooye~eerd -attetnpt·a to destroy in his :ucoup.ernican 

revolution" of philosophy, ·by positing that :all thought 

proceed$ from relig.ious. presuppositions; am that the dog1m. 

of' the autonomy of reason itself' has an apos.ta.te religious .. 
. . . ' . . 

foundation. Hence Jansen holds that neo--Cal vinistic philo-

sophy does not attempt to prove the :possibility of a. Ch!•ia• 

tlan philosophy; it simply .pasi ts a philo,so;pby which it 

considers to have transcended the problem of the conf:tict 
. '. 10~} ' 

between reason and Revelation. · 

However. if' Dooyewee:rd considers that his conception 

of the r-e'ligious root ot' .thought. has destroyed the 'ra.ticm.a­

listie doetririe of the autonomy of reason; it does not pre• 

vent the emergence of' grave dif:fieuJ.ties in his own philoso­

phical 'po.sition. Christi.e.n theology :maintains that we .assent 

to the \Vord of God on the .authority· of God and not as the·. 

result 'of a philos~phical demonstration. which ~ould ·reduce 

the theology of Revelation to natural theology, that is, to 
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metaphya1c.s. But if the articles of faith are not deduced 

from metaphysics, the question ariae:s whether these arti ... 

· cles of faith can legitimately be.co.me the principles of . 

' rational knowledge, and whether. the content ·o:r philosop'by·' . 

can be drawn from theology. Dooyeweerd states that it can­

not. Philosophy doos not o?tain its principles from theo­

logy, but directly from Scripture formulated as the content 

of the basic id·ea of phfl.osopby; ar.rl this basic. idea con­

trols theology it:self ·in ~the sense· of defin:i.ng the cosmo­

logical and epistemologtca.l conditions :for theological 

activity. 

This means, firstly, that "?Je are asked to assent to 

the. Word· of' Godt not on the authority of the God who re­

·veal.s, but on the authority of the indi vidWl.l philosopher. 

who claiw.s that his theoretical transcription of Seript.ure 

in the basic idea,. is eo;rrect • It means., se_c ondly, that we 

are asked to assent· to philos·ophical conclusions~ not in 
' . . 

the ligl.lt of natural evidence, but as articles of f'a.ith. 

Yet these articles of faith are nc\t procured from theolo­

gy but fr.om the :philosophical formulation of' Scripture in 

the basic idea • 

. It i.s difficult to escape the conclusion that Dooye­

weerd ·• s destruct ion of the di.stinction between reason and 

Revelation has led to rationalism· in theology and irratio­

nalism in philo~o:pby~ by reducing both to an arbitrary 
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theoretical transcription of Scripture. This .transcription 

we cannot believe, for God has not revealed it. Neither. 

can we know it to be· true in the light· of natul"al evi--
de nee, f'or there is· no evidence .. Yet the entire edifice 

of the )fi,jsbeseerte der Wet~id·ee is built on· the assump­

tion tmt the· individual calvinist. philoao.pher not only 

· understands Scripture .•. and understands it adequately. 

and profoundly - but· tha.~ his interpretation· of what Scrip­

tur.e might mean as the content o:f' the basic· idea. and the 

three transcendental ideas has the same claim to certitude 

as a revealed mystery of the Christian faith. 

· :But if' so., the credo .!:!!. intellisam of Christian 

philosophy.,. which appears in Dooyeweer.d • a philosophy in 

the guise of his conception of the religious presupposi­

tions of thought, has de.stroyecl the notion of a common 

universe ot discourse, not because it subjects reason to 

faitht but because it subjeot.s both reason a.nd :faith to 
. -

an arbitrary theoretical point of departure. Thus Dooye­

weerd 's conception of a ScriptUral philosophy r,eveals the 

same e.xolusi~'e character as the 'izrrnanentist' philosophy 

which he ha.s criticised so sharply, .a.nd thus ·• according 

to the Divine irony - it is equa.llY dogmatic and incom• 

municable. 
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Conclusion. 

It is to be regretted tb.a.t in a work ·as widely 

· read as Spier's Introduction to t'he Yli.tsbegeerte der We ta-l) . . . ... . . . . . w 

idetL, written, moreover, by a. philosopher closely asso-

·. eiated with the neo-Ca.l vinist movement, the in'lJ;rression is 

crea;ted that Dooyeweerd does not go beyond the .sharp ae­

.sertion o:r the antithesis in philosophy. We ma.y agree that 

ln general contact wfth non ... Chri.stian .philosophy does not 

constitute a serious problem to the _neo-Calv1nist philo­

sopher.. But i't is impossible to study Dooyeweerd. 's philo­

sophy withoUt perceiv.ing that, :although. ha. has wr.itten 

very little with specific reference to the problem of 

communication, it is for him a.n absorbing am urgent pro- · 

blem. 

This .is evident, firstly~ in his own correction 

of possible misinterpretations o'f his doctrine of a.ntithe­

.si:s .• He points out that. this doctrine, which has caused 

·misunderstanding al.so amongst philosophers accepting the· 
2) 

Calvinistic :faith• must.be underetQod in a. universal sense. 

It d res not draw a. line of personal cla.ssifioa.tion, but 

a line. of division according to fundamental principles 
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passing through every Christian personality. Thus the 

struggle between the Q!.vitae Ilei and the Civitas Terrena 

is primarily a struggle within the thinker himself, a 

painstaking attempt to arrive at consistency in his own 

thinking. In this connec,tion he also emphasises that his 

philosophy must not be understood as ~he exclusive thought 

of a. small clique of' calvi nists, but that it is indeed 
3) 

a universal Christian philosophy. 

Secondly, it is evident in his transcendental cri­

ticisms of non-Christian, especially Humanistic, philo­

sophy. As a. critique of philosophical dogmtis:rn, these 

eritHSisms attempt to reveal the presuppositions under• 

lying the assumption of the so-called autonomy of philo­

sophical thought, and to force the 'ilti!l'anentist' philo­

sopher to c:ri tical sel:f'-re:f'lection. As Dooyeweerd him­

self considers tmt the recognition of the presupposi­

tions controlling philosophical thought is the :first 

step to philosophical camnunication. the transcendental 

criticisms must be ,considered as a negative contribu-

tion to the problem. 

Finally• we have seen that in the transcendental 

critique o:f the oret1ea.l tho~ht, Dooyeweerd actually 

attempts to define tm eondit ions for philosophical con-
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tact. He clearly shows that the common ground between phi­

losophies cannot be found in the subjective order of pre­

suppositions, but that it is situated in the recognition 

of the ontica.l struot ure of the cosmos. However, this re­

cognition may be retarded, obscured or even made impossi­

ble by the influence of dogmatisms originating outside 

the order of philosophy in the subjective horizon of the 

heart. Hence D.ooyeweerd holds that man cannot know the 

cosmic order unless he knows his own place within that 

order. This demand f·or self-knowledge is wholly in the 

Socratic and Christian philosophic traditions, which con­

sider that the speculative virtues involve the moral vir­

tues, and that the pursuit of philosophy springs from love. 

But a. philosophy is important, not only for what it 

achieves, but for what it does not achieve, and ·its fai­

lures contribute in a negative way to the clarification of 

the problems with which it in concerned. Dooyeweerd 's Cal­

vinistic background has given him a special sense of the 

real.ity of the sovereignty of God in all spheres of life 

a,nd thought, and has enabled him to enter profoundly into 

the problem of the relation between religion and philoso­

phy. This, coupled with his great philosopbical integrity, 

has ea.used him to penetrate in a wholly consistent manner 

to the extreme implications of his Reforrne.d point of de-



parture, even. where it leads him to ineohsistencies and .. · 

contradictions. This accounts for the friction a.h.d strain 

which we· :find in the Yl!)sbe.seerte_ der Wetsidee between 

the structural and subjective perspectives; his criticism 

-of d'oglna.tism and his own dogmatism; his rejection of spe• 

culative thinking and the .specUlative character of his 

.own thi n1ting; · finalJ.y; his own serious &ll;d persistent at­

tem:pt·s to mef.)t other philosophies· on a. :common ground, and 

the inescapable isolation of his own philosophy .• 

These inconsistencies can all be traced back to a 

common SOUrCe; namely:, Dooyeweerd •s conception ·or the 

,structural necessity of. rel~gioua presupposit.ions in . 
' · thought .. The attempt ·to. create a system ·of' Christian phi-

loS()phy on this ba.sis1 implies the :philosophical tralls­

cription 9f Scripture into the transcendental ideas of 

philosopb;y. This means the destruction of the theology 

· of Revelation a.nd of' the necessity of philoaopey by sub .. 

jeeting both to an arbitrary theoretical point of depar ... 

ture. 

_Apart from Dooyeweerd 'a po.sitive contributions to 

the problem of philosophic oommuniaa.tion ... which should 

be noted by all philosophers interested in the prob~ema­

tics of a. Christian philosophy- - these inconsistencies 

contribute· to the phil-osophical dial·ogue in a negative 'Way 
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by suggesting 8, re-thinking of the relevance of the doe .. 

trines of the Sovereignty of God and. the ·Kingdom of 
' ' 

Christ to philosophical activity; and secondly, by sug-
. . 

gesting a more pro:f'ound analysis of the possibilities 

for philos~phical communication contained in ·the doctrines 
' ' 

of Common Grace, lleneral Revelation and the Testimonium 

S:pilt'itua Sa.neti Gene~ale_. -

,. 
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NOTES 

Notes t.() ;Cha.pte~ .. 'I 

·1.: · ·"Die nuwere ·wYabegeerte .. ·het 'n grootse :pretensie.~ Dit wil 'n 
eeuelange gebrek van die.Kalviniame uit die weg ruim, 111 •. 

'die gebrelt aa.n •n eie Ka.lvinistie.se Filosofie. Streng ge­
neem ·.WS.$ daar in ·d.ie geskiedenis van die wereldkttlture ·nog 

· nie 'n. ka.l·vinlatiese wysbegeerte gewees n1e,." R.G. Stoker,, 
Die Nuwere !l~begeerte .a.an die VriJe . Universi te it, p. 3. 

2. ·F.~r.M.· Potgieter, Die Verhottd.iBS Tussen die Teologie en die 
· ]'il·OSofie !1'_9al~.t...· P• · J.95. ·, 

t -. • I • 1 • 

3 •. 1• Boha.tee, :Sude und· Cal'rin~ .P• 251. 

4. ·"Eiusdem .est candor!.~,· quod' tradts, populum spinosis subti­
.libusque · quaestionibus :rut see·· a nobis seductum: a.deoque 
per i'lla.m l>h11osoph1a.m,· a qua. oa"t.'ere iubet Christianos Pau­
lUs c1~otm1ductu.m. .• , Reeponsio ad Se .. dolet1 Epistol~, Opera 
V.1 col •. 595. ((iuoted by Pdtgieter, ·. Die Verhoui .i_ns Tusst;u 

. die •reo'l·ogie en die 'FiloaQfie by Ca.l.!:l:P.t. p. :197. ) · 

.5. nEgo. ~utem_~a.ndiloquen~lam.,eorum et in:flatam rm.gnis ampul­
lis garrul~ta.tem .notar1 existimo~ qui evs.ngelii simplici­
ta.te non oonteriti ips~i.n_profamam philosophia.m conver-

. tmt. n Epist •. Pa.iil! :ad,'Timotheum' It cap. ·61 20. Opera LI,., 
col. 33:51 l~uoted by Potgieter,, Die. Verhouding Tussen. die . 
Teologie en die_ Filosofie, by Oalvyn, p,. ~;r- ··· 

G• Compare P.F.Ge.t~~ed·ort'• The9dore de Beze, p •. 303:. ••outre 
ses · doctl"ine.s heterodoxes .sur. le gcuvernement d·e l 'Eglise. 
n • a•t-11 p~s en eff,etJ a p1us1eurs 'reprises. rtgouret?;se­
ment attaque t •aut~rite .d 'Ari,stote, alors que Calvin avait 
mis Aristote a la base de l~enseignement ·phi~osophique 
donne a l•Academie~ •.•• Apres avoir iiJotileve nes ora.ges a 
Heidelberg par la, bard!esse de ses idees, :Ramus e·st venu off .. 
r.ir. ses services a. Geneve e.n ma.i 1570 .• - Beze, ne l 'a auto- - , 
ria~ A monter da;~s une eba.ire p~ofesaorale qut a ·condition I 

de le voir mett-re une sourdine a see doctrines. Et Ba.m.tts, 
reparti. peu .apre·s pour la France, aya.nt .• q,uelques mois l>lus 
t'rd.:, propose de reprendre son enae.ignemei.ttt :Be·ze_ lU! a · 
repondu par .un refus courtois et ferme, touJours base sur 
la quest'ion de 1' intangibilite d 1 Aristote .• 11 
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7 •. !_nstitutionum Christi~e ~eligionis, II, 2, XVI. 

a. "Quoties ergo in pro~anos.soriptore~ inc~dimus, illa, quae 
admirabili~ in iis a~~ulget,,veritatis luce admoneamur, men­
tam hominis, quantumlibet ab integritate sua collapsam & . · 
perveream, eximiis te.men etiamnum Dei donie vestitam esse & .. 
exornatam. 81 unicum verit.atis. f'ontem, Dei· Spiri tum esse re­
putamus, veritatem ipsam neque ·regpUemtis, neque contemnemus, 
ubiounque apparebits .nisi· vefimus in Spiri~um Dei contum~­
liosi esse. ·non enim dona: Spiritu-s, sine ipsius conterr,ptu · 
& opprobrio, vilipenduntur. Quid autem? Veritatem affulsisse 
antiquis Jureconsultis negabimus, qui tanta aequitate- oivi- · 
lem ordinem ~ disoiplinam prodiderunt? Philosophos oaeoutisse 
dicemus, cum in exquisita 1eta naturae contemplatione, tum 
arti~ioiosa desoriptione? Dicemus mentem illis defuisse, qui 
.arte diSserendi const1tuta, nos cum ratione loqui doouertmt? 
Dicemus eos 1nsaniisse, qui medioinam e.xoudendo, suam indus­
triam nobis impenderunt? Quid mathemata omnia? putabimusne 
amentium deliria? Imo ne :.Sine ingenti quidem adm1rat1one, ve­
terum scripta legere de his rebus poterimuss admirabimur 
autem, quia praeclara, ut stmt, cogemur a.gnosoere. Porro lau­
dabilene aliquid aut praeolarum oensibimus, quod non reoog­
noscamue a Deo provenire? Pudeat nos tantae ingratitudinis, 
in quam non inciderunt Ethnic! Poetae, qui & Philosophiam, 
& leges, & bonae omnes artes, deorum inventa esse confess! 
aunt. Ergo, quum homines istos, quos Scriptura G.JUX~xou~ 
vocat, usque eo ~uisse pateat in rerum inferiorum investiga­
tione acutos & perspicaces, talibus exemplis ddscamus, quot 
naturae huma.nae bona Dominus reliquerit, postquam vero bono 
spoliata est.n Ibid.,II,21 XV. 

9. "Sed hie §ucourrere nobis debeY., inter illam naturae oorrup::-:· ,•y 

tionem esse nonnullum gratiae Dei loc~ non quae illam 
purget, .Sed intus cohibeat. Na.m, si aing~orum animas l.a:Jd.s 
babenis Dominus in libidines quaslibet exUltare permitteret, 
nemo baud dubie esset, qui non reipsa ~idem ~aceret,verissi-
me in se competere omnia mala, qui bus un1 versam naturam damnat 
Paulus ••••• Siomnibus ejusmodi portentis obnaxia est una­
quaeque anima ( quemadmodum audacter pronunciat Apostolus) 
videmus certe quid futurum Sit, si Dominus humanam libidinem 
pro sua inclinatione vagari sinat. nUlla est rabiosa bellua,· 
quae tam praeoipitanter ~eraturs nuJ.lmn est quamlibet rapidum 
ac violentum f'lumen, cujus adeo impetuosa sit exundatio. In · 
electis suis morbos istos curat Dominus, eo quem max expone•

1 mus modos in aliis, injecto freno dunta:mt ooeroet, tantum .. 
ne ebulliant, quatenus expedire providet ad conservandam re­
rum universitatem. Hinc alii pudore, alii legum metu retinen-
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tur, ne in muJ.ta. :f'oedlta.ti,s genera proru:mpant; utaunque 
sua.m ma.gna ex parte impurftatem non d_issimulent: alii, ;quia 
honeste.m vivendi ra.tionem oonduoere ducant-, ad ;e~r,n utcun-, 
que ,a.sp~rant.: alii supra 'vulga;rem :Sortem emergunt, quo stia 
rna.jestate ·a.lio·s contineant in ·officio. Ita sua. provident.ia 
Deus m.ttirae perversitatem refre.na.t, ne in actum erlll'rlpats 
sed non p1frga.t intua. 11 .Ibid •. II.,s, III. · 

. -

10. · "Nam ut in homine reperitur quida.m miseriai'urn omnium raundus, 
a.c e:x quo spoliati aumus divino ornat u, pudenda .ml.di ta.s : 
irmnensam probzoorum oongeriem detegit: propriae in'f!elicita­
tis conscientia. untmtquemque pungi necesae est, ut in ali•· 
quam saltem Dei notitiam veniat. Ita ex 1gnorant1a.e. va.ni .... 
ta.tis, .inopia.e,. in:firmita.tis; pravitatis denique & corrup• 
ti onis propriae sensu recognoseimus• no·n alibi -quam in Do­
mino ti tam esse vera.m sapientia.e 'lucem, solida.m virtutem, 
bonorum omnium pertectam affluenti&m, just5:~1&e pilr.itatem: 
a.tque a.deo nalia nostris a.d '()onsid.eranda.n Dei 'bona. exai­
tam~. tt Ibi·d. I_, I) I •. 

. 11. Ibid.. I•: 10, II. 

12. "Itaque fr~gidis ta.ntum speoulationibus ludunt quibus in 
ba.c qua.estione· inaistere propositum ~est., quid sit Deus: 
qu.um intersi't n{).stra potius. qua.li-s :sit, & quid ejus natu­
rae oonvenia.t so ire • • • • Qubt pot ius hue valere debet ejus 
noti tia., primum ut ad. timorem ao reverentiam noo instituat: 
de inde ut ea duce a.c nag:i.strs. omne bonum a.b. illo pet ere., & 
i.ll:t .~cceptum. terre d.ieoamu.s. '' Ibid. I. a. II. 

. 13. Bud~. und Calvin, P• 241. 

14. "In der U'berzeugung, dass die •hre tVeisheit nicht der 
menschliahen Vernunft entsprungt, sond~rn von Gott zu er­
bitten ist., verzichtet der christlijche .Philosoph auf jedes 
Se1bst'\Tertr.auen und Uberlasst sich ganz der gottlichen A.u­
toritit. Seine Wissenscba.ftliehkeit wurzelt nicht in einem 
krit:lklosen Stol~, sondern in der kritischen Sel.bstbeschei­
dung, einer 'f'reud.igen Anerkennung der Grenzen. d. ie cler 
men,:;ehliehen Erkenntnis gez.ogen sind. Der chr:istliche .Phi­
losoph ist in diesem Punkt Ube.r d~n sto:bohen erbaben, fiir 
den es jenseit.s der Gren.zen d~s Verstehens ntn" die Fur.cht · 
vor den Gottern gab. ·ner .christliche Philosoph pritft a.lles, 
bekundet aber da.rin seine sittliche HOhe •. da.ss er den un­
entwirrba."ren Geheinmissen gegeniiber· sein Urt~il klug (upru­
dentia.") zuruck'b.8:lt. Es 1st das hochate Gesetz der Demut., 
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ztt glauben, dass _ unsere Wege in Gott geborgeti 'sind, __ una· in 
die Sehule Got tea zu gehen1 in der una die klare und tie-
fere Wahrheit durch se1nenSeiet geoffenbart 1st. BleUit · 

-dabe1 1mmer noch ein grosser Rest unsere:m :Fassungsvermo'- · 
gen unzuganglich, so ··ist es die bochste Aiisse-rung der De­
mut.i>. die Geheimnisse Gottea a.nzubeten und zu bewundern." 

~ . . . ' . . . . 
:S!!de und Calvin, P• 251. Compare also Bohat.ec: Autoritat 

. U'nd .Fr~ih~11{in d.er Gedank·enWelt Calvina, .Philosophia. Re• 
.fermata. v,. p •. 236-237·: "ArJ.ders der ch.ristliche Philosoph. 
Er ist auch -ein Philosoph, erfiillt mit erha.benen Gedanken,. 
aber ein Philosoph, der weise sein will 'na.ch dem Munde 
Gottec:~,a ' Er sinnt iiber ·die wahrheit, die ale sol.che ihrem 
We sen_ ne,ch nur gottlich istJ denn Gott allein 1st wa.hr und 
wa.brnatttg. Darin l.iegt 'der hochste Grundsate der christ­
lichen Philosophie'1 class sie una.bbitngig von dem mensch• 

. lichen• . t~iigerlechen Urtell . im unbedingten Gottesgehorsam 
und im Vertra.ue·n auf die absolute gottliehe Wahrheit das 
ungebrochene, ungezihmte ( 'indo:rni t1 ' ) Ich mit seiner nRhe• 
torik·•. den· :rt~mmersohlagen ·der unbestechlichen gottlichen 

· · Wahrhe.it unterwirf't. Die wissensoha.f'tliohe Freiheit eines 
Chri-stemnenscben ist Bejahung del'" gottliehen Wahrheits­
a.uto:ritat. Er sieht aioh demnaoh die 'Wissensebaften' und 
Kunste darauf ant ob sich in ihnen da.s gottliehe Funda~ . 
ment findet: sonst sind sie trotz 1hres Werte·a leer. Dazu, 
gehort zu den 'A~a;ngsgrunden der _ ohri~tlichen Phiiosophie • 
·da.s Bewusstsein der eigenen Urizulingliohke.1t. das Irre­
werden an Selbstverehrung und Se~betbespiegelung." 

15. Institution~ Christia.nae Relie:ionis., I,6, III-IV. 

1.6. "Ce qu'il y a.va1t. de nou.vea.u dana la R~:fo:r.me1 . sur ce point. 
du moins,. 10e tl 'etait ni un ton, ni marne une .attitude, mais 
une doctrine .•. Pour la prernie:r.e f'ois dans 1 'hist 9ire du _ 
oh-ristianis.:me. cette cond.a.mnation_ra.d.:tesle portee contre la. 
philosophie :par tant de tfhretiens. eloquement :formulee . 
. ma.is ja.ma.is fondee, 6& trouvait prise a_.1.1 serieux et re• 
oevait sa. pleine justification. n Clll'istianisme et Philoso-
:pl'lie, p. 18. · 

1'7. w. Young1. Towar'd-s a Reformed Pb.ilosoJ?hl!J P• 35 

18. F. Sassen• _ o.~sohiedenis van de N1 .. eUY{ere .W.!Jsbegeerte t·ot 
Kant., p. 144. 

19.. I,o.:!a.rds a. Ref<?..t!tled Philoso~, p. 33. 

20. uNa.a;;r het eenstermnig getuigenis van alle ter ·za.ke kWldi­
gen een traditie van "Wezenlijk Calvinistisch wijsgeer1g 



-269-
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d'enken .n~et· · ,~e-!Staa.t. Nl:mmer heef~. de Re·fornia.tle op den· · · 
· · · grondslag 'Van ·ha.ar ra:formator~sch..;Chrfstelt_jke ·grondoo:ncep-. 

tie ·-een e.igen !ijsbegeerte ontwikkel'd." Km~:r 's _ Weten-
. sCba]2Sl$er:,; Phil. Ref. 4, '19391 lh 198. . . . 

•/ ' - • . . ~ ' ' ' i -

' - ' 

21. "De soherpe oppositte, ·welke zlj op dit punt ·van bepa.alde' 
theologiaQhe zijde ontmoette, · behoeft ons nlet te verwonde· 
ren, wa.nne~r men bedenkt, dat de gereform~e~d:e theologie, · 
sinds Beza. weer de studie van.de·aristotelische logica. en 
metaphysica a.ls n'oodzakelijke·n' grondslag voor tle uni versi-· 
taire _ theolog:lsche Ople1ding w.1st in t~ voeren, geleide• · 
.lijk in de banen van. he,t soholastiseh denke~ werd terugge• . 
voerd, waaru1t Calvijn de gereformeerde theologie grooten-

- eleele bad bev.rijd. ::Ifln ofschoon Kuyper het theologisoh denken 
We~r van dei1'fr1ssche.tt ·reformatorischen geeSt doordrOD(h .·· 
l?leve~, b~~ gebreke aan .. een intri.nsiek refol"mat·orische wij s~.c 
begeerte, .. ae, res1duen van de schola.stisehe wijsbegeerte met . 
de taaihe.l.d eene:r eeuwenoude traditie d:tt deriken belasten. 

·· Het · ·ar1stote1isch-tbomistisch su'Qstantiebegrip met zijn · 
voettingsbodem;. de ,grieksche metaphyslsche z1Jneleer, vormde · 

. inderda.ad het_ centrum van d.eze .. scho1astieke trad:ttiej die .· ' 
zic~. tot ln de terminologie van ,enkele bu1tenlandsehe belij­
dentsschl"iften (· met tlall1e. ,de Vlestminster_confessie en de oon-. 
fessio .. Helvltio.a J~o~terior): had weten 1n • te. dringen. 11 

I:ndividualiteits!'~ruc~.~ur en. ~.homier~isch. Substa.ntiebegri]2 IV, 
Phil. ]:let'. 11, 1946., P·• ,52. . . 

22. a. Nevi Critigue, Vol •. It }>.· 522. 

23. The a.ttel1lJ)t of Pierre Ramus (151$ .... 1572), a French Huguf)not, 
' , to develop a. Oa.lvinistic Christian philosophy. should be 

mentioned. •. Opposed to the. Aristotelian Sc:holastioism: which 
:Beza attempted to introduce, he -sought for. a new -basis for 
the. soie.noes, and arrived at the nQtion of t'tle coherence of 
.ell science under the .sovereignty ot God •. .According to 
Dooyeweerd this remai.ns a fruitless attempt, .because .for 
Ari.stotelian Scholasticism he substj.tutes a dialectice.l 
method derived from Plato and exhibiting ideallstic and hu­
manistic characteristics. (Set# especially Youngi Towards a. 
l!e.:tormed Philosophy, p. 31.) Ateted (1588•1648) siiirlarly · 
attempts to derive from Scriptut"e the. principles of theolo-

. gy, philosophy• jurisprudence .and medicine. Of this attempt 
Kuype.r writes that. ntot. innerlljke · coneequentie is ook 
Alated • • • • • nog niet gekomen." (Ene;yclo;ea.edie der He ilise 
Godseleefd.heid, . Vol. I,· P• 1'74. ) . . 
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In 1618 the .Synod of Dordt accepted as the common c onte .s .. 
sion of the Calvinist faith (Iecard van }terkeJ.;i.lke ge • 
m~e-qeo~;e) the Th'ree Formular ~ es of Unity (De Dl"i~ Farmu-· I 

13:-~ren va" Eenisheid..).., T1:e controversy withfn the tr&di- ~ 
ti onal Calvinistic church of the Netherlands• De llede)!'land­
le. Rervor:mde Kef:"k, !regarding the sense. in Which these f.or-\ 
mUla.ries shruld be .interpr~rted• . ga(l'a rise 1n 1892 to tbe ' 
:foum ing O'f De Ger.e:f'orneerde Ke.:r-ken in 1federland. The latte:~ 
claitmd that the Nede:rlanda FJ.Grvormde Kerk ·md diverged 
:from th'9 teachings o:r Do:t."e:t. am fii fom1dTng the :Free trni-· 
versi ty of .A1f!...sterdam in lSSO• presented a •reformed' Cal..; . 
vinism ·differing not only in the conception of the strue;.. · 
ture etf the church, but also in the fieJ.ds of theology- · 
proper~ philosopby' and science .• Risto!;ia.ns such as Reitze• 
na ~Ge:sohi.edenis van de Herv·orming en van de. Hervormde 
Kerk }and Knap:pert {[f,~hieiie'"nifl der liederl. Herv, Ke~..£) 
consi<ler tba.t it was no ~e:fo:rmation but a distortion, a 
point of view which Prof.~; Engelb:re.oht sharply accentuates 
in his polemic with Dr. Coetzee concerning the term "neo• 
Calvinism." Engelbrecht aceusee the Gare"formeerdes of be .. 
ing bound' to a. confessi-on "as akkoo:r.d van kerkJ.ike gerreen­
ska.pt' in accordance with which they irlte:rpret Scripture., 
which he considers to be a Ronan here.sy, instead of eonfes• 
sing Scriptl.tt"e in the t:rue Protestant epirit. The cterefor• 
meerden are then for him not Calvinists but neo•Ce.lvinists, 
where the uneo" signifies a degeneration from true Cal vi- · 
nis.m. Coet:zee., as ind·eed the school of Dooyeweerd as a­
whole, strongly objects to this title. The movement of tm 
1880's is, from the Ref·ormed point of ~ew, exactly wba.t . 
Engelbrecht denies it to be: the re-empba.aisillJ of the 
original insights of Calvin; as formulated at the· Synod of 
Dordt in 1618-19. 

Calvinism. Six stone Lecturelll (1899), P• 267. 

!l!.f!a.sabes~qui~ l>X Calif.''· met '9\=>rwyaing na die Mod erne 
Parl~mentere Staat, P• ... 

•tDit is ongetwyfeld so dat die Skri:t" leet• dat daar 'n .open~ 
bariyg is.,. 'n skepping is en orde is; nRar, al is elkeen 
van die ooginsels ~ex:, se .Sln•iftuurlik1 .is· dit logies uit• 
ges1uit dat elkeen vanhUlle ooreenkorastig d.ie Skri:f as 
enigste fonda.ment van'n Calviniatiese wyabegeerte kan 
dicn. Da.a.r is slegs een o;ploss1D4b nl. da.t op d1e voet.• 
spoor van Ca.lv.yn; tn geordende pluraliteit van beginsels_, , 
wat elkeen selfstandig betekenis bet.. ten grondelag van · 

die. f'ilosof'ie ge.stel wor·d,. tt Die .. Verhou:lins Tussen die. Teo.;.· 
lgsie en die F1lO$Of1e by Caly;yn. p. 223• See also p.216 .• -
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28. "Ik ben niet origineel, ik doe niets dan copieeren. Wat· 
ik op teologisch, kerkrechtelijk en staatkundig gebied· 
beoog is niets dan zuivere eopie leveren van wat Calvijn 
en ziJn school be oogde. " Q.uoted by v. Hepp, Dreigende · 
~formasie I (Diasnose), P• 11. --

29. Q.uoted by S.P. Engelbrecht, Neo-Calvinism, P• 13. 

30. Compare S.P. Engelbrecht, Neo-Calvinisme, p.ll ff. 

31. Col'lg;)are R.H. Tawney, Relision arxl the Rise of Capitalism 
(Pelican Books), p.lll. . 

32. For Kuyper's special treatment of the doctrine of Cammon 
Grace, see his De Gemeene Gratie, especially vol. I and II;­
also Calvin, fnst. II1 3, III • 

. 3:5. Calvinism. Six stone lectures, p. 6:5. 

34. "Thus the religious organ being found, not in tm whole 
of our bei~, but in part of' it, being confined to our 
feelings and our will, consequently also the sphere of 
religious life must assume in consequence the same JtC!:rtial 
character. Religion is excluded fram science, ani its 
authority from the domain crt public life: henceforth the 
inner chamber, the cell for prayer, and the secrecy of 
the heart should be its exclusive dwelling place. n Ibid. 
p. 86. Again, p. 88: "His whole being including all his 
abilities and powers, must be pervaded by the senses ~ 
vinita.ti&t and how then could he exclude his rational 
conscious"'ness - the logos which is in him - the light 
of thoqsht which comes from God Himself to irradiate him? 
To possess his God for the underground world of his :fee­
ling.s, and in the outworks of the. exertion o~ his will, 
but not in his inner self', in tbe very centre of his 
consciousness, and his thot.ght: to have fixed starting­
points for the study of nature and axiomatic stror.gholds'"' 
:for practical life, but to ba.ve no. fixed support in his 
thotghts about the Creator Himself - a.ll of this was, for 
the Calvinist, the very denying of the Eternal Logos. a 

35. I~id. P• 42. 

:56. Ibid, P• ?9. 

37. Ibid. p. ao. 
38. Ibid. P• 88, 89. 
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39.. "There is no life outside us in Na:ture:, without such di•' 
vine ord.ina.ncee ... ordim.nces which 'are called the laws ·of' 
Nature , .. a term which we are willing to accept, provided-
we understand thereby,. not laws ··or.ig:l'mting -·~ Nature,: 
but laws imposed upon Na.tur~. So, the,re are ordimnce·s of 
God f·or the fi·rma.me:nt above; and .ordinances for tbe earth 
below1 by :rm.ans of which this world is naJ.ntained, and, 

40. 

42. 

as the P.salm1st .says, these ordinances are the servants 
of God. Consequently there are ordinances- of God for our 
bodies, for the blood tmt course·a through o'l..t" arteries and 
veins; a.nd for our lungs as the prgans of respiration. 
And even so are there o-rdinances. of' God, in logic; to re- · 
gula.te our thoughts; ordimnees of God for our imagination, 
in the dona.in O'f aesthetics;. ~d so, also, strict ordi• 
m.nces of· God :for the Whole of human lite in the domain 
-of morals. n Ibid. p.- lJJ3 •. 

Ibid. P• 91. 

Ib.id. 1>• 202. 

Ibid~ P• 95. 

43. 0 At'qui testimonium Spirittu?~ omni ratione pra.estantius ·esse 
re.sponde.o. Na.m s.icut.i Deus ,solua de tie idoneus est. testis 
in ,suo -sermonet ita. et'i,am non ante .fidem reperiet sermo 
in hominum -cordibus, quam interi~ore Sp.ir.:t.tus testimonio 
obsignet.ur;. '' :Institutionum Christiana.e Rel.igionis I,,?, IV. 
Compare also I, '7, v ; "MJ.neat erg.o hoc tixum1. quos Spir:i• 
tus sa.netus intus doouit, ,f!lollde. acqui.escere .in scriptu·-, . 
ra., & bane quidem esse o~·n) rr 1<;;ov ; .neque demonstration! 
& rationibua su'bjici eam fa.s esse:: quam tamen meretur· .apud• 
nos ,certitudinem. Spiritus testimonio ,consequi .• EtsQ: e1:lim '_ 
reverentla.m sua sibi ul.tro maje.state conc.riliat,. tunc ~amen 
demum serio nos afficit quum per .Spiritum obsignata. est . ·· 1 

cordibua nostris. Illitts erg-o virtute illuminati. jam non • 
aut nostro1 aut aliormn jud1c1o credi:mus,• a Deo esse ~~rip.- , 
tnram: sed .sup!*& humanum Judicium; :certo certius consti- . . 
.tuimus (non secus ac .si ip-s'itts Dei numen ·illic intu.eremur) 
hombtum mintsterio, a.b ipsissi~o Dei ore ad n.os flu:x:isse . .; .. -, 
Non arguraenta, .non trerisilni'litudines .qua.e·ritnUS qu1bu:s ju-. 
dicimn no.strum incumbat: ,fled ut rei ext·ra. a.estinandi aJ.ea.tii' 
p'j.t.sitae,·· judicium ingeniumque nostrum -subjicimus. Non id·- , · 
quidem qua.liter 'solent quida.m inte:rdum rem 1ncognitam arrt- . 
pere •. qua.e rnox . perspe eta. rdisplicet: . sed quia. . inexpug~bi· ,, 
lem nos veritatem tenere, . probe nobis c6nsc:ii sumus •. Neqtte·\ 
qualiter s:uperstitionibus solent miseri homines captiva.m: 
n~entem a.ddiceret sed quia. .non dubiam Vim numinis illic sen ... 
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ti:mus vigere .ac epira.re, qua. ad pa.rendum,, scientes quidem 
ae· volentes., vividius ta.men & effica·cius quam pro humana 
aut volunta.te aut .scientia, tra.himur & a.ccendimur." 

44. Encyclopaedia der Heilise. God&eleerdheid II, pp. 53·55 •. 
_'. , I - : ·.. . - , ; ·. 

"Deze rra.NJJ.~'I~6tt>.. .. toch breekt de menschheid. in tweeen, en 
heft d~ .eenheld van bet menschelijk bewusyzijn op. Brengt 
tooh ·aeze van buiten inkomende da.ad der a..vo.j€-vv'f!Oif; ·, zij 
het oo]! ··Slechta potentHiel, een principieele veranderi'llg 
in het zijn de.s menechen t·ot stand, en oe.fent deze veran• 
dering teve:ns invloed op· zijn bewustzijn, dan besta.a.t er · 
van da.t oogenblik ar. een klove, wa.a.ro~r geen brug is te 
leggen, tueschen het mensol1elijk ~ewustzijn, voorzoover het 
er vreemd. a.an bleef. Het is er mee, a.ls met wild hout, wa.a.r­
van ge het eene deel inent, en het andere niet. Van het 
oogenblik van die inentinga.f, is, zo~ het entsel aanslaat, 
en het wilde · hout behoorlijk -gesnoeid wordt, het proces van 
beide soort boomen een geheel ander, en niet sle;~hts rela-· 
tie:f en gra.dueel, maar specifiek. verschillend ••••••• een 

· verschil in soort. '' Ibid, p. 99. 

46. Wi.isbegeerte der Wetsideea II, P• 228. 

47. Encycl:opaedie der Heilise Godseleerdheid II, pp. ·71•93. 

48. Ibid, PP• 9'7 -131. 
. . 

49~ Calvinism• Six stone Lectures, p. 203. ·Compare also p .• 209: 
· "With regard to the present ·condition of' things we, of 
course, have to acknowledge two kinds or human eonscious­
nees: that of the regenerate and the unregenerate; and 
these two cannot be identical. In one is found wmt is 
lacking iri the other. One is unconscious of a break ani 
clings accordingly to the norne.l; ·the other has an expe-
rience both of a break and of a change, am thus possesses 
in his eonsci·ousness the knowledge o:f the. abnormal. ·If, 
therefore, it be true that nan's own co.nso iousness is his 
primtyn Y§:'rum, ani hence ·must be also the starting-point for 
.every scientist!Jl then the logical conclusion is that .it is 
an impossibility that both should agree, ·and tbat every en­

.. deavour to rm.ke them agree must be d.oorood to failure .. Both; 
as honest mep, will feel in ·duty bound ·to erect such a 
scientific edifice for the whole cosmos, which is in harmo•· 
ny with the fundamental data., given in their own self-
consciousness." · 

50. De Gezr.eene Gra.tie, Het Practisc_h Gedeelte, p. 49?., 

· 51. Ibid, .. p. 497 • 
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52. - ."Uitgangspunt der Erke[rlntnis:ethe orie behoort te · zijn de'· · 
gewone, da.gelijksch~ e:r'9ar1ng• de_ algemeene ··Em natuurlijke 
zekerheid des menschen aangaa.nde de objectirtteit en wa.ar-, 
heid zijner kennis. De philosophie sehept tooh het kenver­
~mogen en hat kennen niet1 mar vindt het en bep:roeft b.et nu 
te verkla.ren; en elke solutie, die. het 'k:envermagen niet · · 
verklaa.rt :rm.ar vernietigt en het kennan niet begrijpt mg,af:r 
tot eene illttsle ma.kt,. is da.a.rd-oor ge·oordeeld. Alleen zulk 
een Erkenntn:fastheorie hee:ft kans van slagen, die eenerzijds 
den bodem der ervaring -niet verlaat maar andfarerztjds ook in· 
heel de d iepte van het probleem indringt." Geretormeerde -
Dogmatiek :::rfi pp. · 195-l9lh · 

. 53. !ljsbeseerte der ?J;!en'barins, ~h.ll, PP• :24 ... 69. · 

54. Gereformee_rde_ D~tie~. If,. Pl>·• lBo-186. 

55. Ibid.. ll·- 183 •. 

56. "De verhouding nu van deze ,selfkenni.s Gods tot · onze Gods- . 
kenni.s we:rd' vroeger zoo uftgedrtikt,. dat gene de theologia 
arcbetypa was van deze, en deze de theologia ectypa ·van 
gene.. onze kennts van God is een a.fdruk van' die kenni:s, wel-, 
ke God va.n .eichzelwn hee:f't., l'!'Ba.r dan a.ltijd in crea.tuur­
lijken zin, . l)e kennisse GOds in zijne sahep-selen is maar · 
een zwa.kke,. geli'jkenis,- ee.ne eindige, · beperkte,: $ar het 
m:msohelijk .o:f creatuurlijk bewustzijn geaecommodeerde 
schets van, het ·absolute zelfbewustzijn Goers. Jaar hoe groot 
de a.fstand ook z'ij., ·:principium. essendi ·van onze Godskennis 
is a.l;:teen God zelf, dle zicb vrij, se.lfbewust en waara.ch• , 
tig -openbaart." Ibid. p. 184. 

57. nwat is die wa;a;rde van die openbaringsbeginse.~? Openba.ring 
en kenni:srieming is korrella.tie:r. lUe vir die vrereldt maar·· 
vir die kennis is hie rdie beginsel grondleggend. Die _open ... , 
baringsbeginsel is dus d.ie hoofsleutel vir 'n kalvinistiese 
kenteorie., maar nie vlr 'n ka.lvinistiese algemene :f'iloaofie 
nie. So gou oilJ3 die beginsel a.lgemeen-wysgerig stel,. ver­
wag ons te wel daa.rvan~ As geloofs• en kenbeginsel is dit 
egter 'n ware en ·vrugbare .a,rgimedespunt. Dit erken vir die 
kente orie die objektiwiteit en geee.;.onafbarikl.ikhe id van die 
gek:ende, mar tog oOk: sy a.fha.nklikheid van geesteswerking 

.. om geken te word .. Dit erken die eleaard van die gekende so-. 
wel as· van die kenner~ en la.at die hele kenrela.sie rus in . 
die ·soewere:i.niteit Gods a.a the Groot Openbaa.rder agter · 
a.lle.s. Deur die objektiwlteit ·en mens-onafba.nklikheid van 
die geke'nqe te 'ha.ndbaaf, · gee die begi nsel die kente orie ~ 
ontologiese,.· 'n realiteitsbasis. Die Ka.l vinistiese kenteorie 

· moet altyd ont.ologies !Jefundeer wees." Stoker: Die Nuwere 
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. wzsbe,Seerte aau!_e . vri.ie Universiteitt p. 11,. 

Conipare especially ntsbegeerte de,t:· Ql2_enq,arigb ·pp •. 55-65. 

Ideeel -~n Reeel, p .•. iel. · 

60.. "1I$t ideeele bestaat in de eerste plaats a.ls de eeuwige 

61. 

62. 

65. 

66. 

. · gedacl;lten Gods~, . Zijn bestek en Zijn raa.d,,. waarnaar Hij · ~1· 
net .gescha;peue in zijn .zijn en worden· en in zijne tallooze 

, ;re1:;a.tleh, · h!§t zijtt zoowe1' als~·he·t·· bewu·stzljn;''·heeft voort-
. gebra·clit,. -~ Ret ideeele bestaat in de. tweede plaa.ts geob-.. 

jectiveerd;, ecty:p.ie¢h, in den kosmos en. in den.· mensch, in 
z.oover bef:de, in hun verwantscba.p. zoowel a.ls in hurme te- · 
genstelling. de uitwerking zijn van het eene scheppingsplati. 
Deze objeettve(l:r1ng of daarstelling ka.n• tegenover de :f. ... 
deeen zel:f't ·het reiele genoomd worden, waaruit dan echter 
terstond. volgt, da.t het .ideee.le niet minder in waarde ten 
op.ziohte .·van het ~,:t4tl'! kan 'Wezerl' dan het re~eie, n:a~r ~e _ 
grond is ~n d:tt reeel bestaan. En eindelijk: het :tdeeele 
be.sta.a.t in den gee.st van den mensch of van bet menschelijk · 
geslacht, daar hij,, ·als mar Gods beeld gescbapen, krach- · 
tens dezen geestel.ijken .aanl·eg, de ide~~l'l, in den kosmos · 
geobject.i veerd.1 daa,ruit ka.n kennent en alzoo een eigen 
wereld van ideeen in ztoh dragen, die, voor zoover zij ge ... 
worteld .zijn .in bet wezen, het verband en de orde ~n Gods 
scheppi.rJ?• zijt:te wetetl$Chap vormen. u Ibid-, p. 218. 

"De idee wordt a.ansehouvtd door den geest, wa.aruit echter 
geenszins vol.gt, da.t zi.j alleen in' den gee~t· bestaa.t; zij 

.. is in elk geVa.l' geene functie van den geest.J. de geest aan­
scho~dt de. ideeen als ziJne obje<lten •. En niet alleen de . 
geest be_ eft rea.li te.it, maar ook de ide~en; als zoodanig-11 
a~s ide~en• g;:i.1n zij en hebben zij realiteit~ '' Ibid. P• 18~. 

"Die ware rea.liteit der idee in de di:ngen na te speuren en 
te leeren kennen,_ dat. is de taak der wetenscha.p; doeh om · 
da.t te kum1en moet .. z1j beginnen. met geloof · •• • het bewi . .:Js der 
zaken. :die men niet ziet. tf !bid. p. 182.. . 

. _, . ' . . . 

. -

Ret Testimoniltmr Spiri·t·U$ Sanoti, I,. p. 69:f:f'. 

Ibid. pp. 167-182. 

"De zonde .had op ~t ·testimonium generale geen vat.· omdat 
het in een onmidde!tijke. werking des Geesteil bestaat .• Schijn• 
baar is eehter het e:f.:fect op den menschelijken geest veran­
derd. ·onzekerl:Jeid en twijf"el he'bben, zoo zou men oordeelen, 
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' \ 

de plaa.ts van de zekerheid ingenomen en de zekerheid, die 
den meneoh nog gebleven is, moet gedankt aa.n de gratia o·om ... 
munie. Di t gaa.t evenwel niet op. Het testimonium generale 
houdt mede het we zen van den mensch in stand. Daa.rom ka.n .. ' 
het nooit van effect vera.nderen. Hoe moet dan net bestaan 
van den twljfel verklaard? Deze achuilt niet in het direote, 
:maa.lfeleohts in het refi!xieve denken. Daar de zonde is er. 1 

tusschen direct en r eflexief' denk:en tweespalt ontstaan. 
Hat sterket wordt deze openbaar bij atbeisten. Naar het di­
reote denken is ieder overtuigd van het beetaan Gods, al• 
leen in het reflexieve denken kan er aan worden getwij­
feld." Ibid., p. 243. 

67. "Het testimonium generale is die onmiddellijke en onweder­
etandelijke werking van den H. Geest, waarin Uij tot en 1n · 
den mensohelijken geest getuigenie geeft a.a.n de waa.rheid 
in baar centrum en daa.rdoor in ieder mensch een onomstoote• 
lijke zekerheid doet geboren worden. ot philosophiech ge­
eprokenl Bet testimonium generale is de laatete zekerheids­
grond onzer kflnnia." Ibid., P• 245. 

68. De Reraut, no. 9401 29th Deo. 1895. Quoted by Young: Tq­
~rds a Reformed Philosom, p. 46. 

69. "Wij, hoogleeraren a.a.n de Vr1Je Universiteit, hebben de 
roeping, om, voor zoover onze kraohten en gaven reiken, de 
diepste beginselen onzer wetenscbap zoo zuiver mogelijk op 
te sporen en in 1t licht te atellen, opdat, waar de vol­
tooiing van het gebouw in de eerate tijden nog niet is te 
verwaohten, althans de grondslagen hecht en vast mogen zijn 
en zoo gelegd, dat de indeeling van het komende gebeel in 
die grondslagen ligt voorgeteekend. u Ideeel en Reeel, P• 180. 

70. !owards a Reformed Philosophy, P• 95. 

71. A New Critique of Theoretical Thought, Vol. II, p. 572. 

72. A~ Critique, Vol. I, P• 522. 

75. Ibid., P• 522. 

74. "A.llereers dan, wa.t is Kalvinisme? Die nie 'n kritiekloee 
bewondering van alles wat Ka.lvyn gedoen het· nie, en ook nie 
'n letterlike herhaling van wat Kalvyn geleer bet nie. Kal­
vyn self bet nie a.ltyd en orale tot die suiwere Christelike 
etandpunt kon deurdring nie. m Teorie oor die verhouding 
van kerk en sta.&t, soos A. Kuyper dit uitgewerk het, is dB­
per deurdink as Ka.lvyn se eie teorie hieromtrent - maar 
daarom tog goad Kalviniaties. Kalvyn se eie teorie is nie so 
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suiwer nie., omdat d it in verband staan met die nood van sy 
tyd,, • nl. die beskerming van die vlugtelinge wat vir ve1--' 
11gheid en geloofsvryheid na Geneva gevlug het. Kalvyn het 
self op punte in die Skola.stiek bly vassteek, wat weer ver­
kla.arbaar 1s uit die nood van sy lewe ••• Ka.lvyn self het 
beklenffioon dat na die reformasie die kerk verder nuwe re­
forma.sie moet soek. Ons moet ka.lv1n1 sties noem die beginsels 
van Kalvyn, - .tmt ina.gneming van die nood van sy tyd en 
die nood. van sy lewe, - wat mekaar nie weerspreek nie en 
sawn die gebou van ey lewensarbeid dra." Die Nuw:,ere Wys­
begeerte aan die Vrije Universiteit, P• 13. 

75. H. G. Dooyaweerd: Kpy;J¥Jr 'a. Wetenschapsleer, Phil. Ref. 4,. 1'139, 
PP• 193-23,2. , 

76. While agreeing with Dooyeweerd that :Ba.vinck is under the 
influence of 'thomistic and Aristotelian metaphysics, Van der 
Walt nevertheless does not agree with Dooyeweerd 's state­
trent that Ba.vinck does not recognise the central importance 
of the heart. Referring to the above mentioned article by 
Dooyeweerd, Van der Walt Wl'ites: ''Dit is b. v. • ••• onbillik 
••• die bewering te xm.a.k dat b.y' 'bet bart uitdrukkelijk met 
den zetel der affecten.- reap. bet geheel der aangeboren 
driften vereenzelvigd en onder het begeervermogen' rangskik. 
Wie Ba.vinok in sy ander werke oor dieselfde saak volg en 
hom die bart as die sentra.le orga.an, wa.a.rin die ganse mens 
teenoor die ga.nse kosmos en teenoor God staan. sien va.sstel, 
erken dadelik dat hierdie kr1tiek alta.ns nie op Bavinck 
van toepa'ssing is nie." :Q.,ie W3!sbegeerte van Dr. Her:ma.n Ba-
vi nck, "»• 155. · 

77. Tbese views of Van Til are given in an a.t"ticle by w. Masse­
link: ~!_.Views Re~rding Common ,Grace. irt_the Li~ht of Hie­
tgr:io Reforn'Ed Thei>loa. (The Calvin For~ v.ol. XIX,. no.X). 

78. That this term is indeed widely used in theological and phi­
losophical circles to signify the mo-vement originated by 
Kuyper, is pointed out by S.P. Engelbrecht: Neo-Calvinisme, 
P• 13. 

79. Dreisende Defor:rm.tie I, II, IIIf., by v. Hepp. 

so. Philosophia Deformata. (Kampen, 1937 ), by. H. Steen. 

81. S.P. Engelbrecht: N'eo-Calvinisme, Ontwikkeling en Afwyki:ng. 

82. ~.v. Coetzee: Neo-Calvinisme - Verbastering of regte Ont­
wikkeling? 
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83. Common Grace in the Li ht of Historic 
I, II. The Calvin Forum, vol. XIX. 

84. ~et Calvinisme en de Reformatie van de WiJsbeseerte, P• 21. 

85. A New Critigue of Theoretical Thogght~ vol.I, P• 524. 

86. Fundamentele Be insels van die Huidi e Calvinistiese s­
~rig denke. Paper read at the second South African Con­
gress for Philosophy, Pretoria, 1953.) 

87. Ibid, p. 1. 

88. Compare especially: Die Wzsbegeerte van die Skeppingsidee, 
Die Nuwere W;lebegeerte a.an die V'rije Universitei~t ~ 
oor Redelikheid en Rasionalisme, 2!!kkehuisteoriee van die 
Bewussrn. 

m9, 
89. ~omp~;-e Kuyper's Wetenspha;ps1ettJ Phil.Ref. 4,;\PP• 193-232. 

90. . Special emirs devoted to the study of this philosophy have 
also been instituted at the Ubivereities of Leiden, Gro­
ningen and utrechtl at the School of Economics in Rotterdam, 
and the Technical School at Delft. 

91. Dooyeweerd distrusts the use of the word "school" in this 
connection. Die philosophy, he writes, (A New Critigue, 
foreword) is not a mtter of a "system*', subject to all the 
faults and errors of human thought, but concerns the foun­
dation of philosophi.cal thought. stoker, too, writes that . 
if we persist in speaking of this philosopby as a school, 
it is an "open school", allowing for developJOOnt, criticism 
and even variation~ 

92. Ret Calvinieme en de Reformatie van de Wijsbegeerte 1 p. 13. 

93. Cited by J. llaritain in 'iAn Introduction to PhilosoJ?hl:, 
P• 104. 

94. Tbe Unity of Philosophical Expsrience, p. 318. 

95. 0 Terwille van die kontinuiteit wat tot uiting kam in die 
permanente terugkeer van dieeelfde problema, dieselfde me-· 
todee en dieselfde groep oplossings, maak die kontinue filo­
sofie aanepraak op die karakter van volstrektheid. Dit glo 
dat one evidente of evident gemaa.kte llete a.beoluut is, om­
dat dit op ra.eionele evideneies of op analitiese. 
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b(~wysvoer.i'ne;a ber1.1e, ·en vandaar QP· n vqlstrekt~ algen:een­
seltilghetd ·binne: die bele .. menaegesla.g mag pretendeer.. Die ' 
detike. 'bestaan d Or-hal VI$ in d.i.e .. oe Tan tn Bf' · op kontitturteit 

· ge$teld-e filosoo:r in tn· td.steem van algerr.eengeldlge en nood­
. saa.klt'k:e kentd.s• wa.arby ,denkf'o}lt~· a.a;tJgOwys ·a.ncl 1 mividuele 

dwa.ling:Soorsa.'ke be etey m u ~ord. n §t.l!!l.;e_!d,im bz die Stud ie 
.:m:n d!_e ~tmi~a ,en· dift.~ K~.:n~iel~;o~b p,. 251.. , 
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96. ~dlll·chea .um Rwt..see. ·~fl.B~:-·rt• .s. 
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98. 'tt·VauU;it d.lt eellt:t"ale . Obrlt:r~elijk g~alchtepunt bleek mij 
el$u · O..'IINlenteling ·in b:~rt .\'dJeseerig denken noodzakelijk VEm 
a~o ra.dicaal ka~aktur.,. a.a.t ·~!it's ·ro~rll!cusdaa.dt· daa.r• 
tegenove.r sleehtf.l ala ~en j}ta:r~;e.her~ kan· worden gequa.lifi~, 
ceer<I.,. l!.'t W1j.ebef!}..,ert!,;.~1J.·'Wo;l; .. f!!dot~ I• P• VI. 
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Note.s to Chapter II. 

1. A New Critique, Vol. I, p. 37. 

2. Ibid., p. 4. 

3. i_nc:rclopaedie der Heilige God~eleerdheid, Vol. II; p. 46 ff. 

4. R.G. Dooyeweerd: ·Kuyper'.s Wetensebapsleer, Phil. Ref. IV, 1'13~ 
p. 227. 

5. Ency;clopa.edie der Heilise Godseleerdheid, Vol. II, p. 59. 

6. A New Critique, Vol. I, P• 9. Compare Stoker: Calvinistiese 
Yl,!sbeseerte I, (Stlmdpunte 7, p. 70). "Deur die eeue heen 
vra die wysgeer na. die Arche, die Cergr ond van alle be­
staan. Hy trag te vind en vas te etel wat die Absolute, 
die Absolute rea.liteit• die Algenoegsa.me is wat vir sy 
bestaa.n niks andere as homself nodig het nie en waarvan 
al die ander geheel en al a.f'banklik is en waaruit hierdie 
ander verklaar moet word. Thales vind dit in water, Par­
menides in die syn, Heraklitus in 'n vuuragtige worde •••• 
Spinoza in die substa.nsie, Leibniz in die oermonade, Kant 
in die homo nouroonon, Hegel in die Idee, :Bergson in die 
elan vital; lfoliate inn dina.miese gehe~lsbepaling •. Val­
gens die te ologie (wa. t sy gegewens primer uit die iteilige. 
Skrif put), is God Drieenig die Arche, die Algenoegsame, · 
die Enige, die Alpha en Omega. Hy is dus die Absolute, die 
Absolute Syn, Causa Sui et rerum, Substa.ntie, Aseitas." 
A rena.rkably ·similar account is to be found in Gilson: 
The· Unitz of Philosophical Experience, P• 306: "It is, an 
observable character of all metaphysical doctrines that,· 
widely divergent as they '"!fB.Y be, they agree on the neces­
sity of finding out the first cause of' all tba.t is. Call it 
rm.tter with Democri tus, the Good with Plato, the se l:f'­
thinking Thought with Aristotle, the One with Plotinus, 
Being with all Christian philosophers, or let it be the 
absolute Idea of Hegel, the Crea.ti ve Duration of Bergson, 
and wmtever else you nay cite, in all cases the meta.- · 
physician is a nan 'I.!Vho looks behind and beyond experience 
for an ultimate ground of all real a.m possible expe­
rience." 

? • A New UCri t igue, Vol. I, p. 3. 

a. Ibid.~ .• p. 4. 
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Ibid. j P• 4. 

10. !bid.; p. ""· 
11. 11 Yet it1 too, in the. last analysis remains meanin«• which 

cannot elfiet by itself but supposes an a.rche, .an origin 
. which crea.te:s meanipg.lf Ibid •• ,p. a. . 

12le · "W.ea.n:lng , ••• consta.tttly _points .without and beyond it.self 
toward:s a.n origin, which is itself no longer meaning~ It 
remains within the bounds of the relative~ The true or.£­
gin, on the contrary, is absolute and self-sufficient'. it 
Ibid. t p.. 10. -· . .~ 

13. Ibid., p •. 11. 

14. · This Dooyeweerd hims~lf a.'dmi,ts:. ·"In .our introduction;" he ~ 
writes,· "it could appear that this problem (the origin of f 
philos-ophical thought) was introduced as a 'deus ex machi-' 

. na' the nece.asity. of which was unaccounted ·for in the 
course of the first critical inquiry." Ibid., P• 50. · 

15. Ibid~-, p. 54. '•, . 

· 16. Transcendental Problems of Philoscmhic .Thomht, p. ;z.!l .. 
,. 

17. De Niet-Theoretische Voor-oordeelen in de Wetenschap, 
Phil. Ref. III, P• 193 •. ~IQ'?>S) . 

18.. A New Critiguel Vol. I. ·p. 37 •. 

19. Ibid., p. 41. 

·. 20. . Ibid., p •. 41 ft. 

· 21 •. Bradley writes ex:pl.icitly: "lllmediate eXperience .. is not· a. . 
stage whi·ch im.y or may not at som time have been there, 
and has now ceased to exist. It is not, in any case, re­
moved by the presence of a -l)ot-sel'f. and of a relational 
·consc iouEmes·s'• All t l:at is thus removed is at mo.st., we ma;r 
say, the roorenEiss of imll'ediacy .. Every distinction and re­
lation, S·o .t~r as e:xperienced, is ale o felt, and felt in . 
a ·sense to belong to an immediate totality. u Cha.ra.cteri- , 
sing .h~s conception of immediate experience, Bradley · . 
. writes: "In my general .feeling a.t any moment, there is more 
than the object.s · bet:o~e ~' ;am no perception of objects 
will exhaust the sense of a. living emot'iori." Compare es·-. 
peci~l,ly: ,Appearance _and Reality, PP•. 455-458; and chapter 

· XXVII, . P• 524 • . · .· . 



-282-

22. Adventures of Ideas, p. 1?1. (Pelican Edition) 

23. A New Critigue, Vol. I, p. 3. 

24. Ibid., P• 39 ff. 

as. Ibid., p. 45. 

26. Transcendental Problems of PhiJ__qsophic TgoHSht. p. 38. 

27. "There is a Divine irony in the development of apostate 
philosophy, since the temporal world-order at first seems 
to justify every kind of theoretical absolutization in an 
equal measure. When viewed from the immanence-standpoint, 
is not historicism as convincing as a logicistic or q 
peychologistical interpretation ·Of empirical reality?" 
A New Critique, Vol. II1 p. 333. 

28. H.G. Stoker explains thio term as follows: "As is known, 
Archimedes said, 'Give me a place on which to stand out­
side the earth and I will move the earth.' So also the 
Calvinist says: 'Give me a point outside the earth (the 
cosmos) and I will determine the neaning of the unity of 
the cosmos. A point outside the cosmos io needed in order 
to peruse the oosmos in its totality and to understand it· 
as a unity." Die Wisbeseerte van die Skeppinssidee, P• 61. 

29. "The choice of' an arehimedea.n point, even on the standpoint 
of immanentiet philosophy; proves to be impossible as a 
purely subjective act which prejudices nothing in a reli­
gious sense." A New Criti9ue, Vol. I, p. 21. 

30. Ibid., p. 51. 

31. Ibid., p. 5. 

32. Ibid., P• 51. 

33. Ibid., p. 5. 

Ibid., P• 52. 

Ibid., p. 51. 
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self-knowledge. He further grants that the ego is active in 
actual thinking. This thinking ego is the residue of a me­
thodical elimination of all those moments in the concrete I 

individual self functioning in time and space which I can . I 

still make into a Gesenstand of the ultimate subjective lo­
gical function of thought. What remains is the 'transcenden­
tal logical subject'. It does not transcend the logical 
function but is an imnRnent subjective pole of thought a­
gainst which the whole of experienced reality stands as its 
Gegenstand, ao::l is therefore the transcendental prerequisite 
for all knowledge, the ultimate logical unity of the epis­
temological subject. 

What actually happens, according to Dooyeweerd, is that 
this so-called transcendental subject is abstracted from the 
ego which is actually operative in its logical function, 
the result of a process of elimination by which the thinker 
inagines that the logical function of thought is a self­
sufficient activity. But this reduction can be executed only 
by the self. "This latter, which thinks theoretically, can­
not itself in turn be the result of the abstraction formed 
by thotght." The transcendental subject is in the final ana­
lysis nothing but the bare conce32t of the subjective logical 
unity of thought which presupposes the thinking ego. Besi­
des, it is a pseudo-concept, because supposed incapable of 
being analysed. All actuality in the act of thought issues 
from the ego which transcends thought, Dooyeweerd concludes. 
The idea of a transcendental subject is involved in contra­
dictions, for the actual logical function of thought can 
never be "an sich". Apart from the ego it simply is not ac­
tual and bas no existence. Compare A New Critique, Vol. I, 
P• 53 ff. 

37. ..All self-knowledge is dependent on knowledge of God. In the 
same way the apostate selfhood only arrives at self-know­
ledge through its idols." A New Critique, Vol. II, p. 323. 

38. A New Critique, Vol. I, P• 55 ff. 

39. Ibid., P• 57. 

40. Ibid., P• 57. 

41. Ibid., p. 58. R. otto, like Dooyeweerd, criticises a concep­
tual knowledge of the Deity, (The Idea of the HolY, ch. I). 
which he contrasts with a •profounder religion" Which is a 
non-rational experience of the numinous. This experience is, 
however, never c anpletely disti~uished from the spheres of 
feel!~ and emotion ani cannot therefore satisfy Dooyaweerd '• 
critical demands. In Willigm James' Varieties of Religious 



' I 

Experience the religious phenomenon is treated as a Gege~­
stand of theoretical tho~ht, an approach which is not per• 
missable from Dooyeweerd •s point of view. 

42. A New Critigue, Vol. I, P• 59. 

43. Ibid., P• 20. 

44. Ibid., P• 61. 

45. Transcendental Problems of Philosophic Thol~ht, p. 60. 

46. "As Creator God reveals Himself as the absolute am inte­
gral Origin of all things. He bas no powerful, original 
entity opposed to Him and therefore the created cosmos too 
is no expression a! a dualistic principle of origin." Re-
forma.tie en Scholastiek, Vol. I, P• 30. -

47. "The dypa.mis of sin can unfold itself' only in subjection 
to the religious concentration law of human existence. 
Therefore, the apostle Paul says, that without tm law there 
is no sin and that there is a~ of sin." A New Critigue, 
Vol. I, P• 63. 

48. Transcendental Problems of Phi~osgphic ThoHSht, p. 61. 

49. Reformatie en Scholastiek, Vol. I, pp. 47-49. 

50. Ibid., PP• 45-46. 

51. "Er geldt althans geen wederkeerisheid in de religieeuze 
verstaansmogelijkheden tusschen het Christelijk uitgangs­
punt en de niet-Christelijke uitgangspunten. Wel bestaat 
van uit Christelijk standpunt de volledige mogelijkheid, 
tot den diepsten religieuzen zin der hieraan auto-thetische 
uitgangspunten en grond-thema. 's door te dringen, omdat 
eerste van hieruit deze laatete hun diepste zin kunnen ont-
hullen. De Christen deelt in de solidariteit van den 

zondeval, van het menschengesla.cht, zoodat de bedoelde 
grondthema. 's hem in religieuzen zin niet 'vreemd' kunnen 
zijn. 

Het Christelijk grondthema wijst aan de niet-Christe­
lijke thema.e hun p'laa.ts aa.n in den z~ndeval, die 22 1ve 111 
de yerlossing door Chrietus Jesus niet dialectisch, maar 
reeel verzoend is. n.w.z. de niet-chrietelljke grondthema.'s 
worden 1~ bet christelijke niet d~alectisoh OPSeheven, maar 
principieel ale valeche uitsaESs~unten in hun zin ont­
huld. Zij kunnen aan bet christelijke niete toevoegen, zij 
bebben geen eigen positieve waarheid tesenover bet eerste. 
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' I 

Da.a.rentegen bestaat va.nuit niet-christelijk standpunt de · 
eigenlijke, d.i. religieuze, verstaansmogelijkheid ten a.a.n­
zien va.n het christelijk. uitgangspunt niet. Voor deze ver­
staansmogelijkheid is de 'levendmakende Geest' noodig, die 
bet geestesoog verlicht en op het ware levenscentrum, den 
Christ us, concentreerd .. " H. G .• Dooyeweerd: Grondthema. 's 
van 't WiJsseeris denken van't Avondland, Phil. Ref'. VI, !~4-1 1 
P• 1?3 •. 

52. Reforma.tie en Scholastiek,. Vol. I, ch. I. 

53. Dooyeweerd treats the influence of the Greek basic reli­
gious motive in detail as it appears in Plato's dialogues, 
showing. the strain between the orphic ani pythagorean in­
fluenoe.s, the dynamic ethical conception of Socrates and 
the eta. tie mathematical conceptions of the Eleatios. Ibid. • 
ch.I. · 

"-' -. 
54. For Dooyeweerd 's criticism, compare Reformatie en Scholas­

tiek, PP• 56-58. 

55. Following Aristotle, Aquinas distinguishes between scientia 
proper, which is knowledge arrived at by illative argumen­
tation, atrl intellectus :pr.inci;eiorum, which is the know­
ledge which every intellect immediately has of first prin­
ciples such as tba.t of contradiction, finality, causality,. 
and which are the proper principles of phUosophy. 

56. Q.u. IJ:esp. de Veri tate. qu. nv, art. 9, ad Reap., and ad 6nm. 

5?. A New Critigue, Vol. I, p. 510. 

58. Ibid. , :P• 511. 

59. According to this doctrine,. held in tlb9 schools of Paris in 
the 12th en 13th centuries, the conclusions of philosophy 
are opposed to the teaching of Revelation. While we are 
compelled to state that the cnnclusions of philos aphy 
necessarily follow from the pr.i nciples of natural reason, 
we cannot but believe, if we are Christiane, that what 
Revelation teaches about the same matter is true. Philoso­
phically we nay hold, for example, that t.he notion of crea­
tion in time is an absurdity, but as Christians we must be­
lieve tm.t _it is possible for God to do so. This doctrine 
o'f the. two..;:f'old truth all too easily relapses with John of 
Jaudun,. ii}to irof.\Y at· the· expense of Re'velat ion, or even 
into t1'le extreme rationalism expressed in the Averroeistic 
opinions condemned by the Bishop of Paris in 12'7?, such as: 
ttNotbing should be believed, save only that Which either is 
self-ev.ident, or can be deduced from self-evident princi- · 
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plea. 0 (prop •. 37 ). "Christian Revelation is an obstacle to 
learning." {Prop. 175 ). "One knows nothing more for knowi~' 
tbeology •••• the o1ogy rests upon fables." (props. 153, 152 J. 
Compare Gilson: Reason ani Revelation in tre Middle Asee; 
P• 61 ff. . 

60. For Dooyeweerd 's detailed analysis o:r Kant; compare De Wi.1 s­
beseerte d er Wet side e. Vol. I, I»• 325 - 4029 Vol. II, PP• 
491-532- and A New Critigue, Vol.I, pp. 325-402, Vol.II, pp. 

491-537. 
ol. A New Critiq~ Vol.I, P• 123. 

I • • 

62. Transcendental Problems of Philo~ic Thought,p. ~'t-. 

63. A New Critique, Vol. I, P• 118. 

64. lbid.' p. 118. 

65. Compare Pop.fr!?.: Phi los gphia. Perennis (Phil~ Ref. 20, 1955• 
P•. 85) in which the idea of the philoso:2hi,!.. :uerennis is 
rejected.ae '!'worldly". 

67. 

stoker modifies llooyeweerd 's 'View by allow~ng. the extrac..; 
tion o~ "moments of truth".from non•C&lv~nistic systems• on 
o ondi tion tm.t they be 'Verified anew •. This "exheretic" 
method be distinguishes from eclecticism. "•••Die eklek• 
tisisme kies willekeurig waarheidsmomente u1 t en vert oon 
soddende 'n gebrek aan 'n aprioriese eenheidsgrondslag• Die 
eksheretiese metode daarenteen wikkel.die betrokke waar• 
heidsmomente los uit die betrokke x•istiese sisteemwindsel·· 
en verifieer bulle opnuut aan die betrokke gegewens in en. 
van die kosmos voordat hierdie -.arheidsmomente in die Cal­
vinistiese stelsel aanvaar word•" Standpuntet Jaargang 3, 
no. I: Q.a!_vini stiese !Ysbeseerte; P• 584 

Compare A New Cri tigue, . Vol. I; P•. 116: "The proposition: 
2 x 2 = 4 Is not *true in itself', but only.in the context 
of the laws of number ani the logical laws of thoq?;ht. 
This context is, as we J;la.ve seen; possible only in the aJ.looii 
sided coherence of meaning o'f all modal law•spheres, ani . 
stmno.ses .a. tDcta.litv oftmeaning of. whieh...:~.Poth the numerical ana 'tn.e ~og1~ a:r aspec a are spec1.al. mo'-ldor-ref'ractions 1n 
cosmic t.1me. There exists no partial truth which is suffi­
cient to itself'. Partial theoretical truth is truth only 
in the coherence of theoretical truths, ani this cohe­
rence in 1 ts relativity pre-supposes the fulness or the 
totality of truth. 

Consequently, also the philosophical view of tm mut tal 
relation ani coherence of t l:e nt..Umrical ani the logical as­
pects - a.ul thereby of the modal mea.ni ng of number aul of' . 
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logical concepts - is innue reed from tm start by the 
transcendental ground-Idea of philosophical t hotght and by 
the religious ground-motive which determines its content." 

68. Ibid., p. ,,q. 
69. mranscendental Problell'.B of Philosophic Thought, p. viii 

70. "Het uitga.ngspunt toch van hun filosoferen · vormt de anti­
these. Er besta.at em tegenstelling of antithese tussen bet 
SUhriftuurlijk en bet onschriftuurliJk denken, wat prak­
tisch betekent tussen de wijsbegee»te der wetsidee en alle 
andere filosotieen. Deze tegenstelling· is zo volstrekt, dat· 
alle pogingen tot synthese afgewezen moe ten worden. Deze 
antitheze berust op ha.ar beurt weer op een andere en diepe­
re, ja, de diepste: zij wordt veroorzaakt door de scheids­
lijn, die, krachtens de pra.edestina.tie door de :roonsheid 
heenloopt en baar verdeelt in twee kampen, nl. dat der ge­
lovigen en dat der ongelovigen. Deze scteid elijn hotdt niet 
balt voor de ~tenacha.p en de wijsbegeerte, maar ga.at er 
integendeel dwars door heen. Dit betekent echter bet iso-. ,, 
lement, niet toevallig, maar principieel. Dan kunne de aan-
ba.ngers echter ook niet verwachten, dat anderen hun t'ilo­
sof'ie zelfs mar kunne begrijpen, J.a.at etaan aanvaarden." 
De Wi.1sbegeerte der Wetsidee, article in Kerk en The ologie, 
3e .raargang, no. 3:XAP• 141. For a similar crlt iolsm, com­
pare D. l"ellemu The Philosophy of Dooyeweerd am Vollen­
hotm!t Part I, in Calvin Forum, Vol. XIX, no. 9, April, 
1954, P• 169-1?0. 

71. "De religieuze grondthenn 'a, die den ontwl.:kkelingsgang der 
westersohe wijsbegeerte vanat de Grieken hebben bebeerscht, 
brengen inderdaad radicale caesuren daarin aa.n, omdat ziJ· · 
niet zelve van :puur hi atorisch, maar veeleer van transcen- · 
denten, religieuzen aard zijn. Toch moet anderzijds worden 
vastgehouden aan een wfdsgeer1se denk~e:rmenscha.p van het 
avondlam, en aan eenstorisohe con inUiteit in den ont­
wikkelingsgang der wijsbegeerte, 

Hoe laat zioh een en ande.r zonder innerlijke tegen­
spraa.k vereenigen? Zeker nie t, zoolang men grondthema., 
wijegeerige denkgemenschap en hi storieche continurteit in 
de ontwikkelingaperioden in een vlak z oekt te brengen. In 
dit geval mpet bet een het ander noodwendig uitsluiten. .. 
0p welk wijze dap wel?" Grondthema'e van't Wijsgeeris den~ 
ken van't Avondland, Phil. Ref'. VI, p. l?2:ff. t 1~4-\) 
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NOTES to Chapter III. 

l. A New Critique, Vol.e It P•. 69.· ____ .... 
. 2. I\)id •.• P• 6_9 • 

... 
3. lbid •.•. p~ 69 .• 

4~ Ibid~ • P• 69. 

5. "Only i.n reflection ori its tra.risct;ndent~l b~sio id.ea is 
philosophy urge·d on to ita insurmountable a priori limits 
which give philosophical thought its. ultima.te well-defined 
character in the universal cosmic coherence of meaning. 
It is not philosophic thought .that determines its. a priori 
conditions, _in self7su:fi"i9iency• ·but the very reverse: :phi· 
losoph::l-o· tfJ_ougb.t is de~ermined and limited by its transcen­
dental fo¢ussing towards its.·presuppos1ta.. It is limited by 
being 'bound to its intentional as well as to its ontica.l 
.structure in cosmic time. · · · 

In the.'basic Idea of philosophy we are engaged. in re­
flect~ng·while ... tl;tinkirJ!i to the _limits of philosophic thought. 

· Th:i:s · Ide.a is therefore in the fUll sense of the word .a · 
limit;ng.oconcept par exc~lie.nce,, the final transcendental 

· fo~nd~tion of h;Vpot}lesis of philosophy, in which we retire 
into outselves'\vhen thinking. We .can reflect oriti6a.lly 
upon the limit.s of l>hilosopbic thought, only be cause in 

·our selfhood we tranecend them as. limits of philos ophioal · 
knal.edge·. The presupppsita of philosophy~ towards which the 
basic, idea of, philosopby pointe, •. are thenisel ves infinitely 
more t~n Idea. Idealisml .whioh elevates the Idea itself 
as totality of meaning,· is pos.sible only upon the imma-
nenoe-sta:ndpoint." Ibid. 1 p. · 87. · 

Bot Ibid .• ~ ... p .•. 93 •. 

·7. For a treat~~t. of -mon1et1c and partial theistic systems 
with reference to tm idea of' law, compare Dooyeweerd·: Re- · 
formatie eri Soholastiek in de Wij sbegeerte, Vol. I, part!, 
ch. 3, . and part II. 

8.- .. "Considered from tite linguistic point of View, it may ·a.p-
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pear to refer only to the nomos-side of. the cosmos. Hovt- · 
. ever, .it actually occupies' a. position just ·as much with 
.reference to the su~ect-sid,e .of reality in all ;its lndi- .. 
viduality. For the ·cosmic ~'nomos" has meaning ·onlY ln .in- : 

. dissoluble correlation with the sub,iect. side of the cosmos. 
In Other words, -the "co~monomic Idea implies the Idea ·of the 
subject~ wl;lich p~ints toward the :factual side of. realit·y 

. , accordittg .to the basic :relation .among tota.li'ty, divel;"sity· 
an~ coherence 'Of meaning~ n· A .New ·Criti,gue, Vol. I, P• 96 •. · 

9.. ''Deze.,-wet.skringen of modaliteiten1 zin•zijden of aspecten 
der tijdelijke werkelijkheid noemt Prof. Dooyeweerd •••.• 
ontische a. priori 's• Ze zijn a priori als consta.nte grond· 
le~ende structuuren der erva.arbare werke lijkhe id. .ze vor­
men net fundament, waa.rop in d,e rea.liteit zich in alle · 
wis.selende verscnijnselen voltrekken. Als .zodanig dra.gen ze 

. een ant tseh -· d .• w~ z. een' zijnskarakter, . omda.t ze nie~ .... 
·• gellak ·Kant beweerde :.. ih bet subjectief bewustzijn, doch 
in de. door God' geseb.apen tljdeord:e ·van de· werkelijkhe.~d· 
gegr~nd z.ijn. ~' Spier, !.!~lei~iJ?& in de Wijsbegeerte de~ . 
Wetsidee, p •. 43,. . . . · · 

.. , 

10. ~ New Critique; Vol..·_ r. p.~ 95. "In the first place; in ... 
pointi~ ·to the prelill11na.ry questions of. philosophic thought, 

11. the. basic Idea of philosophy. must be so coneeived1 tmt it 
aettially catohel~ the ·eYe as .a. necessary condition :ror 

11. 

'.12. 

13. 

14. 

lS• 

e·very philosophic system •. This implies, that the uni versaJ. 
term by which this .ba,s:tc Idea. is designated may not include 
special .contents de.rl-ved from the gro,und-motive of ·the 
Christian· religion. The. determination of the contents of 
the transcendental. baeic· Idea. is to be .a. ::rubject of"· subse­
quent disouas'ion •. A cosmonomie Idea ie actually at the 'Qa.-
. sis of every philosophical system. On the other hand. the 
Idea i:Jr · creati'o~ will. be rej.ected as a ·tran.soendental ba.sic 
Idea of philosophy by. each .thinker who denies creation, or 
in any case supposes that' it must be elimina.te·d from phi- ' 

.los ophic thought. " 

Ibid., P• ·181. 

·Ibid .• , p··· i82e: 

Ibi'd.,1 p·. 191 ff'. 

Ibid,_ p • '101. 

Ibid .• :, p. . 99. 
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16. ''Sin is the revolt against the Sovereign of our cosmos. 
It is the apostasy from the fulness of meaning and the 
deifying, the abaolutizing' of meaning, to' the level of 
God's Being. Our temporal world, in its temporal di varsity 
ar.d coherence of meani~, is in the order' of God 'a crea­
tion bound to the religious root of zmnkind. Apart from 
this root it baa no meanirg and so no reality. Hence the 
apostasy in the heart, in ~he religious r9ot or the tem­
poral world signified the apostasy of the entire tempo­
ral creation, which was concentrated in nankind. Thus tbe 
disruption of the fall i>ermea.ted all temporal aspects of 
:rma.ning of cosmic reality .• There is no ai~le one of tl:em 
that is excepted in this respect, neither the pre-logical 
a.spea:ts of temporal reality, nor tbe logical, nor the 
post-logical ones,." Ib~d .. , p. 100. 

17. '~e Heilige Schrift leert de rechtstreeksche souvereini­
teit van dien God, Die Zich in Zijn Woord geopenbaard 
heeft, over alle dingen, op welk terrsin ook, en onder­
echeidt in overeenstemming daarmee helder tusache.n God ale 
den Souverein en het door Hem geschapene. n Vo1lenhoven: 
l!et ,Cal viniame en de Reforma.tie van de Wijsbes_eerte, p. 21. 

18. Die WY;sbegflerte . van Dr. Herman Bavinclf:, p~ 1'75. 

19. Compare K. Schilder: zw Begrif:fsgeschichte des 11Paradox• 
on'* mit besonderer berucksichtiguns_ 11alvins und das Naeh­
Kierke~aardsehen "Paradoxon1 " chapter IV, in which the 
writer points out that Calvin stresses both the transcen• 
denoe and tm imna.nence of God in tre creation. "Obwohl 
die Transcendenz, die Souveranitat, die absolute Erbaben• 
heit, das Ganz-anders-se1n Gottes in seiner Theologie un­
bedingt feetgehalten wird, so lasst er doch noch mebr 
Faktoren wirksam eein, wenn es gilt, das Vernaltnis 
zwischen Gott, dem Offenba.rer, und dem Menschen als Rorer 
au:fzuzeigen." (p. 419). 

"Calvin sowohl als Barth suchen der Transzendenz Got­
tee gerecht zuwerden; Calvin a.ber bat da.s grosse 11 Para­
doxon11 von der Untrennba.rkeit der Tra.nszendenz und Imma­
nenz Gottes gewagt, nicht weil er sich das philosophisch 
ausgedacht batte, sondern weil es ihm dureh die Heilige 
Scbrift geoffenba.rt worden war.Ihn bat der Gehorsam. gegen 
dieselbe von der ~hre dee Zusa.mmengehens der Transzen­
denz Gottea mit seiner Inmanenz gef'ilhrt zur per consequen­
tiam fUr den locus de revelatione daraue entnommenen 
Lehre der Akkommodation Gottes." Schilder refers in this 
paragraph to the f,ollowing text from the Institutes, I, 
p. 292: "Ergo, ut Deus, ad spoliandam omni patrocinio 
hominum impietatem, numinis sui fulgorem in creaturis de-



,, I 

linea.tum sine ,except.ione universis :proponit: ita quibus 
se destinavit in. saltttem ma.nlfestare.,, eorum imbecill~tati 
e.fficaciore remedio suocurrit. Na.m in eorum eruditionem , 
.non mui.ts duntaxat magistr1s utitur11 sed os quoque sacr·o­
sanctU.m reserat; neque ta.ntum promuJ.gat.. colendum a.liquem ' 
esse Deum, sed eum se esse proniintia.t, qui colendus est~ 
Nee ipsos docet modo in Deum. re.splcere.- sed se quoque_ ex­
:b1bet in quem respiciant .•• , 

20. , Het Calvinis:me en de B.etp,.rma.~ie WJ.n de Wi.i§b<ilfteerte, p. "24. 
. - - . 

21. ·apier: :lnleitlins: irt de V(f,jsbegeerte der Wetsidee_. P• 38_. 

22. "Het uitga.ngspunt .!s hier niet in de rede, of voluntaris-­
·tiso}1 in het zgn •.. wilsvermogen, .:inaar tra.nscendent;..reli• · 
gieus gekozen. Calvijn snijdt de rea1isttsch6 specula.tie, 
die meent door reaelijke redeneerihg in d~ essentia _Dei, _ 
gua;:t_e est~ per se. te kunl)en doordringen, b¢j den wortel ~f', 
en SQherpt -het de!l lezer in-.- dat Gods l!E!t de laa.t:ste maa.t­
sta;:f' is va:n. goed en .kwaad. De grens der. wet ka.n de men­
schelljke rede nimmer overscll'tijd.en. Gbd .sta.itt boven de 
wet. lhat evenzeer toornt Ca.lvijn tegen de ·consequenties 
"!fan het nominal.istisch. voluntarisine, · dat ·Gods heiligheid 
a.a.nrandt .• tt I}y.yjler 's ... WetenschaJ?.sleer, Phil• Ref .• 4-,fqJf;P. 216. 

23~ "Die Autori'tat Gottes" die von Hause a.us als ::Sezeichnung 
der Macht unci Majestat Gottes e:rscbeint, iat die Zusam ... 
nenfassung aller gottlichen, >mit dem V1ese.n Gottes unzertrem­
lich verbtmdenen Eigenseha:f"ten . nach ihrer okonomischen - ' 
Seite. Diese Einheit -der gottliehen Eigenscba.ften; die 

· Einhei.t aller Bestimm~ngen d~s gott_lio~n Seins, desjeni­
gen• wa.s man heute a.ls Kausa.litiit des Characters Bezeich-:­
net, die Verkn~pfung der gott~iohen Randlungen mit .seimr 
Substanz. <las alles gibt der Calvinscben Gottesvorstel• 
lung den CbJ;trakter einer ln .sleh gesehlossenen, wabren, 
a.bsoluten Autoritat. Denn da.Q- 1st keine Autori tat, die · 
a us reine.r Willkiir. und La.une nur zu:tallige und zersplit• 
terde Zwecke oh~· Ordtri.mg und innere Notwendigkeit ver­
folgt. Flies121en auf diese Weise die. lottlich~n Betati~ 
gungen a.us 'dein got~lichen Wesen gle~chsam sponta.n, a.us 

· .innerem Drang und innerer Notwencligkeit heraus,, so k~nn 
Calvin einen etwas:· .pa.radoxen, aber die Sa.che durchaus 
treffenden, Bernhard von crlairvaux· entlehnten Ausdruak . · , 
zur Gesamtbezichnung .der gottlieben Aut or.itat gebrauchen, · 
narnlieh den Ausdruck: freie' Notwend.igkeit. ti Boha.te•c: Auto­
ritat und F;reihe.:tt in der Geda.nkenwelt Calv;,ins..t~ Phil..­
Ref. v ,IW;p. 28. · 



24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

28. 

30. 

-292-

noverduidelijk blijkt trouwens het h'l.D:m.nistiseh kara.kter 
van Oocams godsleer, wanneer we het zuiver voluntaristisch· 
godsbegrip van Occam leeren kennen, '' he writes. "Occams . 
humanisme is imrners voluntariame •••• In de leer van den 
a.utonornen en rede-wet scheppenden wil Gods openbaart zich 
bet humanisme van Occam's godsleer zonder eenig masker, 
God is de 'Uebermensch'. Zoodra dan ook naast God een 
even aterke macht zou ontstaan, en God due niet meer het . 
'agena fortissimum' zou zijn, zou ook bij God de wil op 
de rede volgen, en het prag:rmtieme bet voluntariame beteu­
gelen, 

Eigenlijk is het zelfs nietzeggend, te beweren, dat 
re ratio bij God op den wil volgt. Want een voorafgaande 
wilsactus praedisponeert in God allerminst op een volgen­
de 1 de eerste wilsda.a.d is niet wet voor een tweede. Het 
is da.a.rom ook zinloos, van een ratio in God te spreken: 
er is in god niets, wat naar de wet dezer ratio zou moe­
ten luisteren. De wil 'lode is .slechts ratio voor de entia 
realia buiten Gods wezen. Zij, niet God, zijn aan Gods wil 
gehouden. Vandaar, dat Gods wezen louter wilssubstantie 
is. Vandaar ook, dat in daze humanistische theologie ten 
duidelijkste de hoofddichotomie van het occamistisch eye­
teem naar voren komt: boven de grens ligt de vrije wil, 
en beneden de grens de ratio." Zuidema: De Philosgphie 
van Occam in zijn Cammentaar OE de Sententitn, p. 452. 

A New Critique, Vol. I, p. 28. 

An anticipation of this figure we find in Kuyper: Stone 
lectures, p. 43: " •••• In the depths of our hearts, at 
the point where we disclose ourselves to the Eternal One, 
all the rays of our life converge as in om focus." 

A New Critique, Vol. I, p. 102. 

Ibid., Vol. II, P• 3. 

Ibid., Vol. I , p. 27 .For a full treatment of Dooyeweerd 's 
conception of time, see his article:. "Het tijdsprobleem 
in de Wijsbegeerte der Wetsidee, Phtl. Ref. v, p. 160-234. 

Compare Bohatec: Gottes Ew1skeit nach Calvin, Phil. Ref~ 
III~~p. 133 ff. for a study of the notion of eternity in 
Calvin's tho~ht. Of special interest is the distinction 
which Calvin draws, according to Bohatec, between eterni.ty 
as an ontological arxl a dynamic concept. 

}{~t 'l'ijdS";pr.pbl~em en zijn Antinomieen, part 11, Phil.Ref. 
P• 5. li+ 1 1<\~~ 



32_, Die Nuwer~ vv;rsbeg$terte _ aan die ,Yr~e Universit~it:~ P•, 56,i 

33. ''Die deur. God self geska.pe oer•onderslreidiUgs in d 1e kos.:.. -
mos,: soos in die koamologiese en ont ologie.se sukseailies · 
ve:rqnderstelt aou ek dan •ook moeilik .as sinb:reking van of 
deur d-ie kosmiese tyd kan_ opva.t. Want ande:rs word di.e . 
spesiale ·skepplngsdade~ ;<?-i.e be:eondere- skeppingsbevele -Gods 
oo:rbodig• sin-loos. ~r al ,kan __ ons dan ook; n~e die kos• _ 
miese tyd vir hi.erdie •sin'breking ''vera..ntwoordelik' hou 
nie1 -bly alle besondei"e ve:rsk;Ynsels ·van die kosmologiese 
-en ont91ogiese skeppingsordes1 akeppingssukeeseiee, tog 
tydegebonde. Di.e kosm1ese tyd. is sasm met die kosmos ge• 
-skape-1 die kosmos ssa.m met die kosmiese _tyd:t en da.ar _be• 
staan_ 'n . onloenba.re opmekaa.r•aa.ngewye-wees,. n unieke a.e.n.:.. 
n:ekaar•aangepas•wees,i •n in--:rl2kaar•ingeskakel•wees-. 'n on• 
derl'inge onverbreeklike same hang en _ wed.ersydse veronder­
stelling 'Van kosmiese t.;Yd en .kosmtese .besonderheid ... ._. 
en wel so, dat d:i.e kosmiese tyd nie die .. relig.ieuse •sin t:.: 
volheid• die kosmiese 'ein'tQtaliteit ka.n- omva.t nie .•. Met 
die kosra.iese tyd kan net fs:tn·•besonderheid en. •sin'verakei­
denheid .gegee wees: en· net die 1 ei~' besonqerheid en lfsi.n • 
verskeidenh~id net kosmieae',-tyd. lhar hierin 'le nie op..:.. 
gesluit 'h. kosmolog'!.ese. of ontol.ogiese prioriteit van ' ' 
kosmiese tyd of van die kos-mieae oer-verskeidenheid nie~ iJ 
Philw Ref., II,, P•_ 65-98: Iets oor Kousaliteit~ ( IH1) 

34. -•'De C:h:r;-fstelljke wetf:1.id~e '!fe~ke aa.n onze gemeenscbappeli8ke 
wijsbegeerte te.n gr.ondslag ligt,· _ vindt immer.s naar oor~ _. 
sprongsgedachte in de acheppings<la.a.d G:ods, gelijk di~ ons 
in de Sehr,if;l; is. ge op~ppaar_d.' De kosmische tijdsord~ ns$ 
dan ook nimmer worden geaien al s een so~t mgisop. demi­
urg, di'e de scheJ?_p.ing der modale en indi vidua.litei~s­
structuren ~· G\'"~ .1;~'U overnernan. De Schepper van bemel. 

· ·en a.ard~, .he.e:ft veeleer die· modale en individual! teits­
strueturen z.elf in ~i;Jri ~ijdelijke wereldorde tot aanzijn 
geroeJl8n g~lijk Hif zelf - -en niet de kgamische tijdsorde­
de ··riJken .der physicli-chemtsch g:equalif'ioeerde dingen. zoo\11 
wel als planten- en dierenrijk en eindelijk den mensch . 
ge scpapen lieeft. ~ bij ,die ;scl?-epping heeft- God. tegelijk 
aan alle. ~reaturen hun. eige.n a.ard. hun eigen ·J,ndividuali-

. teits-·structuren verordend, die Hij constant in de tij- ' 
delijk¢ wereldorde verankerd heeft..;; .• ,.~. Ik ben overtuigd, 
dat Stoker, die 'trouwens de_ moge:lijkheid van 'misversta.nd' 
zijnerzijds uit.drukkel~jk, erkent, bij- nader inzien zal 
toegeve·n, dat vari 'magische insluipsels t_ in mijn tijds• -
idee geen .eprake kan zijn.•• Postscript bY Dooyeweerd to 
Iets our Kousaliteit_, Phil. Ref,.- II, P-• '98.. l \ '\ 31) 



36. 

.. 

Compare Stoker: D.ie. Wl'§b~ef1ie .. van .die· Ske:Q:g1[leidee,, .. 
p. 28: ''Die baie ·en onderskeie wrskynsels in Ire kosmos 
i.s for,meel gelykwaa.rdig,. In sy··oorspronklike .eiea.ard en.· . 

. 1ndividualit·eit staan .. forrneel ge.en e:nkel.e verskynsel bo 
die ande.r nfe; elke · oors;pronklike. verskynsel het sy ul1ie­
ke eiea.ard ()nmiddeilik. van die Skepper en. in hierdie .. 
onmiddellike verhoud.i·ng van die indiwi-cluele as ind1w1-
duele teenoor ay Oor:sprQng het geen enkele verskynsel 
'n ·'prinaat bo enige ander: n~e. ft ' . . 

I ' ,· • .••'\ 'jo· 

Quoted by 'Young: towards C!-• ..Eeformed .pn1.1oso:2,h~ P• 67.-. 
38. Compare ::Sohatec: Autoritat tttld :Freiheit 'in der Gedanken-­

welt 'Ca.l vinat I and . II; Phil.. Ref. v, tCt'I+O. 

39. A New Crttique, Vol• .. II, p •. 4"1 .• 

40. In thi'l~ connection Dooyeweerd as well· as Vollenhoven ba.ve 
treated :tn detai.l the ·Course of antinomies .in Greek •. 

. Schola.stio and Hunrani'sti.o .thotght. 

41. Towar,d,s a. Ref,ormed Phlloso~ P• 122. · 

42. ,.A:_J!e}! Crj.tique., Vol. I :~ p. zs. 

43. Ibid .•.• P• 41: "Antinomy arises in the first place thrQ~h 
.ignorilig this religious determination ani de:gendence of 
the.oretical thotght, because this thought sets. out to 
interpret Gocl 'e ·causality or t})at of human volition in 
a .f'unotionalistic wa;y. That which is ,g~· in the full · ' 
sense of the .word in the totality of meaning and in the•· ' 
Qrigin of all mea.niil?;·' re·spectively. turrts 'into a c'ontra .... 
diction between ·two ·modal funoti.ons .of ·meaning:, if .inte·r­
preted func-tlonalistieally: the reason is that these two· 
functions are m.rle absolut'e 1~ theore;.:t·cal thotght.-" 

44. Ibid;e, P• 44. 

--· 45. 

46 .• JAtiNew tal"itigue, Vol.II, :p.· 162. 
' ' . •I' 

4?. In t):e ,original l)utch ·text the. term nzil:l•kern" is 'used• 
and this is translated 'in t1:le E.qsl:l:sh. edition as "nuclear 
moment•• .• ·The term nmodal momentn .se.ems to be .a. better 
tra.nsla. ti on o:f the ' origiml. 
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49·• To explain this, Dooyeweerd again makes use'· of a f.igUT"e: 
Divide a. circle into two ,equal hal<Ves. Its centre is_. the 
modal moment of the sphere. The radii drawn from this 
cef}tre .in the left half signifies those analogical mo-­
ments which refer to -ea.r;tier sphere.s, those drawn on the 
right band half signify the analogical moments referring 
to later spheres,. Ibid., p. 7 5. 

49. The structure 'of the lilPeheres thus .shaw an increasing . 
complication, because a. modal retrocipation, in referring 
back to the modal moment ' of a substrat mn sphere' neces­
sarily also refers to the whole concatenation of that 
modal momant with lli retrooipa.tions and anticipations,. 
The se:me holds for the_ modal anticipa.t ions. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

H.G. D-ooyeweerd: Transeenqental Problems of Philosophic· 
Thoyght, P• 4'7. _ 
......,.,·; .... +~:""._rt . . 
''The objects which have number lie in .altogether di:ffe• 
rent a)?heres.. They are :points, stones, apples, movement"s 
and so on:. But n·one of them belong to the first (i.e ..• 
numerical) sphere. Dooyeweerd is not aware of this lack 
pf specific substantial· objects in the sphere• Neverthe­
less, he speaks about the latter as if there are such 
objects e,nd calls them 'number's' •· What' kind .. of objects· 
can these numbers be, and from where does. he get them? 
The answer 1st he constructs them .in a. .metaphysical way. 
He postulates first a mode of being or modal meaning,. i•e• 
qua·ntita.tive discretenes.s !!! a.bstra.ctio. Then he hypos­
tatizes this mode .of being or meaning and gets his enti­
ty 'number'. 'l~umber• as a.n object is the hypostatized · 
quantitative mod:e' of qeing .• F.rom the motte ·of being it- · 
self ·•numbe.r' is- born. n G.R. T. Ha.le.n: Die ~ate petals-) 
kring 'Van DOOYf!'!~erq, .Tyd.skrif vir Wetenskap en Kuns• 
U!Uol5e.r 194·9, p. ·lOlff. - · · 

- This opinion is echoed by Young: Towards a Reformed 
Phil..Q.sopb:!;. p. 137: "Discrete quanu"ii.t:r, the simplest of 
Dooyeweerd's lawspheres1 itself' is not so simple a.s 
Dooyew.eel'"d re:presents it. For a. number to be a. discrete· · 
quantity, it must be, _it must be itself'• it must even be.· 
rela'f;:ed to something other than itself. Being, sameness, 
otherness, relation, are thus pre-stJp:posed by numbers_ and 
by all m~re complex structures ·Of reality. The most basic 
structures of reality are thus not numerical but ontolo-
gical." · 

Uew ·Critique, Vol. II,_ P• 84 .• 

Among the nor~tive spheres the historical occupies a 
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uniql_.le posit~on, for it reveals itself as, the f'oundatio'(l of 
all normative ~isclosure. Only 'with the historical and cul­
tural development is the disclosure of the .bigher spheres 
made possible: a historical consciousness, a. differentia­
ted· economic life, a deepened conception of law; et,c:. 
Dooyeweerd states that ·the dfsclosure of the norma.ti ve 
spheres demand 'both retrooipations' on the historical. and 
anticipations· of faith :for their disclosure. For a detailed 
treatment of Dooyeweerd 's conception of .the rol,te of cul• 
tl.n"a.l development in thei pr'ocess of disclosure., compare 
4. New Critique, vol. II, p •. 3.92-29'7. 

54. Ibid., p .• · '-305. 

55. Ibid •• 'P• 304 •. 

56. !bid,, p. 298. 

57. ,Ibid.' P•· 298. 

58. Ibld.; P• 298. 

59. tt]'ai th ,as a' particular modal function is not to be viewed 
in a.~xclusively soteriological orlentation but in a. much 
wider per.spective. This view was no doubt first developed 
b:v: Dr. A. Kuyper .in hi.s famous ~ne.Yclo~aedia of' Theologz. 
I~ a ma.st~rly way he. analysed 12!stis a:s an irreducible 
:function ln the. whole prooe.ss of' human knowledge. u Ibid., 
p.' 299. . ' 

60. ·Kuyper calls f'ai th the n:r~rma.J. futlctfon o:r the life o:f the 
sotll., which lies at the basts of each :tact in our hl1!llan 
consciousness." 1'Immers a:oor piatis zijt ge zeker van a.l 
datgene, wa.aromtrent ge een veste overtuiging bezit 1 zonder 

· da.t die overtuiging bi'j u vruoht is van vm.arnemi.ng of' be-
. wijsvoering • ., It is and rema.ins always a means to be persua­

ded with certainty, nee·n orimiddellijke da.ad van ons bewust-
zijl'i; waardoor in <lat beVlustzijn zekerheid omtrent enig , 

· punt ontstaat buiten alle waarnem,ing of bewijsvoering om." 
Encfclouaedie· dt:r_Heilige Godgele~t,'J.heid1 Vol.. II, P• 71ff ~ 

' ' -

61. Ai'l. scien.ce proceeds :from certain axiom,s which are given 
w,f)th our aelf-coneeiousness and is inaeperable from it,. 
Kuyper states-;- Faith is here the "mysterious bond" which 

· binds ·the· sel.:r-consciousness to the axiom •. Even if' we ta.ke 
the principle of identity, A - A, the :fact would. at ill re­
main tbat the certaj.nty, the starting point for all proof', 
is :faith. Ibid., p. 83. · · 
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65.. "The uncorrupted 'nat ural' knowledge about God was not· a.. · 
·· kind of knowledge originating ;from a r~ason that was self­
. sufficient in this 'natural domain'• It. was not the 'theo• 
'logia natura.lis' o:r· spe·cu);ative philosophY:. but .it ·was 

. knowledge which. in i.te temporal cbaracte:r:~ was in the. 
last instance exclusi·vel:y g~ded by faith i.n the Word o:t• 
God. Thr·otigh this Woid alone the eyes of. the' mind were 
opened 'to the. understanding of' the uni ver;sa.l revelation 
of God in created nature. Only the function of faith was , 
able·. to direct the logtca.l .function· of thought to the 
Divine Revelation. and only the WoTd-Revelat:ion could 
disclose to faith the ,Revelati·on in nature.'' Ibid. P• :soa. 
n:aeca.uae that ·which may be known of God is manifest in 
them,· for God hath shewed it· unto them. For the invisi• 
ble things of him :from the creation of the world are clear­
ly ·seen, being unde.rstood by the things that a.re made, 
even his eter.nal power and Godhead: :so t'hat they are 

without excuse." Romans I• 19, 20• · 

"Taken in this restrictive sense; ~itq(}is can ~ever be the 
starting point for the positive development and deepe-

. ning of meaning of the :function of faith .implanted in man 
a. t C"'eat ion. It must rather be viewed as t.'he transee nden­
tal 'limit il'l the devolution, the degeneration and the 
·rurmi·ng to waste of the true nature of :faith. Bllt it ca.n 
serve as the sta.rtins point for the transcendental deepe­
ni~ ·.of meaning in the process of apostasy of ;ais.tis." 
4 :[ow Criti,.que1 Yol. II1. p,. 310. · 

' . 

Dooyeweerd. points. out that his posit.ion has been strens- · 
then.ed. by modern scholarship. which has revealed a pre•' 
magical oultttral stage and which has thus destroyed the 
evolutionistic attempt to ·expla~n Christian :faith a.e a 
deve1.opment :from ma.gie. The true· nature o:f f~ith can onl~ 
be 'examined by a theoretical inquiry led by the oosmono• 
mic ·Idea. .• (Compare p. ·315, A New Cri._'t!_:\gue·, :vol. II.) .. · 

· "Nor can our examinat,ion of' the restrictive· meaning­
st-ructure of the revela.ti o~l. :principle of faith be un­
derstood as an inquiry into the oristaa.l pbt:ts~ of belief 
preceding all· the other developmental :Pbases .• 'he re'- · 
strlctive pistic ·reVelati·ona.l principle, in the sense in­
tended by us; can on1y be understood from tl:J.e cosmonomio 
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order itself, in the light of the D.ivine Word-revelation.'" 
Compare A.A. Bow.ma.nt §iudi~J3. in the Pl;lilosopb.y of Religion, 
vol. II,. which bear.s out D.ooy~weerd •s argument. 

·67 •. A New Cr_!:!;j._gue,....,.Vol •. II. 11 .'p. ~37 and 354. 

68. According to Dooyeweerd, the term "transcendental" here 
means .''pointing beyond the limits o:f time to a. ~ 9&• 
scon<!,itus, revealir~ itself in the world." Ibid. 1 p. 309. 

69. Ibid., l'l• 326. 

?0. Ibid.' p. 57 9. 

71. n:mn zoo is iedere individua.liteitsstructuur implicite een 
typische tijd.aord.e voor den individuellon bestaansduu.r 
va.n het stibjectieve ding of. wezen, dat. zioh tn de.ze struc­
tuur een typische wet voor z.ijn indiviclueeel bestaan Zi·et 
voorgeschreven. '1 

••• ,. "De verhouding tusschen de indi vi­
:dua.liteits•structuur en de individua.li teit zelve; wordt 
daarmed-e volkomen duid.elijk. De eerste is een typisehe wet 
der eubjectieve individua.litei t, en de. laatste is aan deze 
wet a.ls subject onderworpen. Het subjectieve ding of wezen 
.is _1ntrins1ek. en integra.a.l ~ndividueel biniren het wetmatig 
kader zij.ner 1ndividual1te1ta-etructuur. De individuali·­
teits-structuur blijft in·ba.ar .afdalende .reeks van typi­
eeeringen vanaf het radlcaal-type tot het ,sta.m-type, het 
var1abil1te1tstype en het met verder getypiseerde elemen-· 
tair-type, van wetmatig karakter. Ret bereikt nimmer zelve· . 
de eigenlijke individualiteit van het subject·. Want wet en · 
subject .zijn, ondanks hT,m onverbrekcl1.j.ke correlatie;-ii'immer 
tot elkander to herleiden." IndividUa.liteits-structuur en 
Thomistisch St.ibstantiebesrip, Ph1l~tRef. 9-10, 1944-45, p.22. 

·?2. In~ 'struct uur ·en Thomist isch Substant ie be~, part 1, 
Phil. Ref. 8, .p. 66 ff, t'l 43 . 

73. "Het stri·ctgegevene in de identi.teitsbeleving ten aa.nzien 
van de tijdelijke dirgen gaf 1n geen geva.l een toereiken­
den .grond_, voor het .zoeken J?B.ar boven tijdelijke. substantiae 
aehter de dingen der nai~ve ervaring. De bedoelde ding ... 
identiteit word im:rner.s onwedersprekelijk zelve ala ee.n tij­
deli,jke ondervonden. ~' Wi.l sbegeerte der We.tJU...~ Vol.o III. 
P• :3. , . 

74,. "Daarentegen moeten wij wede·r opmerken, da.t de idee der 
individua.liteits-structuur,. gelijk .zij door de Wijsbegeer­
te der Wetsidee is ontwikkeld, wezenlijk van het 3eseven 
der neieve dingervaring theoretiscl!, ~kenschap .geef't• Zij 
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iB' vanuit bet scllfiftuurlijk soheppingsmotief' der woord~ · 
openbaring· ontworpen en .gegrond in het inzicb.t dat de in-· 
~..iY:i-<!.'!!B.liteits-atructuren. der werkelijkhe.id we~enlijke­
tijds-struct.uren zijn van t:YJ1ische_.geaardheid, eve11zeer 
ala do modale· atructuren der onderscheidene werkelijks-

. aspecten (als die '1B.n geta.l, ens) a1.s wezenl-ijke moclale 
structur~n 9er werkelijkheid 1;noeten worden gevati! "-Ilid.i­
Y.!£.~.~ite~tsstructuur en· Tho~i,9p1~. Substantiebe5ri.:e, 
Phil. Ref. 9 and 101 1944·45, p. 21 ff. · '" 

75. "In • •• de individuali teitsstructuren der ·werkelijkheid 
z1ju de modale aspecten op typische wijze gegroepeerd in 
een inclividueel tota.liteitsverband, da.t a.ls typisch gebeel 
de aepecten overspa.nt." De Transcendentale Crit iek van het 
!.i.i s.~e er i~ de nke n ~g_ de gron'd:s'fagen-:van de WIJsgeerr~--­
:rlenkg_emeenschauan het Avondlan9:J Phil. Ref. 6, ·p. 7, 1'14-,(. 

?6. "Onder 'enka.ptlsch struc'fuut"gel'lee.l t vers taat de w. d. w. een 
typisch vorm-geheel (in den zin van gestalte•eenheid). waarin1 
meerde ra intr ins iek verso bllle nde indi 'lfid ua.li te 1 t setruc­
turen ... met behoud. van l;laar internen eigen aard en 'souve­
reiniteit in eigen kring' ... tot een individueel geheel zijn 
vervloohte~, terWijl dit vorm-geheel door de hoogste., da.arin1 
vervlochten struotuur is gequa..lificeerd. u Individual! te its­
.structuur ·en .!h..2m:tsti sch~f!l!bs~anti~pe~ril!• Phil. Ref'. · 9 
and 10, 1944-45, :p .• 21 .f'f. · · · . · 

· Dooyeweerd mentiot;~.s different types of enca.ptic iti­
tertwinem::nta: (l} Foundational intertwinement (too sta­
tue founded in the marble), {2) 'Correlative intertwine ... 
100nt (the tree and 1 ts surroundings), {3} symbiot1o in­
tertwineme_nt (tho bee a.m the bee-colony), (4) irler­
twinemellt between subject a.nd object (bird and nest, pa,... 
rish am church-bHilding), · (5) territorial inte:l"tWineL'l9nt 
(between state .nd social s·&ructure withi.n the same terri­
tory.} 

77~ Die Nuwere. Wysbegeerte aan die Vrije,. Unive:rsiteit, pp. 
40-57. 

78. "Aanvegbaar is die gangbare opva.ttings .van substansie ·' 
(en clit beklemtoon VolJ,.enhoven en Dooyeweerd tereg) hul 
ankering in die imma.nensie-stand.punt., _die standpunt wat die 
argtmedespunt in die kosmos en nie in die- relasie van 
kosmos tot God sien nie." Ibid., p • . l,i3. 

79. "As die eenheid die logiese prius is, ·en COf in die naiewe 
ervaring die eerste .gegee is, dan iran ons se: die be• 
paalde retros.ipa.sies en antisipasies, wa t in a sistase 
patent (en latent) is, is bepaal deur hierdie voorafge-
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gewe EJ._e:J11_:J.~J9- en nie omgekeerd: die eenheid is te da.nke ·a.an 
die antisipa.ziee, retrosipasies en vera.l die fu.nksionele 
rol van die leidende wetskring. Die eenhe1d is konstit u• 
tief vil' die sa:rne_hang van die veelheid, en. nie omgekeerd 
nie." Ibid .• ; P• 45. 

80 .. ~ij sbe~e~r.te der Wetsiqe~• Vol. III1 p. 52. 

81. Die ~'[uw~rB 1[zs'besf3et::~~: !1:_.9-!l .• die· Vri.j e. tJniversiteit_.. p. 48~ 

82. Compare Dooyeweerd.: J3oekbe.., rekin : Vra . stukken uit de 
Na.tunrphilosgp~, Ph 'l. Ref. 6~)\'P• 58. '. e eelf\ .. ~ kan 
in geen geval als typisch struotuurkenmerk. dienst doen. 
~JJ:-heid in eigenlijken zin wil zeggen het individueele 
religieuze concentratiepunt of centrum van alle tijdelijke 
functies, doch .zulk een centrum komt aan geen enkel louter 
~JJd~l_i.1k schepsel t·oe. Dit. is jui·st het radica.a..! v-ersohil· 
tusschen den :roonsch eenerz1jds!, dieren; p.la.nten en· anorga­
nische schepselen anderzijdsra dat alleen de eerate een ~­
£.gncentreerd besta.an hee:ft." 

83. "Uit twee zelfstandigheden kan geen nieuwe substantia ont- . 
eta.an, tenzijnde laatste een nieuwen zelf'ste,ndigheids-
vo:r.ra. zou bezitten,. d.ie zich dan noah met dien van de "11-
chamelijkett., noch n:et de 'geeste lljke, substantia mag C:ek­
ken, naar niettcmin a.lle vermogens van de elernentaire 
substa.ntie1:1 aan het compositum meet waarborgen. Jlaa.r vol­
gens de door Thoms verdedigd.e aristotelische leer heeft 
de :rre:nseh als oompos.itum geen anderen substantieelen vorm 
dar1 de anima rationalis, tcrwijl bovendi.en een 'geestelijke 
substa11t. ie' nimmer haar actueE~l bes ta.an kah verliezen, 
omdat z1j (onverwoestbaar' is .. Derhalwe ka.n de a.nim.tt ra- , ' 
tionalis als 'deel' va.n de· 'menachlijke na.tuur', geen 
'onsterflijke substantj.e ', nnar, gelijk Aristotelee leerde, 
slechts 'vorm vo.n het lieha.am' zijn. 

Thomas houdt eehter aan het substantieel kara.kter 
· van de anima. rationalis vast.· Dan kan echter de laatste · 

ook niet de zelfstandigheidsvorm van het materie-lichaam 
zijn en moet het ma.ter:1.e-lio'h.a.a..1D. zel\re als een 'subetantie' 

· onafhanklijk van d.e e,nim. rationalis worden bescho~. 
Daarrrede in dan de te:rtJgkeer tot de if!l•aditioneel-scholas­
tische leer iran den mennch ala oompositum uit twee sub­
stantics gegeven, d:i.e ~er in de gesigna.leerde antinomie 
vervalt, dat zij met de aangen6Jnen substa.ntieele eenheid 
van den mensch in str.ijd komt., om:'iat Thomas a.l thans hat 
a.ctueel voortbestaa.n van de anj.ma rationa.lis als zelf· 
stanligheid in het co:m:positum niet ka.n 1oochenen." Indl· 
vidualiteitsstructuur en Thoniistiseh SUbsta:._ntie-be£Irijf," 
Phil.. Ref'. 111 1946, P• 29. See also: Kp;ype r's Weten-
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J!.b:M£12~.~, Phil. Ref •4-.t i9.~<f 1 P• 20lff. 

84. J.'M. Spier: InJ.e~din&~>in::; .4-e. t7i,isbegef!:r.~e de.r \Vetsidea. p. 
25 .• ' -~-. llil.-r ., 1:, f. 

. . 
85. Compare also: 4 .. Ue,w Critiguea- Vol. 1 ., p '55: "A real account 

o~ this fact is rendered only by the Biblical Revelation 
concerning the creation of rra.:n in the itta-ge of God. God 
reveals R1mself as the absolute G"rigin excluding every 
independent counte?-pawer which may be His opposite. He 
hae expressed His ima.ge in nnn by concentrating its entire 
temporal existence in the radical religious unity of' an 
ego in which the ·totality of meaning of the temporal oomnos 
was to be ~ocussed upon its Origin. The funda.rr.ental depen­
dence of human .self-kno-.vledge upon the knowledge of God has 
.consequently its inner ground in the essence of religion 
as the central sphere of ·.our created nature." 

86. Compare especially: Hepp, Dr~sende D~ormatie, Vol. Jl I·· 
and J. M:!.sselink: ~ew Vievts Rega.rdh38 Common Grae~. ~'Cal-
vin Forum. vol.XlX, np. x.) · · 

. . . 

8'1. u Ml.n is the 'Dearer of God's i.ma.ge and can be qualified by 
none of his functions. lifeve:rthelesa, Dooyeweerd 's ooncep. 
tion of the relation of the heart to the f'uncti.ons is not 
without certain diff.i cultj.es. Is a shar.P dualism of heart 
and functions more eatisfactcry tr..a.n a sharp dmlism be­
tween two groups of funcJtions? Is the transcendence of the 
human heart in Dooyeweerd perhaps an abstract tra nooen­
dence? Has Dooyewem:"d perhaps not corrrpletely overcome the 
abstraction of the Kantian transcendental subject which he 
eo skilf.ully attacks? Dooyeweerd t s funoti onless soul, es­
pecially when conceived in its. separated state after death, 
seems a m.ore sradowy apectre then the scholastic anima ra­
tional1s. Such a ghost of a soul would appear a far cry 
from that soul defended by Calvin in the Ps;z!choP§:nnychia. ... 
Calvin conceives of the soul as a substance, which after 
the death of the nod.y truly lives, being endued both with 
sense and understanding;, A soul deprived of all ·sense, ac• 
cording to Calvin, would be a .. soul which has none of the 
properties of soul, a. soul dissevered. from 1 taelf. In the 
words of TertuJ.lian, a.nin:a animae sensus est. Can we not " 
purify Calvin's conception- from cert~.1n accidental philo­
sophical appendages in view of Dooyevveerd •c· ,just criticism 
of the Scholastic psychology? We m1.ght thus arrive at a 
con6eption of the soul more concrete but not less a unity" .... 

. than that of Dooyeweerd •. In partieuJ.a,r, we should reject 
any sharp cleavage. while retaining the distinction between 
heart am functions. The unity of the t'ull personality is 
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threa.tenec'hby any such dualism as well as by that of Scho­
lasticism. A heart which -includes in it·self an eleme11t of 
1fue functions rather than one which excludes everything 
functional would after all be more transcendent than the 
product of. pure negation of the functions. To take only the 
case of .. lihinking. Thinking ma.y not be the cet'l.tro of. huma.n. · 
nature, but an element of thinking is included in that 
centre. ~rhe scriptural conreption of the heart presents a. 
rich diversity of ft:nction .. The unity of ma.n is not a. unity 
excludirg diversity but rather a unity in diversity; even 
as the Divine Unity is a Unity in diversity. u Towards a 
Reforraed Philoso;Q~;z, p. 1.43,. 

88. :Q.ie .. UUVv~JV;y:sbegeer~t£._J!B•~--i!k_ Vri.je Un~versi te :!i' p. 144. 

89. 11The la.t·te:s." restlessly seeks itn origin in order to under­
stand ita own l'J.lCa.ning,, and in its owu mea.n:i:ng. the meaning 
of our entire cosmos. n 4...:,_Ne\y q,~i,tig_~, Vol. I, P• 11. , 

90. ''De nxn1sch heeft indordaad zulk een religieus centrum, naar 
anorganische :::toffen, planten en dieren zijn louter van 
tijdelijke structuur. 11 Individu..1.1iteitsstructuren etl het 
Th2_ll!.i~ti_~S..l.!. .. ~ub~tB: nt!e,.P£tlriJ2 I, .Phil. Ref • B, 1943, P• 97. 
Co.11!:pare also: ~ Wijab~i.Et~tl.Lder Wetsidee en de Barth!!!­
~· Phil. Re.f. lb, t~'St,:p. 1531 

nne zonde ra.akt de radix, de rcligieuze wortel-eenheid 
der n.enselijke exiatenti~t,, zij ra.a.kt 11et 'hart t 'Van ons be­
staan, waaruit de ui tgangen des levens zijn en ~wa.arin onze 
gehele tijdelijke exiatentie in haa.r gro"liG divergentie van 
functiea en struoturen, convergeert in 1w.ar religieuze 
concentratie zoals in het centrale ge1Jod vall de liefde­
dienst van God en de raa.ste, de wortel-eenheid is verva.t 
van de goddelijke weteorde in al haar tijdelijke verschei­
de nheid van wet ekri ngen, zo ligt in b.et bart van de mens in 
zijn bijbels-religieuze .zin de, v:ort.el-eenhe1d van de mense­
lijke existentie i.n 'ha.ar · a.an de wet onderworpen subjecti-· 
viteit. In het hart des menaen i.s niet .slechts de menselijke 
exietentie. n:aar de geheele tijdelijke creatutn"lijke wereld 
geconcentreerd. Vandaar dat Adams zondeval deze gehele 
tijdelijke wereld .... inbegrepen de anorgan1s6he, de pla:nten­
en dierenwereld .. meesleepte. Vandaa.r ock,. dat de zondeval 
noodwendig radicaal is .• n · 

" 
91. Compare .r.H. Diemer~ Na.tuut. en WonderJI Phil.: Ref. S~~~- 104. 

"In Adam a.ls eerste Hoofd van het nenschengeslacht• waarin 
geheel de tijdelijke kosmos religieeus .was geworteld, is · 
het wonder der schep:pin;:J voor den mensch zichtbaar gewor­
den. In hem ~agen alle structure n van den tijdelijken k6s• 
mos besloten en ook na de ontsluiting dezer structuren aan 
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• I 

het einrl~ der 'soheppingsweek' zijn ze van hem niet los te 
maken. De uiteenatelling in Genesis I is geen s cheiding1 
doch een ontsluit1m voor net gee.stesoog van de rijke 
structuurverscheidenheid, die in den wortel als ooncen-
trisc:he eenbeid lag opgesloten." ,,_ 

92. ••De leor van den LEnsch staa.t tegelijk aan het begin en aa.n 
het einde van het ".1ijsgeerig onderzoek: Aan het begin, om­
dat men in de idee mn het archimedisch :punt van het theo­
rctlsoh wijsgeerig denken, reeds een allesbcheerschende 
vooronuerstelling over de .n:euscmlijke existentie meebrengt 
Aan het e inde, omca. t de e.igenlijke anthropologie eerst 
'k£.oq,n worden opgetrokken op de grondslagen van cen wijsgee­
:r.ige werkelijksleer, vvaarin a.lle structurei: der tijdelijke 
realitf3i t aa n een Ol1l3 tandig onderzoek zijn onderworpen. n 
Dooyt;weerd: Individua.litei·!;s-structuar en Thomietisch Sub­
tJtnntiebeg:rip IV, Phil. Ref. 111 1946, :P• 52. 
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Notes to Chapter IV. 

1 • F\ N~w C·nttgvve., Vo\. l, ? ?, ~f. 

2. .Uew Critigue,, Vol. I. P• 550. 

3. Ibid., P• 548. 

4. Ibid,, p. 546, footnote. 

5. " •• The human selfhood as the religious root, as the heart 
of our entire existence, transcends tl~ temporal limits of 
our cosmos. It transcends all the modal aspects. Philoso­
phy, directed toward the totality of nea.nirg, in the whole 
of its activity, is necessarily of a theoretical charac­
ter. From a Christian point of view. therefore, it is mea­
ningless and even dangerous to take over a basic classifi­
cation• employed by immanentist philosophy, which is rooted 
in the intrinsic dissension of its archimedean point. 11 

Ibid., p. 541. 

6. Ibid., P• 541. 

7. Dooyeweerd's promised work on the subject of phi1osophical 
anthropology has not yet been published. 

8. A New Grit igue, Vol. I, · p. 543. 

9. Ibid., P• 548. 

10. "The word a ~riori stands in bad repute in special science 
(with the exception o:f logic and m'lthema.tics). And right­
ly so, ~or the word is badly tainted with the rationalistic 
prejudice of the humanistic science ideal, which ascribed 
a creative logical :function to human consciousness. It was 
supposed that the structure of given reality should be 
fir~t methodically eliminated, after which the a priori con­
structive order of 'creative' thought has to be imposed 
on it •••••• The constructive view of the subjective a priori 
elements of our knowledge. based as it is on the humanis­
tic CO'Smonomic. idea, is in re~lity a consequence of the ••• 
:pride of man, who iri· his supposed self-su:f:ficiency o:f 
thought refuses to submit to the Divine world-order. From 
the outset we have rejected this view, as we lta.ve broken 
with the cosmonomic idea in which it is founded,. The cog­
nitive subject does not create the horizon of his experience 
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himself. The law-conformable structure of 'his experience 
d·oes no·t originate ·from a. sove.reig.n 'transl!endental sub-· 
ject '. The modal. structure of the law spheres abstracted 
in the theoretical synthesis of :meaning, must be careful­
ly read from the horizon of the full temporal reality 
created by God. u Ibid .. , Vol. II, p. 556. 

. ! : 

ll.. "The ·a priori hori.zon of· human experience is thus the Di­
vine order. of. the 'earthly' creation itself.;c in which :ma.n 
and all thirigs have been given their ·structure and Grder 
in the cosmos." Ibid •• p. 559 .• 

12. Ibid .• , P• 559. 

13. Ibid·•, 549. 
''--"" 

P• 

14. Ibid ... , p. ·S52. 

15 .. I-bid.,. P• 552. 

16. Ibid., p. 5$4. ' 

1"'7 ~ Ibid., p .• s:n 

'18. Ibid •• .P• Shit-· 

19 •. Ibid., '1?·• 573. 

. 20.: Ibid ..• 1 P• 575. 

.21. t'We have seen that no single special science is possible 
without an a priori the,oretica.l synthesis of meaning" :in 
which the mOdal horizon of the law-sphere forming the 
Gegensta:nd. bas been intended theoretically. Even if a. spe• 
cial. .. scientist d.oos not critically take account of this 
sub.jective a .Priori synthesils, bs must handle it . impli-­
citly• Othe.rwise he is unaqle to conduct ~nvestigations 
in the domain of his special science. MathenJ.atics in it­
self cannot fix the modal. horizon of the -plzysical law­
sphere theoretically. Neitber can ethics clef.ite the ·hori­
zon o:f the juridical aspect;· or psychology that of th~ 
aesthetic sphere, .As to the a priori theoretical f'ounda.-­
tion of all special 'stl'iences whise t"ield of research is 
delimited by a particular aspect of experience,, one and 
the same criterion of theoretical truth is valid: tl;te a.c• 
cordance between our subjective a priori ma.ning-syttthesis 
and the modal structure of the Gegenstand_ in the all• 
sided coherence of the te.mporal horizon of our eXperience, 
and in relation to the religious ful.ness of' Truth .. tt 

Ibid:~ P• 576o 
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22'., Ibid.', p. 565 .• 

23. Ibid· .• ' p .• 565. 

24. Ibid~t P• 434. 

25. · "Every meaningful theoretical concept, every meaningful. 
theoretical judgement, however highly 'formalized",, pre-

. supposes· the· inter:-mod~l synthesis and the cosmic systa­
eis. of meaning .• A~ 'formal logic' can only be a 'forrnali· 
~ed • logic in inter-modal· meani.ng-synthesis. It particu­
larly, e~amines the ana.+ytical aspect in this 'formaliza-

' tion' whose limits are determined by the modal structure 
in its universal inter-modal meaning-coherence. As re­
mrked,, all analYtical medal individuality and all total 
structures of individuality are eliminated in' this case. , 
Such a formal logic belongs to the special theory of the 

·law spheres. It will. be. distinguished from the matbe:ma.ti­
cal, physical; biological, psychological etc. fields of 
research. In these latter our theoretical attention is 
not directed to the analytical 'aspect itself'' but to tiE 
opposed non-log±cal. aspects analysed in th~ theoret.ical 
synthe.s.is1 which are. only analytically ~~covma.ssed by 
the logical categories." I~id.,. p. 464. ·. · 

2611! Ibid.., :P~.· 464.:..465.· · 

27. . Vollenhoven: ;gpofd11jnen der. Los.ica_, . PP• 29·30. For his , · 
development o:f the ~otion of .a. Christi.an logic, see also-

, Logos and Ratio~ and De Boodzakelijkhe.id eener Christ,el1,1• 
ke Logica, especially pp. 81-98. · 

28. A . New Critique, Vol • II, P• '465.' -- ' 

29. Ibid.; P• 579. 

so. Ib1do 1 P• 579. 
• !II '• 

31. Ibid. 1 P• 572. 
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i. 

. " 

~2,. "J3ut there is .. one thing that a;~ruly ·Chri'st1an philosophy 
should never . doubt, viz.' tha. t ~"11 relative truths• . even· ' 
the judgement. 2 .X, 2 equals 4, becomes an untruth, .if !;~ 
law-conformable ste,te or affairs, e:xpre.ssed in it~ is de·­
. ,taoheci from the· temporal world-ord,er and from the ' sow-· 
reignty ·or .God .as the Creator. It· becomes an untrttth,· if' 
it<fs abf1olutised intoa ·ttruth_in itself' {Wahrhet~ an 
sich}. Creaturely realit.:r ·itself has a perspect.:tv4sti·e 
lforizon which mocks s,t any absoJ,.utising o:f .its tem.Pora.l 
structure. A superf.ici~l {e.ssentially ap.ostate) .resting 
in a, temporal horizon of ex:per.ienee that is .supposed to 
be f .. :trrn in itself" :i.e contrary·to trutht -contrary to the 
atrueture .of our selthood .• Any. one in the a.J>ost~te at·t1-
tude who clings to the temporal. horizon in the .supposi­
tion t·hat ,it i.s self•sufficie:nt" clings to .a Fa·ta. Morga-
na..~ .Ibid.:, P.~ 572·. . . 

' · .33. · Ibid.~· P• 592. Aceordlng to Vol.le.nhoven," .the word .•truth' 
. in Scripture in the majority of ca.ses.mea.ns .fit·ea.dfastnese. 
certa.intz,. reliabillt.z. whicb. for D!ooyeweerd. gives _the' 
expression 'stand in. the truth.' 1 ts 'full meaning. "The 
truthful a priori atti't~e ,of thought has for its pr.:tmary 
p:ra .... requisite the standing of the thinking selfhood ip the 
Truth, because of our "heart"s accepting Divine Revel&• 
ti.on." ~id.;• p. 5?2 . ., 

54. Ibid~., P• 561. 

.35. Ibid.,, p. 562 ... 

Z6 •. A.r'isi~ot~e:· 1Jtcomache'an Ethics.:. ·Book .I,. 1 • 

. '!l1. · strictly apea..ld.ng,. t,he 'science which .(}od. has .of Himself 
. is ~ rather tbaq ~cie~ntia, f.or science has prin­
.eiples ·a.md conelueions_, f. e •. it .is discursive, but God's · 
kno\v'ledge ot· Himself is .not diseursi ve. Otily to our mode 
o:f .conceiving things are there in God principles and con-

. cl usi.ons.-

38. Com];)a.re. espe'cia.lly ~, Veri.ta.te, q.l4, a. .• 9, · a.d,. 2,. 
~ . I . . ; 

39. "Sciendum esi;. quod. dup,lex est scientia.ru."n genus.. Quaedam 
enim sunt qll'.le proeedunt. ex pririe1p,iia n~o~i,s lumlne na:tu­
rali inte3.J.eotus, sicu.t a.ritbmetica,. geometri.~ et huius­
modi; quaeda.m vero sunt qm,e proced.ilnt eX' principiis no-,. 
tis l.umine superiosis seientia.e; s.icut perspeotiva. ·(td 
est optioa) proc~dit_ex principiis notifiea.tis per geo-
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. metria.m; et musica (seu harmonia) ex principiis per a.rith• · 
ma.tioa:m not is. Et hoc mOO..o sacra doctri.na· est seien:t.la,' ' 
quia procedit. ex principiis notia lumine euperioris !SC::ien­
tia.e., ·quae_ scilioet est scientia Dei et bea.tortm1. Unde 
sicut musica. credit principia.·tradita sib1 ab arithmetico. 
ita. d.oetrina sacra crtJdit pri.ncip.ia revelata sibi a Deo.u 
S!»m~ The oJ.or£~gj. I, a. q. I,· ft •. 2. 

40. "''Nam, ut ost~Hl<"lit S-.Thoma.a. loc.cit. :e~r a.ssensum .disting ... 
uitur credere a.b operatione qua. intellectus inspicit for- . 
mas si1l{Plices, · scilicet quid<litates. et a d'ubita.tione., et 
ao o;pinione (opina:ns enim non habet assensum, ctmi non fir­
metur eius acce:ptio circa. alter~ partem.) J?er cmitat .. ia-· 
nem ve.ro separatur credere ab intellectu (prilloipiorumh 
sed per hoc quod habet ·cogitationem et assensum quasi ex. · 
a.equot distinguitu:r a seientia.. Cog.itatio enim eat motua 
intelleetus nondum quietat.us• quia objectum nondtim est . 
evidene et non aufficienter movet ac determina.t. In scien•' 
tia oogftatio inducit ad as:senrnmt at assensus quietat~ Sed ' 
in f'id·e· est a.ssensus f:;t .co$itat1() g__uas.i ex a.eguo: non ·enim 
a.esense.a e;x cogitati'one caq,satur, .~d ex voluntate, ut 
dictum eat. Sed quia: i..ntellectus non hoc modo terminatur · 
ad unum uff ad proprium terminum perduaatur, qui est visio 
alicu:tus intelligibilis;' inde' est .quod· eius motus nondum 
est quiet~tuE1 sed a.dhuc habet eogite.tionem et inquisitio­
nem de his quae credit, qua.mvis :fir:missime eis assentiatJ 
quantmn enlm est ex se.ipso, non ·est e~ satisf'a.ctum1 nee · 
est te~inatus ad. un'l.ml; sed· terminatu.r tantum ex extrinseco. 
Et inde est quod intelleetus credentis decitur esse ca.p­
ll't'"atus, quia :tenetur termin,is a.lieni~s et non propriis: 

' II eor. X, 5: 'in captivitatem redigentes.· omne:m intellec ... 
tum.'. Inde etialn est quod in credente poteet insurgere 
motus de contrario huius quod :f'irrnissime tenet qua.mvis non. 
in intelligente nee in sdt.erite,." Garr.igou•lagra:nge: · 
De Revel~tione., Vol. It ·l'.•' 415. · 

41 •. Summa The olosica..t IIwii, q.45; a. •. 

42. '"Therefore., because Sacred Scripture considers things pre .. 
cisely under the :form.l:tty 'of being divinely revealed• 
whatever has been divinely revealed possesses the one pre• 
cise 'formal·lty of t'he object of th1~s eciencn~; and ther, .. 
fore i~ included under sacred doctrine a.s mid.er om , 
scl·e:rice.n Ibid .• , I,I,'3• 

43. Ibid ..... I,,I,2. 

44 •. A New Critique,· Vol. II, p. 562. 



46. 

47. 

48. 

-309-

11 Indien die teologie alleen uit d.ie Skri!' vir alle weten­
skap:pe die principia moet opspoor en aa.nbied. sou dit' be"­
n~w~ns sy algemeen e:rkende ta.ak. om uit die organisme van 
Gods Woord Godskennis te·. sistematlseer~ ook 'n algemeen- , 

· teoretiese en kosmiese t.aak 'he• Indien dit sou poog om 
:princ.i:pia daar te :stel wat spl'lder ·voorbehoud deur die we ... 
tenskap:pe aanVa.ar m.oet wor.d, sou dit as gevolg he dat ·die 
:f"·ete tusson teologie ·e~ dJ.e ongeloo:fsf.il.oso:fie verskerp " 
word.. Ons sou soveel. :fi1osof1ese sisteme verkry as wa.t · 
daa.r · dogmatiese skole bestaan en die een :filoso:f'iese sis­
teem sou hom nie rekenska.p Yan sy priricipia,kan gee teen• 
oor die ·at:lder n.ie, 1naa.r sal moet verwys. na. die dogmatiek. 
Dan sou die dogmatiese akole van Kant en Schleiermacher., 
van Regelr,i Barth en Brunner.,· van JJoedes en Kuyper, van · 
Bavinck1 Kuyper en Van Ooaterzee, die stryd moet voer oor 

. wysgerige principia.'1 Van der Walt; J2ie l[:Ksbe~e~.rte van 
Dr. Herm.<tn Bavinck, p~ 188. ..... -~ ~. .... .. 

~'Die wysbegeerte het sy rt9ligieuse a priorij wat deur en 
deur wysgerig ia en in sy grondidee, onder leiding van die 
teologie wyagerig gef'orrnuleer word; maar kan 'n teologiese 
:formulering van sy a. pl .. if.n .. l nie aa.nvaa.r, sonder om verteo­
logiseer te vrord ·nie.". ~iepe u·1t''1'1 Co.hl1()15i,e.se W':fsbe~<te.v-trc., '(\()e.Y.s, 
Vol. VIIi 1 nc.4-, "1-e.\:J. \'\4-\, p · I~~. · , 

• ' 

n:mr is een t.ijd 'beweeet; dat de theologie algemeen gehouden 
werd v-oor de 'regina seientia.rum', de koningin der weten­
s.cbappen, .en er zijn zelf nog in onzen tijd theologen,:die 
aa.n dit onjuiste denkbeeld menen te moet.en vasthouden.: Ret 
koninkl.ijk, du(j heersend kara.kter d.:::r the ologie zou onder 
meer ook hierin ui tkomen, ·da t iedere man van \Vetensffi:la.p, op 
welk vakgebied ook en te rneer nog d.e beoe:f'ena.ar van de 

cbristelijke wijsbegeerte. en zelfs iedere Chriatgelovige 
in de ui tvoeri ng van zijn 1even$ta.a.k, die zich op de He 1-
, lige .Schrift zou beroepen~ zich voor dat Schrif't-beroep 
noodiakelijk door de the ol.ogie zou moeten laten voorlich­
ten. Daaruit zou eonsequent volgen, dat elke chri·stelijke 
wetensoha.p, .zmvel wijabegeerte ala v-a.kwetensehap, ha.a.r · -
kar:akter van onderhorigheid onder de theologie zou. moeten 
toegeven." J. v. Spi.er: Het Veld van Onderzoek voor de Theo-
l'o~ie IIt l>b1l.Ref• 16,vp. 13~ · · -
- . ~- • I 'I If[ I 

.r.M. Sp,ier: :l,nJ.eidi~ .i·n de WiJ~:?.,be&eerte der ·wett:!idee. p.96. 

"In ,tJ'lis .. connection may not theology (not a.s a 'historical• 
pra.ct~aal or exegetical, but as a. systematic and logical 
discipline) be looked ?upon as Ult 1ma philosoph1a as well as 
ultima soientia., as Dooyeweerd exclusively views it? Do,oye-
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weerd tends to obscure .the uni ver:sal cbara.cter of theology 
by cias.sing it as a special seienc~, .even the higrJBst in· 
the sense of the most complex and transcendental boundary. 
science ••••• Such an outlook re-opens the door to a form .. 
of specui~ti ve theology or philosophy, boutld to Revelatiom 
while using temporal categories to express the reality of 
the supra.-tel1'l:poral spher~. At the same time, ·it restricts 
philosophy in a se11se in 1ih1ch the system of .the Wetsidee 
does not, when ·the latter ran.l{a theology with the special 
seiences but ascribes to phi):oso:phy a singuliarl;y unique 
position. tt Young: Towards a ~efgr~d PJP...losopJ1Y, P• 138. 

"Nie die Openabring nie~ maar die herbore ha~t word as 
grondsla.g van ..__.,die wysbegeerte gestel. Ons sien nie oor die 
hoof dat die Hooglera~r s:peaifise~r da.t die *Christelijke 
wijheid' van h!:erdie her bore bar~ 'slecht:a gewa.arborgd • 
i.a in voort(lurende gebondenheid a.an het Woord Gods ••• ' nie 
Dog ,juis hierin is O"t'lS beswaar gelee dat soda.nige voort• 
durende gebondenheid aa.n die Woord, weens die verdorwen­
heid van ons natu.ur, nooit voorkom nie; en daarom rna.g die 
va.ste besis van die ~~~io s:p~qiali..§ nooit ingertlil word 
vir die onbestendigheid en feilba.a.rheid van die nog sondige 
wedergebore hart of ~resenerat'l!§.. nie. :Bowendien bea.nt­
woord die :relisio subje.ativa nie aa.n die eise van. 'n a 
priori nie. D·it is immers geen grondwaarheid nie, dog 
'wijst noodzakelijk naar de o:penbaring als haa.r object1even 
grondslag heen. "' F .. .J.Jl.l?otgieter: 111e .JTerhoudiPS · tussen 
die TeoJ&.g!~ en die..,IDosofie 1z?z Calrrn, p. 219. 

npotgieter contends that a. cotnplete and constant aublllission 
of the ~o re~e.n.era1-.us is nowhere fotqjd because no one .is 
perfect. BUt surely such a submission does take place !n 
priUei;e:J. .. ~ oi .. there would be no Christ.ian theology any more 
than a. Cbristian philosophy. Potgieter apparently desires 
that the Christian philosopher, instead of·going directly 
to the :Bible i.tself, shall come to a 'bekwame E,l"of'essor the· 
olgsieu1?_' for a statement of. what the :Bible has to say to 
him. Are we then to understand that this is because this 
theological professor .is perfect in degree as well as in 
principle? If the author ha.4 observed the simple distinc­
tion between perfection in principle and perfection in 
degree he could not have made the exceedingly serious 
charge. of' subjectiviom against Dooyev-1eerd." Again: "Dooye~ 
weerd bas· constantly subjected· the qgQ. re~enera.tus to the · 
Scriptures. To be sure, Dooyeweerd .f'inds in the es_o rege­
neratwr .the immediate starting po:i..J}t and concentration . 
point· of philosophy ••••• But in order to have such a van .. 
tage point, Dooyeweerd points out •••• one must be self­
consciously related to the Originator of the world .•••• 
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Uothi.r..g could bo more in accord with ·the genius of Calvi• 
niern than ,just this. Calvin in the very first section of, 
the first book of his Institutes insists tha.t we shall 
think concrete,_y. We are to think of ourselves as creatu­
res of God a.nd as sinners before Him. It is the great 
virtue of the Wijsbegeerto de·r We'tsidee that it so per­
sistentl.y am obviously does what Potgieter says it does ,' 
not do. Dooyeweerd and Vollenho,.ren insist in all their 
writ~.ngs that .man should. regard himself a.s a. creatUI'e and 
a sinner anrl should therefore go to the .Scriptur4s in or• . 
der in the light of it to search out the meanings of the 
created world. n Review by c. Van Til in Phil. Ref. p. 53; 
of F. J.M. Potg~eter 's '1D~ Ver'!1.Q.P.9.J~ tussen.J!ie Te ol~~E;?-
en die F.ilosof'l~.EX Calm_." · 

52. w. 11asaelink: Uew Views Resardi~ Common Grace, Calvi~· 
Fo-rum, Vol. XIX, p. 173, April,. 1954, no. 9. 

53. uwant we betredon hier ecn wijsgeerig terrcin, dat, vanuit 
de geziohtshoeJ.c van onze Calvinistische wijsbegeerte be­
sc1lol1Wd, nog zo geed als onontginnen is." .r.M .. Spier= 
He..t ·Veld ~n Onde:r.zoek voor. dq_ ':f::heolosie,,, Phil. Ref. 15 1 1950, 
P• 169. 

54. Compare H. R. Rookmaker: Ontwer_p ener .. Ae~s.thetJ:.ca..J2R.Qx:on§._­
£!lf!B .d1tr._V{tjsbe~ee_rte.: der .. W~sidee, Phil •. Ref. no. II, 1946, 
pp. 140-16?. Also H. Dooye\qee'rd.: De lfod~le .. Structuur van 
het .Jurid.isQ!LQ:crzakeli.tkavex:ba.nd (Noord-Hollandsohe Ui.t­
gevers 'Maa.tschappij; .Anwterdam., 1950 .. } 

55. This was already done by Dooyewee:rd in his analysis of the 
modal sphere of faith, and by Spier., Inl4id1Jib p. 94: 
".Zoa.ls reeds gezegd heeft deze grenskring geen a.nticipa.- . 
ties, maar da.arenteg.en een :maximum aa.n retrocipa.ties. We 
noemden al de retrocipaties op het ethische, het psychische .. 
het oeconomische en het analytische in de geloofsverering, 
geloofsblijdschs.p, offer en geloo:rskennis·. Zo vaak in het 
pistif;)ehe over vorming' wordt gesproken, hebben we te rna• 
ken met b.istori.sche ana.logieen, b. v. kerkvorm, vorming . 
der belijd.enissen11 etc. Als de kerk ha.a.r geloo:f'sinhoud 
uitdrukt in belijd.enissen, die in kerkelijke taa.l sy.mbo• 
len he ten, dan heeft die ba.ndeling niet alleen de hi sto- " 
risehe, maar ook de linguistische wetskring tot mod.a.a1 
substraat. In de gemeellsebap der ~iligen ligt ook een · s.o• 
ciaa.l elerr.!6nt, de omgang met hen ... die denzelf'den Zaligma.­
ker liefhebben." 
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-.. · .. · 56. "In -het dogma 'zfjrf de·hoofdwaarheden der· Heilige Schrift' ver .... 
we:rkt• Deze _ v-erwerl<:ing ·~:n de _inhq~d dar ·Woord-ll_penbar:lng ·. •, i 

.. __ tot. confes~ie ts geen wete~scha;ppe'+'ijke · ~aak• 1naar -ee;n -:ge:• 
· ·:loof~;~,aa~ie, ·ate nie~ yan··qe, er*ele_ gelovige, d6eh van de--.-:'kerk 

-:u1·tga:at., -J;{.a.w. de theologie schept geE~nt ·dogmata. Hoe zou · 
· het ·kunri~n? _Een a.na.lytis*h--gequa1.1fi~eerd ·subject. zoals a.e 
we tense hap_ i'sj -kan geen p1St1s~he no:tm· voortbrengen. Neen,, I! 

de ·the o1og1e, g9:at in. baar (iogma.t olog.ie Vain (ie kerke1'iJ~ :.,; . 
geijkt:e oonf'es_sie. t.tit ·on1 deme·_we.tehschappel1jk te verwerken, 

· · te systema.t iserenj tegen dwa.ling te verdedigen en in haa.to · 
' wording ~ o _ 'be sc.bri jven~. a otris ook. om nie uw c1 ogma. voor t e be ... 

·· · ~·reide~-· A~ ~n -d~s 2r~xllt;e dogma.tologisehe .. wetenschappel1jke 
ar'be.id we1 zijde ling.s invl9ed :hel)ben -op '-nieuwe dogmavorming · 
_of tot :cor'reqtie. t.mn·net besta.S.tide dogm ·sti,;mulereu, tocb is 
.mowel de v-ormlng ·van ·niellW' doPB ale ook de correotie 'tl'a.n 

... 

.·57,, 

l'l~t oude een zqive~ ke:rkeli~ke_ act'ie, die n1et door de weten­
.sebap .• ~a.r- door het ,ge.loof gequa.lif'ie;e~rd is•" J'_.M. Spier: 
~.t ·Y2_ld Va. .. JLQ!!!erzoek· voor ·de ·The olQSi;.tJ ·I It Phil. Ref. 161 16t 1951, P·• '2• . - . . . . . . . . 

"Ochc het otlder.zoek van de ·pse,udo-godooier1sten behoort t-ot· 
d.e taa.k ~n·de theologie. Dit onder~oek is eohter. niet onder 

. te bragen bij een van d.e genoemde. normt1-eve of subjectieve· 
groe:pen van t,m ologisohe vakken. ·.Ret moet. d.aa-rent(:Jgen ge• · 
zien worden als een a:r.zoriderlijk .stUk theologie., · dat - tegen­
;over hat' ·tot nu toe bespl-okei'l ~~:chts.:..geriohte pistisohe · 
leven ... bet links•geriohte t,ot veld' van onderzoek heeft .. n 
Ibid • , P• 1~. . . 

· 58. Spier criticises· Kuyper's treat~nt of t~ology; saying that 
although KUf.Pe:r percef.~d that tl1e ~egen$tand of theology 
is the modal sphere of faith, and although all four subjects 
msntioned by him are orie'·ntated t'o Scripture as their :erin• 

',.ti~ium di,v1slonis,.. Kuyper _d.oe:s not distii'tgui.sh between the 
norm and _the subject of ·faith, ani the. corresponding dis• 

_ · ttnction between the· norma:ttve a>m subject· sciences; -in the · 
'Encyolo~ed~a. of'l'heoiogy~ · C:ompa.re .r.Y• Spier: 1l5:.1!_Veld '\Tan 
(}nde.rzQ!_'k .. voor d-e _ Tbe olPS.i.e, I, Phil• Ref. ~5.1 1950_; P• 1?4 .• 

. . ' . . . . '' . 

59. "De The ologie was eellilD..a.l\d~. koni._ng~n: der weten.scha.ppen. 
·van ha~:r glngen al.le anqere .wetensoMppen ui t en zij ach• 
ten het haa.r tMk en ho()gste eer · nieuwe bouwstof'fen aan te 
dragen voor liet groote'j alomvattende paieis der Theologie. 
Uet is 'on~e ·_ d iep.st,e · overtuiging~ qat· de The olog1e die positie 
nog heeft. En het is moeilljk in' te zien, hoe een weten­
sehap1 die over de openba.ring Gods handelt,. andere kan 
Zijn dan ui tgange;punt en doel van alle andere wetenscha.p,. 
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God is toch niet. een bijkomstigheic:i of e.en 'post· m.'a.s:t an•··. 
derer pos~e.n. Wie·. o~r .God, spree~t~. spree~~ ,over all_es1· en · 
wie over iets ander.s spreektt spreek.t,, · of hiJ wil of nie.t, 

. toch o~r. G()d. ft. G.· van de.r Leeuw, InleidiM ·:tn de Theo• 
l,osie, P• 113... · 

' ' 
60 •... "Toch ne~mt de theolog'ie. anderzijds tn de rij der weten- · 

sohappEm een uitzonderlijke pla.ats in. Dit -ui t.zond~r.ings­
ka.rakter echie.r ligt nt:et .in.het feit, dat' de theolagie·· . 
zioh tussen Gods. Vloord en 1edere beoefenaar van Ch:riste­
lij.ke ·~1;~nsebap inschuift; mar :fn bet amere felt. dci . 
he.t veld van onderzoek, dat aa.n haar is t oegewez~n;. de . 
laatste gremskring ·is in de kosmiscb.e orde der modale· as•. 
pecten • .A.l het p.istisohe wijst boven het gescba.pene uit . · 

· na.a.r.· Rem, die niet alleen de Schepper is van alle creattiur, 
naar· ·die. ook in Jezue Christ us Zijn \Ve.reld verlost en be-· 
zig is .Zijn werk te 'voltoo1en. - · . 

Deze stand van ~a.ken .geeft aan de theologie een bi.zon• 
der: cachet. Want de beschouwing van den kosmos sub specie 
a.eternitas accentueert i·n de eerste plaa.ts da.t a.l ons ken ... 
n~n 'op eta aarde ten delen is. Voorts her1nnert ziJ ems er 
aan, dat onze a.rbeid die ingeloofsgehoorza.amheid volbra.cht 
wordt, ook one ~tenschappelijk werk, niet !jdel zal ~ijn 

· in den Heere. ·.En tenslotte verma.nt zi3. ons te waken voor 
· de zonde van wetensohapsve:rheerlijking, · omdat n~t de we- · 
· tensc~ppelijke, maar de. relig:teuze kennis van Go<i in het 
.aa:ngez:tcht van Jezus Christus het eettw:ige leven is." 
J".M. Spier: Het Veld van. Onderzoek voor de Theologie, II, 
Phil. Ref • .16, 19511 P• 14. " -

61. Compare .. r<;.J. Popma.: ·De vrijheid der Exesese, P• 25?; (Quo­
ted by·. J. M11 .Spier, Ret Veld. va:n Onder;zoek vo,or de Theolo-
i.l!b II, Phil .. Ref. 16, 1951, ·p •. 14. J "JBar ernst.lger ~s 
nog de f·out ,van de a.mbtstbeisrne in w.etenschappelijken :Z~n·. 
De vietenscha:p is noott .. subject des geloo:rs. omdat weten• :, 
schappelij'ke arbeid welt.swaa;r door het geloof gele1d w9rdt •. 
mar rioo1t gelooi"sa.otie is. De bediening dee. Wocr de is ge·~ 
loOfsa.etie• de theologisehe ui.teenzettir.g is theoretisch · 
werk. De theolog1e .kan nooit meer doen dan a.h.v. een· des­
criptieve ·en hi storische gramma.tica sehto.ijven van het ~e­
ven des geloofs. Dat is zeer veel,. e~~t et- is iets voor te 
zeggen, dat dit op wetenseha.ppeliJk terrain hat hoogste 
beteken, want het leven des geloo:fs ie in de menschelijke 
natuur het hoogete, da.ar het alle andere .levensfuncties 
onderste.lt en in zieh · bevat •. Zo gezien is er zel:fs geen be­
zwaar tegen de theologie de koningin der \"retenschappen te 
noernen. Dat ne_emt echter niet weg, dat het · the.ologisohe 
werk; zo goed a.ls a.lle we.termmha:p:pe lijke arbe id, niet d o'0r 
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het geloof word gequalificeerd, maar· the ore tisch van aard 
is,- ,dus ge'qu:::Llificeerd. d.oor de· secunda ire analyse." 

' ,, ' \ 

62. Cozrrpt.ire, e.g. Garrigou-La.gra.nge: l!Et Revelatio~ P•ll'lH,.p"f-sl~­
For the formal heretic, Garrigou-Lagrange states, there re ... 
~u.-a.in 1IL!.il.ny 'ideas concerning matters of fai.th, but the for ... 
mali ty of theologi-cal science no J.onger remains. Hence 
tliere ia theology matr~r~.all:V on~y, net formally, for in , 
its conclusions the. word ui:s" is used, opitlionatively and 
not certainly, for the conclusion is deduced from the ma, .... 
jor premise., which is held not with certainty on account 
of the authority of God whom reveals; but with opinion 
only, on account of a. motive which' is nothing other than 
:private and personal judgement. There remains in the here­
tic only the. corpse of _theological science., for science is 
a si:ra111e ·quality spe.oified 'by the forma.l object which 
here is GOd known. through virtual re·velation. But Divine 

. revelation being rejected by heresy. the sil'llple habit of 
theology no longer remains, but noti ens whi-ch are mate­
rially un:I.ted under some or other unstable opinion by ·the 
private judg·ement an.d will of the heretic. 

65. «van 1looln.se kant word die vraag gestel: indien julle on­
derliti..g versk.il ook ten opsigte va.n die interpreta.sie 
van die Skrif t hoe kom. j ulle dan tot 'n beelisaing? Ons 
antwoord hierop lui as volg: Christus het beloof dat SJl 
Gees die kerk in die hele wa.arheid sou lei. Die kerkgeskie­
denis bevestig dat hy sy beloftes in a tand gehou het .. Die 
Pinksterge:meente en V.f."Ot3e kerk het uit die Woord van God 
gelee:f: en deur die besluite van die v.roee ainod.es 11 soos . · 
dit: van Nicea. {325 ), ;Konsta.nti.nopel (381) en Chalcedon. · 
(451), loop diesel:f'de goudaar van die suiwere waarhe1d o.o-r­
eenkorrB tog die Skrif. Jiierdi e konsilies of' ekumeniese J.d ... 
nodes het hule beelis,eings in gehoorsaamheid a.an die Woord 
onder leiding van die Heilige Gees geneem. Allengs bet die 
wa·re kerk onta.ard ......... In laaste instansie is dit die ektt-
nemiese sinode wa.t in geva.l van meningsversk1l in onder-

. worpenheid aa.n die lle ilige Skrif en met lnagnemi.ng van die 
1e.iding van die Hei.lige Gees deur die loop van die eeue 
die beslissing vel. In sy kommentaar op I,. Joh. 4:1 skryf 
Cal.vyn d.at die Papiste hulle ook o:p konsilies beroep;, na.ar 
'da.n op konsilies as sodani€ ,sonde;t; om ag te gee op die 
noodsaaklike onderw~rping a.an die Woord en Gees van God. 
En in Institusie IV~ 9;1, beklemtoon by dat dit •di·e. reg · 
van Christus is, dat Hy vooraitter is van aile konsilies 
en geen mens in die wa.a.rdigheid tot metgesel het nie .• En 
ek se dat Hy eera dan voo.rsitter is wa.nneer Hy die ganse 
vergadering deur sy woord en Gees. b~stt:er·; Sodanige konsi­
lies vrywaa.r die Protestant van ,indiwidua.ltsme en subjeki. 
tiwisme. ·en .rig ay skrede op die weg van die wa.arheidt Per 
slot van rekening is daa.r geen ander vast.igheid as die . 
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wat bewerkstellig \'V'·Ord.. cleu.r die waaragtige geloofsbi~<!irig 
aa.n Christ us. nie. 11 F. J.M. Potgieter:: Ro01ns-Katoli·sisme 
en ·nef_<2~SiJb PPo · 4..;15~ ·· 

. 64. "Tot dusver i.s die t·eologie net aange'Wya .·om te ··leen by 'n 
oorwegencl nie-chriatelike wysbegeerte .en nie•ch.l-istelike 

· , wetenskap. D:is die va.J..se :posis:ie. waarin die teoiogie · ve'r""' 
keeri wat .so .grootliks bydra tot vervalsi~ en moder~tse.!'O .. 
ring ·va.n die teologt.e. D.ie enigste weg ·om hierd.ie valse 
posiaie te oorwen, is om doelbewun 'n kffi\fvinisti·e:se ·.}'13Sbe-
6,eert~~ en wetenslf..a..;p op te b.ou, wa.ar1n die lCal'vinist~e~e. 
teologi·e vryelik sou ·J:tan, gebruik maak so ver a•s hodig, a on­
der om Q.i.e ge,~r te loop am ongemerk van die Skrir a.f t·e 
raak~" H. G. Stokeri. J»3.e :[U?{.ere, ~,tL:zsb~~-erte ap.n die

9
,.Vl'i.ie 

Uni versiteit 1 p. 9.. · · 
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:! . .._ 

1. "Sind a .haar -optreden op_ het toneel de·~ Ned~rlandsche P1l'11o• 
. sophie heeft de Wijsbegeerte der Wets1dee met toenemend:en. 
a.a.ndrang gepleit voor een doorbxoeking van het isolement ·deT' 
onderscheiden • scholen en richtingen, die zich -vooral in' de . 
eerste deeennien der XXe eeuw in een zeker geestelijk. ~xclu· 

· aivistne ·.van elkam1er hadde:n afgeslotet.t~ · .~ .. · · ·: · · 
. Wat zij hierbij. be()ogde wa.a uitera.ard niet· een tormee-. 

· le critiache gedaohtenwi'sselitlg.~ waa.rbiJ 'de tegenstander· , 
met meer ··of mirtl.er gelUk bestr.eden wordt vanutt eigen uit• · 
gangspum·,. naar liet uitlokken van eefn we~er.tlijk tweege.spre·k 
-van richting net richting, · waa.rbtj. '\'an weerz1·3den de be• 

· geert'e zou _vooxlzitten wezenli·Jk 'door· te drinB,en to'fli de ·· 
dif3pste gr~ndsla.gen van he~ wijsgeerig ,denken en het stand· 
punt· van den tegenstander · inder'daad va.nuit d:lens eigen 
geestelijk g~ondmotie~ te benadereno 

· · Daartoe diende de ·:Cra.nscen<lentale a:fitiek van het ·tblo· 
retisoh den~en .a.ls .~oodan1g, die e indigde ·in ·een scherpe 
· -orider.aob.eiding tussohen ·de wezenlijk 'thtloret~~ch-wijsg~erige 
oordeelen en de·..,. va.ak a.a.n den denker verborgen ""' boven• · 
theoretische voor-oordeeien, ·die in het religieuze. grond ... 
motief van zijn denken,geworteld z:ijn,en de geheele ri~htirg 
van d it _la.a.t ste llepalen~ • · · ·. · . · . · · · · · 

. : .Wab deze transce·ndentale eritiek gedoemd zonder we·er­
kla.nk te blijven bij 'td.jageerige scholen• die, zich op de· •. 
autonomie van het w1jsgeerig denken hebben .. vasgelegd? Dit · 
zoti inderdaa.d het gevat· z.i.jn, wanneer zij ·a.a.n de laa.tste de 
eisc}i. Z0\1 ~bben gesteld bij voorbaa.t h~t. geloof' in de au•· 
tono:mie prijs te gevan .. · .... .-. Van de a.anbangers van deze 
autonomie vroeg zij slechts, da.t zij niet l.anger ·dogmatisch 

· dit s tand,punt voor een wi.isse~eris axioma zouden uitgeven, 
mar S>p consaientieus ciritische wi.jze zouden trachten te 
korren tot een bepa.ling van het' ware ka:ra.kter erva.n." (Phil. 
Refs 13~'~· 26: !!lt. .. wi.jsseeri!:t jweese.sprek tusschen de Tho• 
mist.ische .~hiloBoJ2hie en. de WiJsbei'fiei-te {er We!sidee. ) · 

2.. A New Cri.tigue,, Vol. I, .P• ll5. 

3. "De ex•ca.thedra.-toon moet binnen de grenzen w.n een wezen­
lijk theoretische discussie dan pla.ats ma.ken voor een eer­
lijke poging elkander criti$ch. theoretJ.sch te 'benaderen." 
(De Tra.nsc~ndent§!le Cri.~~ek .Va.n. het W~eerig Denkeri, · 
Phil.Ref. 61 PP•· .18·19. uq4-1) 

4. Dooyeweerd also considers that the transcendental critique 
makes poss.ible an unprejudiced philosophy of history.. <a 
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l[e.w Cri li:gue, Vol. I, . P• 115.·) The meaning o:f' philosophical. 
terms like idealism, realism, materialiarn, etc. which are 
app~i~d _ 1ndiaerimina.t·ely t·O movements in Greek, Scholastic 
an~ ~u,.zng.nistlc pltilos·opb.y, · are dependent on d·eeper .relt ... · ·· 
gious motives which determi'ne the sense· in whi-ch these ~ ' :. ,, 
terms )t~~ \lse&. The: cr·itiq,'u~, i'n ·unmaskillg. these religious . 
motives,· thus qa.useua great ·critical clarifi.cat.1o.n in· the· use 
of I ~~r:me denoting phi'loaophical t·rend:s.' Vol:lenhoven''ff at~ 

. tel71).)ts at sifqh syatt?tt!at~c $.tlll,lyses ·and·_classitieation ot 
trends. il.l the history· of -philosophy haw, ·hovtever., be~n · 
sharply criticised··· CQmpare· Loenen and D¢ vos' cz.1ticis!ll ·o.f 
Volle.nhoven,·. oounter ... critictsed· by Popma. in Hiato~ica.le· · ... 
Meth6_t!e · .. ~n, Hist,~ische :oontinW:teit, p. 9?•1451 Phil.Ret. , 
19,, 1952. . . .·' . ' ' ' . . ' ' 

5. · "In de r.elie;i.eu~e .tu:on~tbEfllia. 'Jb .'die den ontwikke11ngsgang .. 
der· we a~~:t;'sChe · wij a~geerte · beheerachen, kan de sub.1e¢tieve 
denkgemeenscha.p_ van het avondland · niet gegrond 2ijn1. o:mdat 
zij. <:toor de .rad:i.oale religieuze anti•theze.·.welke de Chris ... 
teli.jke religie atelt, ·va.n'.elka.nder ·gestib.eiden zijn,·n Grond .. 
!hema's van •.~ .. ~i,lsseerig aenken van .•t avon~la.nd, pp.172-· 
173~ Ph~ :,I.. Ref'. a, t'\4\. • . . · · · 

. ' . . . . ' 

6. "Wba.t pow ia the fruit of this 'transcendental critique of.· 

7. 

·a. 
. ~. 

.'. 

. thought for the discussion among the :philosophical sohool.s? 
It can pave the Wa.y for a real contact of thought among the 
various phil.osophicai trends., For - paradoxical as it may 
so·und. -.this contact' i's ·basically excluded on the dogmatic 
standpoint of the· autonomy· off theoretical' reason. Our. 
transcend·ental critiqw· wages a merciless war against the . 
mask~· ~yf' eupra.•theoret-ieal. _prejudieee 'as theoretical · . 
axioms which are f~oreed upon. the opponent dn penalty of his 
being viewed a.s an· outsideio in philosophical matte·rs. In . 
othei' words, it aims its' attack against the d gsmat ic ex,. . 
clusivism of the schools, all of Which fancy· themse.lves to· 
.poase.ss .-the, mohopoly ·on· pbilo'eophical .truth~. A. sh@:_rp d1~· ... 
tinction bet'!,een .. ~peol::-~'2.1ca.L,Jud@iements and the s@ra...;; • 
~ q~;o;-oet!.£al .. ;er~-Jl!9£e .. lJ!e nt s 1 •. ·whi !:tLU. one make the former 
possiblei .. J~.!.J!...ltl"imarZ; resuisi;te .of critical. thought." 
! .. Jfew ... Q~i;tiq'qf!J Vol .• I, p. 70. · 

Ibid.,· I>. :5Fl. 

Ibid. i P• ·56. 

;rbid., p • 56 • 



10. 

11.' 

13. 

14. 

16. 
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,.·,· 

Ibid., P• 56. 

Ibid. 1 P• 56. 

De Tra.nscendenta.le Critiek van het Theoretiech 
~!Yfen en de Tbomisti!:!,Che Theoloi'ia. Naturalis. 
Phil. Ref. 17 • 1952; I'• 169. Compare· also Wi,1 sbe ... 
seert~ der Wets~d~·- Vol. I 1 p. 116.-'- , · . 

' . 

A.: liew. Critique, · Vol. II, pp. 73-74. 

Ib1d. 1 Vol. I, P• _1'17. 

Ibid., P• 119. 

!bid.; P• 56. 

"In dem auf diese Weise· besohriebenen Prozess der 
transoendentalep Kritiek oder der Selbstbesinnung. 
waren zwei Momenta· .zu unters.cheideri.~ fast zwei Pers­
pektiven, die beide mitspielen und einander dtirch­
dringen bis zur unlosli.ohen Einheit: die Perspekti ve 
des sich .selbst darste·llenden Sachverhalts ·einer­
seits, und die Per.spektive der gottlichen Offen­
barung; des von Gott. her G~zetgten, auf den a.nderen 
Seite. Sa.ohverhalt ist das verweisende; hinweisen ..... 
de Wesen der empirischen Wirkli<:hke:l.t: hinweiliiend · ; 
nacb. dem Ausgangspunkt, der die modale :Ma.nnigfal­
t!i.gkeit der in Geg4nstands'beziehung einander gegen- '. 
ubergestellten Aspekte ubersteigt; der eben als . 
Konzentrationepun'k:t des ga.n¢zen zeitlioJ:,ten Kosmos . 
uberindividueller Art sein mus.s, so dass die indi­
viduelle Personmitte daran teilhat und in dieser 
Teiltla.hm.e. von der Ursprungstendenz bestimm.t wird. 
Die gottliche Offenbarung ·in Christo aber entdeckt 
. und o:ffenba.rt das Selbst sich selber i.n seiner .. un. ... 
. te·rordnung unter dieee sich 13elber a.ls -notwendige.s. 
Apriori zeigende ,Struktur. Od.er kurz gefasst: da.s ~ 
s1oh e,.uf seine imma.nenten Grenzen besinnend~ Selbst, 

· wird im ·religiosen .Apriori eeinea· ph1losophische11-
·Debkens sioh selber geoffenbart." 1t. :r. Marlet. . .. 
Grundlinien der Kalvinistischen 'Philosophie der 
desetzesidee' als_Christlio,lter TransgendentalRhJ..;.. 
losophie, P• -~ · ·· . ·· · 

D. J'ellema.: The PhilosoJ28Y of Vollenhoverl and 
Dooyeweerd, II, C.alvin Forum., Vol. XIX, no.x, Yay, 
1954;, p .• 192. 
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19. Ibid~, p~\ 192. 

20. . Comp~re James Feiblema.n: QntoJ;ggz., espe61a.lly pp. 
• 246-267, where he .describes the graded series of 
being. 

2J... !he Pltiloe~.'lf...Po.QZ~.J!Ul'd .a.nd· Vollenhoven,. M. II 
Calvin Forum, Vol. XIX,. No. x,· M~y, 1954, P• 192, 
footnote. · · · 

22. J.P.A. 1'rekkes, .!: Re;pl;v: to Mr> .. Jelle .. l!J!.; Calvin Forum, 
Vol •. xx, no. 11·12, June-July, 1955• p~ 219 • 

. '• ' ' 

23. H. !)ooyeweeid: De BeteeHenis der Wetsidee voor 
RechtwetenschaR en Re.chtphilosoRh~jt, p. 64: "Slechta 
in een 1ntuitief schouwen komen die kwa.liteiten der 

· wetskringen ohs tot 'bewust2ijn. Zij scheppen voor 
het wetensoha.ppeliJk bewustzijh een s_eziohtskrigt,-

- waarin de wetskwaliteit, als modaliteit der wetsidee, 
<le . souvereini teit waarborgt." 

24. 4, ~ew ·crit~gue, Vol. II, p. 48?. 

25. Ibi4~ •• P• 489. 

26. Ibid. 1 p. '73. 

2?. New Views on Common· Grace in the. Lisht · '&r historic. 
:aerorme.d Theoloi;y, CalVin Forilm .• Vol. XIX, no.X; 

.:M:l.y, 1954. 

28. . Ibi~., p. 19'7 •. 

29. c. Dawson: Religion and Culture, eh. Il, · P• 2? : "Yet 
even for Calvin," Dawson wri tea, "there is not a 
question of the_ fact that the human mind. possesse's 
a natural knowledge of the existence of God which . 
is inseparable from lts very constitution. 11 He refers 
to the deela.ration of Calvin (Inetitutes,.I,3 ): uA . 
doctrine which has not to be learnt. in schools but 
of which every man is master from birth, and which 
nature herself allows no man to .forget. although 
many strive. with all their might to do so. 11 · 

. Dawson c ons.iders tra.at nat ural theology as .a. 
science has a. great tradition closely related to 
Western thought. It was the theology of the humanist 
culture at its best - Erasmus, More, :the Christian 
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Platonists. The hunianists saw the world as a ratio•; 
nal.· order whi·ch eould be explained only as the work 
of divine Reason, as a work of divine art., which · 
shows f~:rth the m.ind. of the divine Artist. This, . 
according to ~,Dawson, is substantiallY . 
the' same as the teaching of the Fathers, and he con­
siders that Calvin hae not departed from this tra.dt-
tion. · · · 

. 
30. Reformat~~· en Soholast,ie,ls.. Vol. I, P• 63. 

31. A New Critigue, Vol. I; p. ~22-523, · J)oqyeweerd refers· 
to Calvin's Institute$: .I,l7 1 7; II;5 114J II;ti)l6; 
III;31 25; III-20,15; Ili,24 1 2. 

52. De Wi,i sbege erte. qer, wets ide-e, Vol. II, p; :228. 

!33 .. v. Repp: Het Test.imon:lum Sniritus .sancti~ p. 156-15'7. 

84. 4 New Critique, Vol.II, p~ :34 ff. 

35 •. Ibf.d .• \~ p. 33. 
' . 

. 36. 0 llen zal niet kunne loochenen, dat b1j een opva.t- ... 
ting :van de transcendenta.le critiek der wijsbegeerte, 
gelijk zij hierboven wefd 6ntwikkeld, de theoretische 
denkgemeenscha.p t ussohen de onderscheiden rich­
tingen gehandha.a.ft blij:r.t, .zelfs tusschen de .zulke., . 
die van cradiea.al versohillend uitgahgspunt uitgaan~ 
Dit is hieraan te danken, datdeze critiek zich op 
de 1nderda.ad a.lgemeen-geldige ontisohe structuur 
van het wijsgeerig den;ken.ba.aeert en n1et op een 
bloat subjectief voor-oordeel. n De. Transce~ndenta.le. 
fttritiek van het Wi.1sgeerif{ Denkea, Ph~l.Re:t. 6, 
1941, p. 18~ . . . . . ' . 

"om op deze vra.ag een bevredigend a.ntwoord t·e vinden 
dienen wij allereerst te bedenken, dat :het. the ore'"" 
tisch denken in den vollen ·zin des wo.ords ontische 
structuur in den tij<l hee:ft, ·die als zooda.nig onver­
anderlijk en dus n:J,et a.a.n de historische ontwikkeling 
onderworpen is. 'Ontisch' W'il zeggen, 'in de tijde-. 
lijke ·order der werkelijkheld gegrond '~. De ontische 
structuur van het. denken is in de eerste pla,ats van 
modaal-logisch gea.ardhe id;, maar de t ijdaorae ver·- · 
_vlecht deze modale structuur van het logisob aspect 
onverb:rekelijk. met die va.n all.e a.m.ere aspecten der 
werkeli.1kheid. Deze st!t"uctuur· is inderda.ad van a.l• 
ge:meen-geldigen aa.rd voor alle tijden~ 
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1tiet een subjectief, bloot kennistheoretisfjh, 
&priori, .maar een ·ontisch, structureel a.priori wa.ar .... , , 
borg,t die mogel~jkheid: van theoreti.sche denkgemeen-·· 

·scba.p 'van een lateJr.'"e generatie met alle vroegere,.wel­
ke in de 'natuur' der "etenschap als zoodanig beslo- . 
ten ltgt. · . . . . , · · 

Ip: de t weede. :pla:a.ts is in de theoretische gegen• 
st~t1ft'elatie, d. 1. de .theoretische betrekking tus­
scheri he.t logisoh d~nken en: zijn veld van onde.rzoek, 
ook de. modale structuur van den 2!tSell§ta.M; van on­
t.isch-apr.ioristischeh, inw,ria.nt~n e.ard, evenzeer a.ls 
de e.Y"n'the.t:ls'che 'structuur der theoretisohe relatie 
zelve, 

Deze stand va.n zaken ~rborgt, da.t Wij in de we­
zenlijk immanent wijsgeerige werkza.amheid inderdaa.d 
die the.oretisc~ probleme:n ret die vroegere genera­
ties gemeen hebben,·welke in de ontis~he structuur 
der gegemta.nd.relatie zelve besloten liggen. En het­
zelfde geldt voor het.theoretisah onderzoek de:r indi· 
vi'dua.liteitsatructuren. Verder reikt de bedoelde 
garautie op zieh zetve ni.et." Grondthemas' vari'i 

. !!.Jl!{5eeris. den;k~!!J~P ~:t :f\vQ,.t!.dland, pp. ·172-173, Phil. 
Ref. 6, 194l!t · · · · · 

38. J'. Jansen: .. Re~...Y;raa.frr~:9k van de • Chr1steli.1ke. Wi,i ebe-
geer.te. Phil. Ref. . ,. 19521 PP• 64-65. . .. · 

39. ttAntinomy ill the sens.e of a seeming contradiction be­
tween the essential ·1a.ws of d·i:rf.erent modal aspects , ,. 
of meaning is refuted by the Idea of cosmic order. 
Anyone who accepts. the cosmic order of time regulatirg. 
the coherence .of JOOaning between the laws of d1ffe• 
re.nt niodal spheres, cannot .acknowledge any theoretical 
justif.ica.tion for· antinomy. The tra.nst!endenta.l Idea 
of cosmic. order ~mpli~s .. the ~incipium exclusa.e an-

·. t1notniae. t• A: New Cri:t;_ig~ .• Vol •. r;r, P• 38 •. 

40.· Ibid., Vol. t, P• 544. 
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Notes to Cbapter VI 

1. "Sinds 'de laatste deoennien van de vorige eeuw, zien wij 
intusacben een algemeen vervalprocee van de humanistiache 
levens- en wereldbeachouwing intreden, waardoor de laat• 
ute geleideliJk tegenover nieuw opkomende anti-humanis­
tische cultuurma.chten zelf in het defensief' wordt gedrong­
en. Een geweldige overgangeperiode kondigt zich hiermede 
in de wereldgeschiedenis aan, waarin een voorlopig onbe­
sliste worsteling om de geestelijke leiding onzer wester­
ache cultuur wordt gevoerd. 

En in dezen echijnba.a.r cbaotischen ov:ergangetoestand, 
beginnen ook de oudere, geestelijk geoonsol1deerde cul­
tuurma.chten van het. Westen, Roomsch-Katolicisme en Ref'or­
matie, zich opnieuw, en nu met moderne wapenen, in de 
groote geestelijke worsteling te mengen, niet slechte om 
de chriatelijke grondslagen der moderne beschaving te ver­
dedigen, maar om opnieuw de leiding op te·eischen in den 
strijd om de, in haar naaate perspectieven nos zoo duis­
tere, toekomst van het avondland." Reforma.tie en Scholas­
tiek, pp. 11-19. 

2. "Deze gedachtenuitw1ssel1ng kan daa.rom zoo vruchtbaar zijn, 
omlat de bekende principieele versohilpunten 1. z. de ver­
houding van •na.tuur' en •senade '• welke de calvinistische 
en thomietieche wi.jsbegeerte versch1llende wegen bebben 
inslaan, geenerlei afbreuk kunnen doen aan de nauwe ver­
wantecbap in geloofsstandpunt, die one een gemeenscbappe­
lijk front doet vormen tegenover de idee der voletrekte 
autarkie der philosophie ala wetenechap, die iedere band 
met bet christelijk geloof prineipieel afwijst. In dagen 
van gemeenschappelijke beproeving kan dit front elechts 
in kracht toenemen." (DiEcueeiol}. by Dooyeweerd of': Vra.a.g­
stukken u1t de natuurEhiloeophie, Verelag van de zevende 
algemeene vergaderlng der Vereeniging voor Thomistische 
Wijsbegeerte, bijlagc van Studio Catholica, Dekker en Van 
de Vegt, Nijmegen, 1940, in Phil. Ref. VI~~p. 57.) 
Compare also L. Feieser: De Huidige Verhouding tussen 
Theologie en Wijsbegeerte, p. 47: "Op dit punt ( de ver­
absolutieerlng van bet denken) vinden alle philosophen 
van Proteetantse en Rooms-Katholieke zijde elkaar in een 
eenheidefront, dat gaandcweg - ondereteund door de alge­
hele rehabilitatie der ontologie in de autonome wijsbe­
geerte - veld wint tegenover het afnemende rationalisme 
en idealisme. n 
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4. Ibid., P• 524. 

5. Ibid •• ~· 5.25. 

6. "Voor zover wij dat 'kunnen beoordelen. heeft Prof.·:DooYe­
weerd ~zieh in de 'Wij sbegeerte der Wets idee' conaequel1~ 
aan. zijn Calv1nist1sch apriori gehouden. De souvereini­
tei.t. Gods .... het fundame11tele punt va.n Cal vljn'·s leer .... 
en daartegenover de g.eweld.ige nietigheid ~n de mens, d~e 
zijn hand durfde verheffen tegen Gods Aa.n.schij.~; de wet,·. 
die de absolute distantie a:fbakent tuasen het schepsel en 
de Schepper aller d:ingen •. uit Wie, tot Wie, en door Wie· 
a.lles is; de h.ernieuwde vervull1ng van de wet door Ch!'is­
tus I kruisdood;. de allesoverheersende· "Qetekenis van Gods 
Woord1 de Heilige Schrlft; het · stelle;n van bet hart als· 
religieus centrum van de rs1enselijke existentie; ·de prae­
destina.tie tot het ·seloof en het heil; ,de re.chtvaardiging 
alleen uit het geloofJ bet zijn alle typiaeh Calvinistische 
motieven. die doo-rspelen .in het 1grondthema' en de •door­
werking' va~ de.ze zeer oplllerkeiijke wij sgerige richting:. 
Als zodanig ~heeft zij. welliaht e,en unieke prestatie gele• 
verd in de- pbi~osophiegeschiedenis; terwiji de Katholie­
ken "zich bepei>kten tot d.e ~underim van -een ~ebouw da.t. 
"christel:ijke wij.sbe.geerte" heet. hebben de inaugu:ratoren · 
van de •Wij sbegeerte d_er. Wets idee ' met onve:t-dr.ote n. vterk• · 
k~".acht en strenge syste:matiek zulk een, t~ebo]!! o·ok feite• 
lijk tot stand trachten te brengen. • In het algemeen is 
er zeker geen reden om.a.an het oh:ristelijk of aan het · 
wijsgerige ka.rakter van dit eysteem te twijfelen." 
J.Jans{?n: Het Vraasstuk va~ <ie Ch.rist~li,jkq_·Wijsbegeerte, 
Phil,. Ref. XVll; 19521:; ·p. 61.- . . . ' . . 

. '1. 11Een Ka.tholiek zou er gema.kkelijk toe kunnen komen a.an 
Prof. Dooyewee:rd de vraag voor te leggen, >of er tenslotte 
geen echt-religieuze dialectiek gelegen i.e· in het felt,· 
dat het werk va:n de F..wuvereine Sehepper, die de menselijke 
existentie·goed. gesohapen bad, totaal kon worden·geper­
ve-rteerd door een daa.d van die, nietig~ mens: . de miskenning 
zijner creat uurl:i.jkhed.d~ 1Jet a:nd.ere woorden: een Katho•. 
J.iek .za.l noolt kunnen en mog1!n accepteren,; dat het 'Val• 
verlosslng'-motief, altha,ns wanneer het opgevat wordt zo• 
als. door Prof •. Dooyeweerd. werkelijk scbri:ftuurlijk ir:;." 
Ibid., p •. ol. · 

a. ·nwanneer- dus een Katholiek bewust en met- overtuiging het 
hoofd buigt voor d.i t X:erkelijke Leergezag, dat hem Gods 
Woord ve.rkond.igt over de gevallen en verloste mens, wanneer 
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hij zo de 'religieuze wortel' Va.n zijn existentie richt 
o op God en .zioh bij zijn wijsgerige arbeid bewust laa.t 

:meevoeren door de leer over •natuur en getJade .. , dan· zal. •.. 
ook Prof. Dooyeweerd o. i:. moe·ten toegeven, dat hier geen 
spra.ke is van·een 'theoreti'sob.' immanenti-eetand:punt* maa.r 
-van een echt-religietme houd1ng, en vervo.lgens., dat deze 
veligieuze. houding echte Gods•dienst is en geen a.:fvallige 
a:fgoden-dienst. Jm.a.r weer staat een aa.nva.a.rden van deze 
'natuur-genaae ... leer'' gelijk met het aanvaarden van heel 
het Katholloisme,. ale een groot re ligieus apriori, evenals 
de Calvinist m4t het 'val..:.verlos.~ing-schema' eigenlijk heel· 
zijn Calvinisme als religieuze rea.liteit 'a:ff'irmeert •. Het 
bepaalde religieuze grondrnotief is dus wel 'levensonmid­
deDijk verboll.d,en met heel de religie .• " Ibid., pp. 67-68. 

9. "Es i~t wohl. a.nzunehmen, dass eine originelle religiose 
Erfa.hrung den Hi.ntergrund de:r ka.lvinisc'hem Anseha.uungen 
darstellt .• Eine religiose Erfahrung, die durch llberein­
st:i.mmung mit der Art.,und mit den Q,uellen der friihscholas­
tischen Denker auoh Ubereinstimmung in den Grundvorstel­
lungen herbeige:fii'ln•t bat. Wir moohten diese Erfahrung a.ls 
Erlebnis der Herrlicbke1t · Gottes deuten. und diese als 
Gott selber, sich offenbarend in seiner universalen :Bedeu­
tung als der Herr, von de:m allein alles hervorgeht,, im 
neiligen Gegenuber von BiJ.d uml Abbild das ganze Welta.ll 
zu seinem Lobe ge:sta.ltend •. So konnten wir da.s Ergebnis un­
ae:rer Ausftihrungen auch folgendermssen ausdrUoken: das 
Abbild Gottes, im Rhytbmus der Heilsgeschichte durch die 
Heilsgegenwart Gottes zum Heilsinstrument geweiht, wird 
einseitig ale *Abgla.nz' ge'Wertet, wanrend es nach seiner 
a.nderen Seite. ala Aufgabe und ,Einsatz der antwortenden 
Liebe.;. wohl ganz a.usfallt ... Un.d ·damit kommt .zugleich die 
Gemeinscha.ft zwischen Gott um Geschopf in Wegf'all, die ja" 
als personliche Be ziehung "in Liebe, von e ina.nder unte.r• 
schiedene .Aktzentren verla.ngt. Ka.l vin beblilt das·· Abbild 
Gottes, es 'gi:tt ( aber :nur als SY'mbol. · 

Dadttrch, dass wir in diesem Fall von t·gelten' redent 
wollen wit zugleich in die Richtung eines Let.zten hin­
deuten. ·nie :Betonung eines Aspektes.- da.a Gelten-La.ssen ei­
ner Seite 1iai.t innerba.lb der einen ahristlit;,hen Denkge­
meinschaft inn:ner a.nderen Betonungen das Gleichgewicht. So 
wal! einma.l die Hochschola.stik ein Gleichgewieht in frucht-
ba.rer Spannung zwischen verschi4denen Richtungen .. Durch 
Abtrennung aber von de·:r Mutterkirohe, in der allein da.s 
Gleichgewieht der Wahrheit im Christo .seinen :Bestand habe.n · 
ka.nn, ist diese Betonung einseitig und ausschliesslich ge­
worden. :Mit Wilhelm Stahiinkonnte man da. sagen, dass das 
•Allein' der Einseitigkeit in der reformatorischen Formel 
vielznehr huma.ni.stiacher ale schriftgernisser Art 1st." 
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MaMa.riet: GrfLndlinien der Kalvinistischen 'Phil2.~.oph~e. der · 
. Gesetzesidee 1 ala Christl:t .. cher Tra.nsoe.ndenta.lphiloso]2hie, 
p. 135. " . . 

I 
I 

10. "Wir betonten da.bei .die U'rs;priinglichkeit der Aquina.ten be­
zllgli~h seiner grieohi.schen philosoph1achen Q;uellen, wel-· . · 
che allerding.e auch philosophiseher Art ist., aber in ihrem 
tie:fsten Wesen durch den Gla.uben an die Christltche Offenba ... 

11. 

rung getragen wird. n Ibid .• ; P• 125. . 

"Want in welke tijdelijke openba.ring ·de Christ•elijke levens­
en wereldbescho'tlwing ook verschijne, welke onderlinge ver ... 
sohillen t>Ok tussohen de hoofdtypen .Ka.tholieisme, Luthe ... 
ranisme, ·Calvinisme en :seoten mogen bestaan, hoe zeer t.oolt 
hier de pluri:tormiteit moge heerschen, immer bleet toch 

· voor hen, die ··aan het Christendom niet .in naam* maar in we• 
zen Wtsthielden, de erkenning van de eouvereiniteit Gods, · 
de belijd.enis der g04ldelijke voorz1en.igheid, van zonde en 
·verlossing door J'ezus Christus, d.e beachouwing van het 
'Diessclts • onder het goddel.ijk eeuw1gheidslicht van het 
'Jenseite ', kortom de onderwerping van a.lle schepsel en 
denken en willen niet aan de .idee der souvere ine per soon• 
lijkheid of der a·ouverei·ne ·;r.ede, maar aa.n den drieeenigen 
God, den Heere des hemels en der aarde, ze bleven de ge ... 
meensame belijdenis van het Christendom .. o ,.- •• •r Dooyeweerd: 
De Beteekenls der Wetsidee vo2£ Reeht'!_e.tenscrha.E ~ Re<l_Iat-
l!,hilosophie,_ P• 60. · 

12. Creat;t'.ve !ntuitiop in ~t a.nd. Poety; (The Harvill Press, 
London, 1954) 11 pp. 100-111. · 

13. Edith Stein: Endliches und Ewise.s Sein, p. 395. Compare 
also :m. Gilson: Tqe Spirit o'f ¥-ediaeva~ Philos gphz, p. 
22'1, where he quotes Pascal: nTo know God and yet nothing 
of our wretched ata.te, breeds pride; to realise our mise­
ry and know nothing o'f God .is mere despair; but 1f' we oome 
to the· knowledge of Jeaus Christ we find our true equi ... 
librium, for there. we find both httira.n .misery a.nd God." 
Also Bossuet: 0 Wisdom lies in knowing 
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'' I 

··God and knowing oneself\; .From knowledge o'-r ~elf we rise 
· t? knowledge of God. n . (p . .,_lig) 

The difficulty arises when we try to decide in w~~ th.ts 
image consists. st •. Ber~rd :t'i.nds ·the image in<ma.n's. 
:tree-will,. Augttstine ti·nd·s it in the mind ·of man,·. wh!eh , 
is open t·o the illumination of the divine 1tteas. 11 The . 
image. of God," ·QiJ.son quote:s from Aquinas,. ~·.is round in 
the eou1 aooordi~· as i,;he soUl turnf:l to Goo_,· :or possesses· 
a nature tb.a.t .enables it ·to turn to God•" Duns Seotus 
agrees with this-. stating that although the :bnage i:S ;Stain• 
ped upon.. mind,. it remains imperfect so long ·.as· it is ·· 

. merely shut down on· itself, and only becomes fUlly itself 
· when 'e:xPlicitl,y 'refers itself to its model. See Gilson~s 
·exee'llent chapters· on this matter 1n T}!e Spirit of Mediae ... 
val Philosopnz, chapter~ on ChriBti.a.n Socratism and 
Cb.rlst~an ,Aptbro;e,oloJ.U;~Compa.re also DooyeweerP.'t vthen be 
states that the im~e is expre.ssed in man's radical unity 
and transtiendenc·e over all aspects of' creation,. A New 
Critlgue, Vol~ 1, p· 5o<:, .. 
, . ' 

·rhe SJ2fr:tt. ot:~ Jtediaeval· .Philcaopb.Y, P.• :tl3. ,Compare also 
~obbere: 1Y..!Jsb.~~.}!!'t~ .• ~I! QPJ!~"Bari!n; P• 13.. nHet gaat 
over een menselJ.jKe. exfstentlele a.ange'ltegenheid. van het 

·allerhoogate gewiel';l.tt Ze~fs bezien ala een quaest ie van 
weten~&la,p'steoriej 'moet e:r toch bedacbt worde·n, dat er 
ge"'i'raagd w·ordt naar het eige.n.lijke wezen van weten als van 
een menseiijk . ha.ncleten, . van een actus h1lllla.nus, die door . 
den mens in 'zijn volle bewustheid als mens. gesteid wordt •. n 
Also P+. i?! "Onze vraagstelll.rJS .zal dus .allereerst beogen r.; 
een. analyse te geven van bet menaiijk zijn en menselijk 
kenrien.; om daa.rin te ontdekkEHl hoe dit zelfe verla.ngend 
uitziet naar meer dan natuttt"lijk wete·n geven kan.n Again, 
p_. 29: 'iDe metaphysiek• die de rnens beoe'fenen kan en moet. 
is de:rhalve 'vanzelf'sprekend. een meta:physiohe anthropo• 
logie:t een wijagerige analytica van den ,mens_. 11 

'16• A Ne~w· Crlti~que, Vol .. • t• p~ 524;, 

J;?;. He~ ~~§..tuk w.n d~ Cl;lri~telijl<:e· Wi.jabegeert.e 1 Phil. Ret • 
. XVll, P• 36. 

. I ' . 

18. !!i.tsl?~l.iee~Lel~.Q2.En~bari.ng,pp. 109-110. 

19. Grttndlinie·n der Ka.lv1nistischen 'Philos<mhie der Gesetz.es­
idee' als Christliober Transcendentalphilosophie .• p. 90. 
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20. E_. Bre!J,·~~n·: Ristoire j~. la__Rll~l;o~9l?J!l.Jt1 l,, Pt;rfsJ_fi 1 192~, 
pp. _ 493·94~ "N'o~s _ espe.pons mcn~trer <JU; le develop~em~nt 
de la pense~ phtlosophi-que n •a: pas ete- fortement 1nflu~ 
eneee par l:'avenement _du christianisme e.t,, pour resumer· 
notr.f! _pensee en un mot_, qutil nty _a pas de philoe.ophie 
cb.I'.eti:enne •. " Compare also the n.eo•Ka.nti'an Ovi'il&', who 
s~a.tes: ••was an einem Gedanken philos-opbiseh 1st" ist 
nicht chri'stlich,- was an Um christlioh i:at, ist l!iiqht 

_ :philosophiseh•" 'B.J.H.- Ovink: fhilosophfe und So:R,h1s­
t1ek1 Haag .• , 1940, P• 268 •. ) The domini-can, .P., Ma.ndonnet1-
iioS1f's a similar position,, claiming that the only ·connec-• 
tion between philosophy a.nd· Christianity is their eon-­
curranee in. one subject .• - (See F. Sassen: Wi,isbegeerte 
Y!P. _onzen.~ill.t P• :301·304.) 

- . 

21• Compare Gilson: ~-he Spi:t:,~.t of. Med.iaeva.i Philoaop_hy,, P•· 5'. 
"It is a fact tha.t between ouraelve,s a11d the Greeks the 
Christian ·revelation _bas intervened~· and has profoundly 
altered the conditions under which reason. has to work •. 
Once you are in possession of that revelation, how can 
y.ou possibly phil<)SOphi.se as if you had never heard of 

. it? The errore of Plato and Aristotle are :precisely the. 
e:rrors into which pu:re teason falls, and every philosophy 
wh!.eh sets out to be self-sufficing will fall into them 
again,· or perhaps into others will worse." 

22. Gilson: Hod; a~nd ;pl1,il~o.so;at;y, chapter rr. · 
Gilson; T.,he S;e:irit .ot .. ~diae.:val .Philoa_~ P• 39: "From 
the very fact that faith eliminates vain curiosity. the 
influence of revelatfon on philos-ophy f-acilitates the work 
of· its constitution., From any Christian point of view• the 
merely curious man is engaged on an interminable enter• 
prise.· He takes all knowledge for his province• every 
real tty· falls within it, and ~of no~ne is he entitled to 
say that,., if he knew 1t1 ·it would not transform his know­
ledge of all the rest ...... ,., Choosing :man in relation to 
God a&- hi a central theme,, the Christ ia.n philosopher ae•• 
quires a :rfsed centt:e ~f reference, which helps him to 
bring order' and. unity into 1:li.s thought,. That is wey the 
tendency to aysteraatiza.tion is al\vaya so strong in a 
Chri-stian philosophy: it bas less to systematize than a.rJY 
other and it has the necess-ary centre fo-r the system as 
well."' 

Ibid•, p .. 37. Compare also _Q.hristia.nisme ~et Philo-sophie, 
P• 32: "Une philosophie qui1 bien que dist1ngua:nt f'or­
mellement 1es -de1Dt ordres, considere la revelation cbre-
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tienne oorim.te un a.uxil1tire indrtspensable de J.a raison.u 
' ' 

25. ~ris't;iap.isme- et :t"llliloso;phi·e,, P•· 3?: " ••• qui ne voit . 
qu'une 'l>h:1losoph1e chr.eti~nne t est possible dans le · 
catholieisme, qu'elfe y est meme ~eeesaire. et qu 1eH~ 
n•est possible et necessai1•e .que la.?" 

26. T'oid." p~ 38. 

··28. 

'"Il i1nporte de di-stinguer la nature de la, philosophie et 
son ita.t; autrement dit }' 9rd.re d~apecification et 1 • 
ordre d •exe.raice. Consi<leree clans sa pure nature ou dans 
sa pure essence la. philosophie, speciftee par un objet 
na.turellement oonna.issable a ia. raison, ne o_epend que des 
evidences et des ,(J.t'lt~res de la. ra.ison naturelle; mats 
c t·e.st. une nature. abstra.i.te -qui est ainsi consideree: 
pr.ise d •une fagon concrete, selon qu'elle est un habitus 
ou un ensemble· d ''habitus existant de.ns 1 'arne hu:maine• la. 
philosophie est dans un: certain eta.t, preohretien, chre-· 
tien ou a.enretien; qui it;1Porte essent.iellement $. la. fa~on 
d.ont el'le existe et se d.eveloppe. 11 (Science et Sage.sae;, 
p. 138). . . . 

''Dle fa.it elle reeoit de la foi et de la r~~lation des 
secours sans lesquels les th.eologiens ont rema.rque qu'elle 
est incapable de rea.liser pleinement (je veux dire sans 
trop de malheura) le.e exigence.e de sa nature; elle en 
?EJ<!.<?i~ de~ ~2~ort~s .Q;bjeqj;J.:.~ qui e?ncernent a.va.nt tout lea 
verditea reveleea d 'ord.re mturel. (o.ont les plus hautes 
ont ete regtl.lierement nanquees. ou alterees par les grands­
parens), JlRiS qui interessent auasi lea repercussions des 
verites d. •ordre surm.turel sur la reflexip:rl philosophfque, 
et dont G. vrai dire les connexions et les resonances vont 
a l 'i~ini; et elle,. en ~egoit des 9...Q.nfp:ct.a.tions, sub.jecti­
ves qw. vont aussi a l'lnfini, lea .sagesses superieures., 
sagesae theoiogique et .:eagesse infuse, purifiant, reet:i.fi­
ant dans 1 'ame les habitus philos ophiqttes a. vee l.esque~s 
elles eont en .conti.nuite non pas d 'essen~e, nBis de mouve­
ment et d 'illumination'~ et lee fortifla.nt dans leur ordre 
pro:pre, et Jea a:ttirant audessus d' eu:x:-memes ••••••. Voila. 
les positions .que nous crayons justes, et qui nous mon­
trent que 1 te%pression d.e philosoph1.e · ohretienne designe 
.non pas Ur1e essence p:riae en· elle-meme. mais tm complexe: 
. une essence prise sous un etat •. sous des conditions d 'exer-­
cise, d •existence et de vie., pour ou contre leaquelles a 
vra1 l 'homme est .te·nu· d' opt.er." Ibid. 1 P• 140. 

29. "J'uist als de wijsbegeerte 'integraal met na.tuurlijke 
redeliJke middelen te werk gaat, moet zij er toe komen, 
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.••• te er~ermen, d."\t zij onvo'lledig ist dat zij in .zich" en 
. voor zich een leegte gre,aft, da.t zij geprepareerd is niet 
. alleen. voor haar verdere ontdekkingen _en op baar eigen· .. 
terrain* maa:t". voot· lieht en steun van wa.t zij niet .meer· , 
self is en :;a,a.rvan zi.1 zeJ.f niet de· werkelijke oorsprong · 
worden kan .• :D:e rede komt derh":tlve zuiver wijsgerig tot de 
erkenning van de ongenoegsaamheid van zuivere wij.~egeer .... 
te. ·· Philosophie .staat uit zioh dus open en als het . ware 

.I 
i 

in hunkerende ver,mchting uit te zien naar openba.ring, die 
eohter nooit rechtens uit haar kan voortkomen; zou deze 
im:me!"s uft philosophic ontspruiten, dan zou op hetzelfde 
moment het 'bovennatuurlijk ka.rakter daara.an ontnoment 
worden. Zoals volgens Tertul:lia.nus• woord de mensenziel 
va.n nature christen 1s1 zo·ka:n ook de ph1loaoph1e van na.~ 
ture ohriste.lijk heten." \f.ijp.begeer,te .. en Qpe.nbaripg,. p.llOl' 

"Ego •••.• firrn1te:r. ample.ctor a.c recipio omnia ac singula., 
.quae a.b .inerre.nt.i Eoclesiae ma.gisterio definita, adserta, 
ac declarata sunt, :praesertim ea doctrinae ca.pita.1 qua.e 
hujus temporis erroribus direeto a.dverse;ntur. Ac primum. 
quit1em Deurn~ 1,.erum. om.nium princi:pium et finem, natura.li 
'.t"ationi!s ·lumine per ea qu.e,e facta sunt, hoc est per vi,si• 
bilia. creationis opera. tanqu.a.m cauaam per ef.fectus, eerto 
oognosci, adecque demonstralii etia.m. posse, prof'iteor .• " 
Ge.rrigou-Lagra:nge: Q.s:..d .. t :tt~~ Exi~:::~en~e am. His Nature,. 
Vol. I, p. 12. Compare also the aefl.nition of the Vat·iea.n 
Council {Dei Filiu$1 ch ... 2) quoted by Garrigou-Lag:range, · i 
Ibid., p. a: "The same Eoly Mother Church holds and teachet 

. trot God, the beginning and end o:f all· things, may be 
kno\Vn for certain by the nat ural light. o:f human reason, by 
means of created. things,. 'for· the invisible things of Him 
from the creation of the world a1"e clearly 'seen, being 
understood from the th.ings tr..a.t are tmde. ' (Romans I:t 20); 
but tbat it pleased, His \lfisdom and goodness to reveal Rim­
self' and the eternal decrees of His vvill t·o mankind by 
anothe.r, namely ·the supernatural wa.y. 111 Canon I o:f this 
chapter reads: "If any one, shall say tl:t..at the one true 
God• our Creator and Lord, cannot be certainly known by 
the natural light of human reason tbrough created things• 
let him be anathe:rra.." 

31. Ibid,... p. 55. 

32. Ibid •• p •. 56 .• 

33. Science et Sa.ges.se, pp. 141·149. 

· 34. Compare s. Jansen: Ret Vraagstuk van de Christeli.jke 
w;jsbegeerte$ Phil. Ref'. XVll. P• 33, (t95~) . 



37. 

39. 
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42. 
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"Bet. is deze laatste zienswijze - we.arbij zich meerderen • 
reeds, o.a. Sertillanges~ a:'l.nslotetl - waarop onze voor- . 
af'gaande onderzoekingen uitlopen, die het volledigst in de 
geest van s. Tho:mas 1 denken sch:i.jnt doorgedacht en die de 
beide vorige stellingen van 1fu.ritain en Gilson niet tegen­
spreekt. doch ze vervolledigt. ja, ze eeret houdbaar 
maa.kt .• n R. Robbers: Y!!t£sbe{ieerte __ en Qp_enbariqs., p. 111. 

De Transoendenta.le Critiek van het The ore tisch Denken en 
2_e Th;g;nistisch fh£ol.<ii!a.. ~t uraliS; Phil. Ref. XV:tl, 1952, 
p:p. 151-184. 

Ibid., p. 151. 

J)e Leer der .Ana,logie _in g.e Thomi~tische Wij_sbegeerte en ·1.!! 
~-W.!.,jebe~~er~~. der WetJE.dee, Phil. Ref. '1, t'tlf.A-,P.• 49. 
Compare also: Individualiteitsstructuur en Thomistisch 
§.uJlf!tantie.P~:r .. U?.. Phil Ref. vJ.ll, 1943, p. '12; also~i~ 
lh 74: "Alle theoretisoh geana.lysee:rde verscheidenheid in 
de tijdelijke werkelijkheid vindt in d.e Thoroistische meta­
phyeica. haar 2_ie;Ee:t:~ eenheid in hf3t begrip van het z1j~.u 

nDe thcmistische meta.physiea wil zelve de :pla.ats innemen. 
die alleen aan de transeendentale critiek van het wijageeriB 
denken toekomt. Zij meent lnngs den weg der zuiver weten­
schappelijke gevolgtrekking ha.ar ooraprorigsidee als idee 
van den Eersten on.bewogen Beweger en Oorzaak te kunnen 
vinden, evenals de idee van de eenheid van al l~t theore•· 
tisct1. ondersoheidene. Zij wil de autonomic van het theo- · 
retl.ach denken h':indhaven, die door de tranacendentale cri• 
tiek ale een. bovenotheoretisch, religieus vooroordeel wordt 
onthuld." Ind. Strg,gtuu~ .. en Thomistisch Substantiebegri:a1 
Phil. Ref. ,Vlll, p. ?5,f£, \C\t.t3· 

Compare Garr~gou-La:t;"~nge; q__qg1 Hia Ji::l:~stenae and His J!'a• 
~~ P~· 24~-390. 

E. :M9.sca11: Existence and Analogy. :p.lg ; "Their function 
is to exhibit to us fi·ve different characteristics o.r· 
f:.i.nite w.x.:t:sieunut beings, all of which show that it does 
not a,.ccount :for its own existence. tt CornpCIY( e.&pec.lct\l..)' c.h· 3 . 

Q_odt.. His Ex1ste!!£Ji and His Nature, pp. 206-232. 

The analogy of proportionality is divided into analogy of 
' 12ropez:, proportionality., where the element signified by 
the name is found intrinsically in a.ll the analogates• and 

· analogy of metaphorical proportionality, where the intrin­
sic meaning of the analoga.tes is present properly only 
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in one, and in the others only virtuallY• Kingship belongs 
only· to man; but we indicate it Jnetaphorioally in the lion 
in relation to the rest of tlle anim':l.ls. 

44. I!E..il.C!h~a"und ,Ewig~ ~iJl, I>• 311. 

45. E. l~scall: ~istenc;:e and .Amlosz, p. 11:1H. 

46. "Umided rea.son alon.e cannot know what constitutes the 

Deity, in -.vhi.ch tbe absolute perfections· are identified. 
It can acquire positive knowledge only of the analogical 
preclioatea con:nnon to God a.nd to creatures {such as being• 
act, one, true, good, etc.) and the divine mode of the 
absolutB perfections is known only negatively and Telative­
ly." G:arr.igou-Lagrange: 922..z His, Exis~ce and His. Nature, 
P• 229. 

47. Ibid.,. :P• 230. Ga:rrigou-Lagr:;.nge qo__,u.tes Aquinas, Stunma. 
Contra.tl Gentiles I:t c • .xxx:: ttBut to express the super­
eminent mode according to which these perfections exist 
in God, only such. terms are av.ailable which have either a 
negative w.ea.ning, aft when we say that God is eternal or 
infinite, or. else express Hia relation to creatures, as 
vthen He is said to be the first cause and supreme Good." 

48. ~~!!alo_gAe i.Yan h~t Zi,ln., Versla.g van de Achste Algemeene 
Verge.derit.6 der Vereeniging voor Thomistieche Wijsbegeer­
te. Compare AlJSelinus: 1l.!.Ji1enh:tlU~- h~t .A~~e -41j~­
begrip. PP• 5-30; J. Groot: De AnalQ_(Sie i:l1 .Barth's denken, 
PP• 55-86; and especially P. Kreli:ng: 1~~~.ek~t;,is va.n 
de An~lo~ie in ue Kenni!L_iran God, pp. 31·64. 

49. Summa Theologiga.,. 1, tt-9, 5 . 

50. 4-.~tevr Critiql!e., VoJ..I, p. to. 

51. "lUeta bestaa.t uit zichzelf', op zichzelf en om zichzelf. 
Ieder ding bestaat slechts in samenhs:ng met andere dingen •. 
Iedere zijde van de kosmische werkeli.jlcheid wijst heen na.a.r 
de andt?re zijden van de werkeli,ikheid. En ook: het gesoba­
pene ·vindt in zichzel:f' geen eindpunt" geen rustpunt. De 
hele koamos wijet boven ziehzel.:f u{;t naar z 'n Sehepper ••• 
Jnar G'od, de zin-Gever, is Zelf niet zin .. Hij is boven alle 
zin ver"heven, w~nt :trij e.J.leen is zelfgenoegzaa.m ••• Het zin­
kara.kter der werkelijkheid duidt due aan haar betrekkelijk­
heid, baa.r relativiteit. Alleen God is a.bsoluut. u J'.l.t •. Spier, 
Inle~<!i!Yi.J.E.....de Wijs~eseerte der Wetsidee, P• 29. · 
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nIt is :reJigio, i.e. connection between the mea.nifif of 
creation and the :f!eins_ of the ~che, the two of' wh:ch may 
not . b~ brought on the same level." A N~w Critique, Vol. I, 
P• 104,.. ·, , . · 

De tranecendentale Critiek van het Theoretisoh :Denken en 
de Thomistische Theologia. Na:~_a.l~_s 1 j?hil. Ref. 17• 1952, 
l>• 184 •. ,Compare .also: ~-!e\!_\tri tig~L..... Vol. I, p. ?2: · 
"Pure matter am pure Form are the two poles in the first 
·(so:...ca.lled transcendental) d'istinction of being. Pure matter 
is the prfnciple of pote,ntiality ani imperfection: pure . 
Form is identiffed with God as pure actuality and ·unmoved 
Move·r of materla.l nature •. This Ari·stotelian concept of ' 
deity 'is of course accommodated t·o the Christi.an doctrine ., 
pf creation. Here the metaphysical Idea of being' and tota~ 
lity results· in a transcendental'. Idea of the Origi.n which 
lies. at the 'foundation. of a 'natural theology'. ~he exis• . 
tence of God as unmoved :Mover is proved in various ways, all 
of which apparently start from empirical d.ata in nature, but 
which • besides their logically untenable leap from the ' 
relative to the absolute ... presuppose the· very conception . , 
of GOd which should. be proved ••••• In the Thom~atic system 
autonomous .metaphysics should replace the transcendental 
critique of theoretical thought. However,· all ~ ts metaphy ... 
sical axioms and 'proofs' are nothing but religious pre­
suppositions in ·a dogmatical theoretical, elaboration, masked 
by the d qtma concerning the aut o~omy of· t;~atural reason." 

. , Intti.seen schuilt reeds in deze synthese tussen de augusti• 
nische nega.tieve theologie en de aristotelische conceptie 

. van de theologia naturalis een moeilijk t~ ·looc~nen inner.-
lijke teenstrijdigheid., , . 

De eerste heeft inderdaad geen andere strekking dan de 
onzelfgeiloegzaa.mheid van h~t theo:retisch denken en die van 
heel den geschapen kosmos te accentueren. De aristotelische 

. concept.ie ·gaat daa.rentegen ui.t· va-p de autonomie van het 
theoretisch denken, dat vanuit de mater:HJle dingen, wa.arin 

'het mter1emotief der gestadige bewegi'ng werkzaam is, ei- ' . 
gemna.chtig zal opklimmen tot den eerste onbewogen Beweger ••• 

, Aug;uatinus. verwierp de a.utonomie der natuur.l:l:jke rede, Thomas• 
a.anva.ardt ha.ar .• " De Transcendenta.le. Critiek van het The ore• 
tisch !>enken en. de" Thomistiscne T!ie"o1o~ia Naturalis, Phil. 
Ref.l7, 1952,. P• 165. 

Ibid., p. 1?7. See especially: 4_ New Critique.- Vol. II, Po 
39' "e.ausality is conceived here in the transcendental 
analogical sense ·of the fundamental concept of being, with 
its general transcendental determinations of matter and 
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form, actuality and potentiality. This implies that the cau­
sal relation is used .without any synthetical determination~· 
of its modal meaning •••• :By making God the absolute or ul- · 
timate cause of a theoretically abstracted modal series of 
ca1;1ses and effects, this modal aspect is absolutised because 
of its being related to the absolute Origin outside o:f its 
inter-modal coherence with the other aspects and outside of 
the religious centre of human existence."(p. 40) ••••• "God 
can never be the ultimate cause in a mechanical or other 
modal series of causes and effects. Rather, He is the Origin 
of causality in the temporal coherence and radical unity 
of all its modal aspects. A purely modal causality cannot 
refer to a real process, but only to a theoretical abstrac­
tion." (p. 41). 

5o. "Het thomisti.sche zijnsbegrip daarentegen mist een eigen­
lijk centrum en kan het theoretisch denken dus nimmer den 
weg wrjzen om de eigenlijke structuren der tijdelijke werke- . 
lilkheid te ontdekken." Ind. Structuur en Thom!J!.tisch Sub­
stantiebegrip, Phil. Ref. Vlll, 1943, p. 75. Compare also 
A New Critig~, Vol. I, p. 71 ff. 

57 •. "De metaphysische 'a.nalogia. entis' ecbakelt de onherleibare 
kernmomenten der modale aepecten, die de modale analogien 
eerst qualificeeren uit. Dit moet noodzakelijk voeren tot 
een theoretische nivelleering der modale a.specten binnen de 
gegenstandsrelatie en daarmede ook tot een nivelleering van 
de wezenlijke individualiteits-structuren der tijdelijke 
werkelijkheid, waarin deze modale aspecten tot typische to­
taliteiten zijn gegroepeerd." Ind. Structuur en Thomistisch 
Substanti~*b~grip, Phil. Ref. ~IJ.~, p. 75,tct!4-3. 

58. Ibid., p. 73. 

59. J. Maritain: Introduction to ~ta~Azsics, p. 30. 

60. Compare Angelinus: ~-Eenhejd van de Analose Zijnsbegrip, 
(De Analogie van het Zijn, p. 5 ff. ) • Also p. 9: ttHet is 
duidelijk, dat zulk een volsla.gen begripseenheid slechts 
mogelijk is ingeva.l er plaats is voor volma.akte a.betractie. 
Zij veronderstelt, dat de dingen objectief met elkander over­
eehkomen in bet bezit van een volmaaktheid, die door het 
versta.nd a.fzonderlijk kan worden begrepen, met terzijdela- . 
t1ng van de verschillende wijzen waarop die volmaaktheid in 
di verschillende di ngen werkelijk is. 

]at is evenwel slechts mogelijk, zolang we blijven bin• 
nen de veilige omhe1n1ng van eenzelfde praedicament. Daar 
kan men, door terzijdelating van de differentiae, opstijgen 
tot steeds hogere soort-en geslachtsbegrippen, waarin de 



-334-

onderhorigen een unitas specifica of generics vormen." 

61. Pref'aoe to lfetaph..Ysios, p."15tt.A+eo: The Degrees of Knowledge, 
p. 25~ ?1. 

62. "Gestel dat one - in teenstelling met Aristoteles en Thomas -
die opvatting huldig dat die ware goddelike in die ewig­
vloeiende stroom van die lewe geeien moet word. Dan sal ons 
die volgende godsbewys kan saamstel: One neem oral vol-. 
tooide vorme van plante, diere en mense ~r. One sien eg­
ter ook hoe dat al hierdie vorme ontstaan het en weer tot 
niet gaan. Sodra hierdie proses van ontstaan en vergaan tot 
stilstand kom, sal die groot lewenestroom self ophou om 
te vloei •. En dit sal ook die einde wees van alles wat in 
vorm en gestalte tot aansyn kom. Die groot stroom van die 
lewe wa.t self bo a.lle vorm verhewe en due vormloos is, kan 
derhalwe nie ontstaan en vergaan nie. Hy is die eerste oor­
saak van alles wat voltooide vorm gekry het. ED hierdie 
eerste oorsaak is God. 

Hierdie .bewys .is ~t so logies soos Thomas se gods­
bewys in sy theologia ,natura.lfs. Dit krioop eweneens by die 
ervaringswerklikheid aan. Daar is slegs hierdie een verskil: 
die geloofsonderstelling wat ten g~ondslag van hierdie twe~ 
godsbewye~t le, is dat die ware goddelike nie (soos Thomas· 
leer) in die euiwere vorm maar in die materie-prinsipe ge­
eoek moet word." Gesagsbe!,kouing bz Calyyh, pp. 22-25. 

63. E. lascall: ~tence and Analogy, p.18· 

64. God, His Existence and His,Nature, p. 390. 

65. See especially: E. Przywara: Analogia Entia I. 

66. "Terecht is men in al de•e kringen beducht voor een recht- · 
streekse erkenning van de analogia entia met het oog op de 
aesociatie met de speoifieke wijze waarop de Thomistische 
wijsbegeerte van deze tiguur gebruik heeft gemaakt ••••• 
Dat er eohter in al deze Protestantsf!¥e pogingen om tot 
chris'tiel1jke wijsbegeerte te geraken uitdrukkelijk sprake 
is van een in het Zijn van God gewortelde betrekking tot 
het Zijn van wereld en mens, waarin analogie verondersteld 
ie, valt moeilijk te ontkennen; lioe mens deze analogie 
na.der omschrijft staa.t hier niet ter d1seuss1e. Prof~A"'i.a.l­
ders heeft wel gelijk gekregen toen hij uitdrukkelijk sti­
puleerde dat de ana.loge betrekking tussen God en mens een 
aJ.gemeen christelijke gedachte is, die door bet Protes­
tantse en Rooms-Katkolieke denken ieder oP eigensoortige 
wijze kan worden uitgewerkt." L. Feisser: :qe Huidige Ver-
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houdi!'J! Tussen de '!liheolosie en de Philosophie, p. 45. 

67. Prof. Dr. G. c. van Niftrik: Red en en OJ:!enbarins, (in ll!t 
Christen•Aca.demicus ), p. 52. 

68. In the publications of Dooyeweerd as well as of followers 
of the philosophy of the cosmonomic idea, similar tran­
scendental criticisms of other Christian thinkers in both 
the Catholic and Protestant world appear. These criticisms 
reveal the sme pattern, namely, the reduction of philo­
sophical points of view to their religious basic motives, 
often accompanied by dis~ortion of these philosophies in 
the interests of the rigid critical scheme imposed on them. 
Compare, for example, Dooyeweerd's criticisms of Augustine 
(A New Critigue, Vol. I, p. 177 ff), of :Melancthon ( Ibid.~l 
p. 513), of Emil~ Brunner {Ibid., p. 519j; Zuidema's cri-
ticism of Barth (Theologi~_en Wijsbegeerte in de 'Kirch­
liebe Dogmatik' van Karl Barth, Phil.Re'f'. 18), of Kierke­
ga.a.rd. (Ret Existentialisme bij Kiez:~ega.a.rd, Phil.Ref .Xlll, 
XlV); ·Van Teylingen's critic_iem of the philosophical 
background of the Ba.rthian theology (Over den Wi s eeri en 
Achtersrond der Dia.lectische Theologie,, Ph l.Ref. 9-10 ; 
Spier's cr~tioism of Loen {Calvinisme en Existentie-Philo­
sophie,pp. 201-223). 

69. Wi,l sbegeerte van Onzen Tijd, P• 50. Co~are also Dooye­
weerd: La 'Probleme de la Philosophie Chretienne: Une Con- ·. 
:f'rontation de la. ph{losophie blondelienne avec la nouvelle 
E!!ilosophie reformee e,n Hollande, Phil. Ref. 18, 1953, p. 49. 

?0. "Dans su lutte contre le rationalisme thomiste il s'est 
plutot allie a l'irrationalisme et a (activisme de la phi­
losophie dialectique posy-kantiennef a une metaphysique 
de 1' individualite totale et concrete, nourrie par le 
theme deterministe de la nature et de la necessite.u (Le 
Probleme de la philosgphie Chretienne, Phil.Ref. 18~~ 61. 
Compare also: 4~ew Critique, Vol.I, p. 525: uBy no means 
can Blondel'e Christian philosophy be considered as an in­
trinsically reformed mode of thought. It lacks in princi­
ple a transcendental critique of philosophical thought as 
such. And its inner dialectical character is clearlT shown 
by the fact that this Roman-Catholic thinker intends to 
break through the immanence-standpoint and to arrive at a 
<n:ristia.n view by means of an activistic, irrationalistic · 
&rtd universalistic metaphysics which in principle is ruled 
by the Humanistic ground-motive, in its accommodation to 
the scholastic motive of nature and grace." 
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71. "Beteekent dit nu, dat Pro'!. Robbers de autonomie der 
natuurlijke rede op wijegeerig terrein zou bebben prije-' 
gegeven? AllerminstZ Dit blijkt uit zijn geheele betoog . 
wel zonneklaar. l&ar dit wae door de W.d.W. in ha.ar tran­
scendentale critiek ook allerminet bedoeld. De winst ligt 
hier op een ander punt: Het thomisme is in Prof. Robbers' 
verbandaling tot transcendentale zelt-critiek gekomen 

'-_., 
72. 

73. 

en heeft erkend, dat haar opvatting van de autonomie in 
wezen door een religieuze grondhouding en een tranecenden­
tale grondidee bepaald is, die dieper wortelt dan in het 
theoretisch denken zelve." Quoted by J •. Jansen, Ret vr~­
stUk.van die Christelijke Wijsbe&eerte, Phil.Ref: 17~~29. 

"Gaarne aanvaarden we •••• dat bet retormatorisch Christen­
dam met zijn opvatting o~rent rechtvaardiging alleen 
door het galoot, zijn eigen opvatting van Gods Woord, 
waarmede die over zonde, m.tuur en gerla.de na.uw verbonden 
is, een integrale eeriheid vormt, en dat hierdoor een 
diepte van geloofeleven met een eigen cachet ontstaat, die 
voor Katholieken nagenoeg ontoeganklijk is, omdat deze 
zelf een eigen integrale gelootsbeleving hebben, waarin 
hun opvatting ~n natuur-genade getmpliceerd 11gt. Voor de 
wijsbegeerte staan hier ongetwijfeld twee religieuze 
grondhoudingen, twee transcendentale grond-ideeen tegen­
over elkaar. De W.d. w. heeft zelf' de vraag van de philo­
sophie tot dit punt herleid, waar het een vraag wordt over 
de sohriftuurlijke opva.tting van na.tuur en openbaring, 
van zondeval en verlossing. Met philosopbiscbe epeculatie 
alleen wordt hier niets meer beelistJ bier komt het woord 
toe aan de theologie, aan de exegese, aan <le gezamenlijke 
geloofsbeleving, vol~ns Katbolieken ook beinvloed door 
het gezagsorgaan van dat lichaam, van dat mystieke lichaam 
van Christus •••• •~uoted by J.Jansen, Ibid., p. 28. 

Het Wijsgeeris Tweesesprek tusschen de Thomistische philo­
sophie en de Wij sbegeerte der Wets idee II, Phil. Ref. 13,1~'+-13. 

P• • 
74. Ibid., P• 55. 

75. Ibid., P• 55. 

76. Ibid•, P• '~· 

77. "Wie dit geheele betoog van Prof. Robbers in zijn eamen­
bang leest en vertrouwd is geraakt met de transcendentale 
critiek van het wijsgeerig denke~; zal moeten toegeven, 
dat mijn geachte opponent er hier niet in ie geslaagd een 
wezenlijk transcendentale critiek van de w.d.W. te levere. 
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'' 
:Blijkba.ar beschouwt hij. ri9g steeds <;ie soherpe onderscllei• . 
ding van de theoret1sche oordeelen en de boven-theoret.ische 
voor-o.ordeelen als een :vorm Vat:!. 1rrationalisme; en houdt" 
hij niet voldo~nde reke:riing ~et de· onder.soheiding van b.et .. , \. 
th~oretische en het boven-the9retische en de onderlinge· 
verhouding dezer beide :tlinnen de crea:~.~lJI"l.!,jke sfeer van den 
zin . zel ~· '' Ibid:; P• 55-· · · · · · 

"Da.armee zou dan natuurlijk 4e geheele tra.nsoendentale cri:­
tiek haFJ,r zin hebben verloren enweer.het dogmatisch stand­
punt in za'ke de 'autonomi.e' aer ,natuur+i~ke. rede' in haar ~ 
thomistische zin. zijn aanVa.ard .• Gevoelt Prof'-. R. die van · · 
zulk een verheugende toenaderlpg tot de' tra.nsoendentale · 
criti;ek der wijsbegeert·e l:ieett blijk gegeven, niet zel:f'• 
dat hier iets in z1jn bet<:iog wringt en dat hij vileer volop 
vanuit den .d.~t.ise .. hen !!!ze;t der scholastieke zijnsl~er 
redeneert?" Ibid.,,pP 56. . . 

.. 
itzo gezie~ lijkt het toch niet geheel ten onrechte zic'll af 
te vragen, of de. "wij sbegeerte der wets idee,,, zich niet op­
sluit in een onhoudb~r isolement. Blijft ~· principiee;l ..... 
een twet:tgesprek 'op voet van gelijkgerechtigheid '·• zoal.s 
prof •. D.. er een voerde 1llet Prof. a. • eigenlijk nag wel 
mogelijk? Zo.u men stri~ aan de princiepen :van Prof. Dooye­
weer4 vast willen houden1 dan lijkt het ,.toch wel, dat .de. 
partner 'bij ~o•n gesprel( te.lkens, ook in zijn *i.mlm.nent 
w!jsger~ge werkzaamheid' moet worden afgewezen, omdat hij· op itmna.nentiestandpunt deze activiteit uitoe:fent .• Doch' dat 
za.t kla.a.rblijkelijk b1 bet ,geheel niet ·voor bij. dit 9kamp• 
ge.veoht 'j waarover de •ridderlijkheid' van een middeleeuws 
toernoof' stra.alde en· dat wilde zij.n 'de voorbereiding tot 
een feest van broederlijke verenig.ing'.• .·~· Ook Prof. Robbers 
zelf spreekt ten a.anzien van het. tweegesprek de vrees uit. 
1dat er geen gemeenschap:pelijl;ce basis voor discussie meer , 
aanwezig is', wanneer men ra.dicaal. en consequent doordenkt . 
op de ca.esuren in de religi.euze grondt-hema •s.*' ·.T.J"ans~p~~ . 

. flat. V'raag~tulf.._va.n de Christel1Jke Vlij_sbegeerte, Phil.Re·~· · 
17 t PP• 63-64,. 195.1. 

"Het blijft er dus biJ, d.a.t de wijsgerige bezinning a.ls 
zodanig volgens Barth geen a.a:nkno:Pi mspunt voor de Woo:r<l:-, 
openbaring in Christus Jesus bez1t 1 ln aeze zl.n, cta.t .ZlJ ,.Jt'• 

tl oor de .. ze laatste innerlijk se•reformeerd ka.n worden. Da:n ·­
moet z1j dus •autonoom' z1jn in de gangbare do@;matische · · · 
zin .. van het woord en zijn.we ir;1 d' grond 'der.zaak weer 'be-
land bij een echt achola.E\ltisch sta.ndpunt. Ongetwyfeld niet 
bij de.thomistische sohola.stiek met haar leer van de na.• 
tuurlijke kennis als praeam'bula. gratia.e. Maar wel bij de . 
14e ·ee·uwse nomina.li.stische aeholastiek uit de school van 
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Willem van Occam, die ieder aanknop'ingl:)punt .tussen qe '.na• 
tuurl1jke • kennis en de •boveri-natuurlijke' openbarlngs..;. ·~ 
wa.arheid loochende en iedere meta.physica. afwees. Dat d.a:ar..;., 
bij de oude scho1astlsche denkvo:rmen .in de barthia.a.nse ·· 
theologie door zeer moderne zijn verva.ngen en. de inholl4. Va.n 1 

deze theologie veelszins andere is geword~n• is hier niet 
·essentieel. Het gaat om het. centrale &r.o,nd:motie:f de.r 'chris•· 
telijke echola.stiek', dat niet van theoretlsch wetenschap-· 
pelijk, ma.a .. r van re ligieus kara.kter is en. da.t een diB.l.ec-.. 
tis~h ke.rakter. draagt, dJ.w~z. uit 1wee, zich .in religieuze 
antithesis bevindende motleven. besta.at.; die Qok a.an het . 
onder hun be.elag gekomen wijsgerig en theo+qgisch denken 
een dialectisch kara.kter opdrukken. Het scholastisch grond­
motie.f van natuur en genade Ja.a.t allerlei vormgevinge~ .toe~. 
Het kan zich ook in andere terminologie kledeni waarbij 
bet woord 'na.tuur' door een andere term (b•v:• twe:reld'; . 
1tijd '; en~.enz.) is v-e-r;vangen. En het leent. z'ich niE;lt a.l• 
lee·n tot' een pseudo-synthes.e tusse n cnr.istelijke religie 
en griekse (evezeer religieeus bepaalde) .me·tapbysiea, ge­
·.lijk. bij T)l.omas van Aquitlo; ll'la8.r evenzeer tot ·een polair· 
dualistisehe conceptie, waarin b.et Koninkrijk Gods in 

. Christ us Jezus zonder taa.nk:nnpi.ngspunt' antithetisch wordt' 
geste1d ,tegenover een modern humanistische,,. irrationalis• 
tisch ~n a.ctivistisch geva.tte conceptie van de tijclelij~e 
we:rkelijkheid, waarin wij. leven, zonder da..t een goddelijke · 
eis tot. reformatie dezer laa.tste a.an het vtoord komt. n 
De WiJ sbegeert,e. ~der We~sidee en de. 'J3ar.itJ~ia.nen '·' Phil. Ref .•. 
'16, P• 145; tct5t. . . 

8li. nso ma.g d:enn dieses .BUch al.s ~in besondere bedeutungsvoller 
Beitrag .zum gegenseltigen Verstandnis zwische11 dem romil;?Ch• 
ka.tholischen und refrirma.torischen Denken begrUsst werden .• • • 
fUr da.s :fortschreitende Gesprach zwischen Ro:m und der Re­
formation auf philoso:phische,. Gebiet hat e~ ohne Zweifel ~1• 
ne Uberaue fruchtbare Arbeit geleistet; und dafiir sind 
beide 'ibm zu grossem .Dank verplichtet." M.lhrlet: Grund•·. 
l4.!!,ien del" Ka.lvinistJsehen 'PhilQ!to;ehie del' Gesetzesidee ' 5i 
Introdqct ion;. .P• vi.. · · ' 

82. Compare: q_od, His Existenc!_ atid Hi!!.Na.ture; Vois.I .. and IIe 

83., Grundl1nien .der Ka.lvinistisohen 1 Philosonh~:l._der Geset~ 
zesidee ', p. 83 .. 

84. Ibid•• p. 84. 

85. Ibid., .P• 93. 

86. "]1ine Skizze der Auffassung vom Wesen der Christlichen Phi-
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losophie, wohin die franzosiche und die deutsche Tradi•" · , · 
tion, auf dem Hintergrund, der, kirchlichen Iebrverkundi­
gung., konvergieren, hat .auszugeben von der grundsiit:zl'iehen 
Uberzeugung, dass philos~phiches Denken immer umgri:ffen 
ist von einem t·he olog.ischen Apr tori• .1m Sinne eines Of• 
fenba.rungs~Apriori,. Und zwar namentlich 'Yom Apriori der 

. einigen, chri·stl.ichell Offenbarung, von der Tatsache der 
Menschwerdung. f) (Ibid., PP• 95-96.) See also p. 10'7:. "Die 
lebendige, traditlona.lle .J?htlosophie in .der Ki.rcb.e Gottes. 
ist damit eine Ph11osophie. die si·ch (gJ.aubig) ihres kon- · 
kreten,. christllchen Apri.ori bewusst ist .• " 

87. Josef Pieper: ~'!ure as the ,:Basis o:f 'Culture, p.lS~~-. 

88.. tt:fm Theoretischen nun gehen die Perspektiven des philoso• · 
phisohen und des theologischen Denkens auseinander .• Da.s · 
ph1losophi·sohe Denken geht vom (christlichen) :Bewusstsein 
a.us, gibt aber die Intuition wieder'naeh cier Ga.nzheit des 
mensclllichen Mitvollzuges. und besinnt siich also aUf die 

· Personstrt.iktur als Antwortstruktur. Sein objectum :formale 
lst die Wirklicbkeit von der mensehlichen Person-in• 
Gemeinscbaft her,. um den Menschdn konzentriert .. Urn dieses 
Zentrum herum betra.chtet die Philosophie den Kosmos ••• • 
Das theologisehe Denken geht von derselben Erkenntnis:fiil.le 
aus, gibt aber d.ie Intuition wieder von Christi eigenem 

· . Bewusstseln her." Grundlinien der Kalvinistischen 'Philo- , 
so;ehte. fter_ ~.setzeSidee," P• 105.. · · · · . · · · 

Ibid~;f P• 102: ''Der konkrete historische .Mensch 1st der 
Nensch in Christo ••••• Dieser 'konkrete Mensch wird durch 
die Sunde bis .in die Wurzel. die seine Ganzhe.it gestalten• 
de Personmitte. getrof'fen, und so kann seine Vollendung .. 
durch die Gna.de• nur Vollendung auf dem Wege der Kreuzigun& 
duroh den T,od hindurch in dae Leben, sein. Der ganze Mensch 
soll al.so den KretlWeg gehen; sterben mit Christua, damit ·. 
er a.ls Menbch in Christo an. dessen Leben teilha.t .• sterben 
und a.Uferstehen zum Leben im :Mitvollzug mit ·Christua, denn 
im Sundenfa.ll wlrd die ·eigene, ursprUngliche Strtiktur des 
Menschen gewahrt: die in Gottes Schopfung gebliebene 1l6g• · 
lichkeit zum Wa.hren und ·zum Gut en •• •"' 
l''lo;r\e-1- <.ol"'·f\mle5: 
"Betrachten. wir diese Beziehu:ng zwischen dem Herzen und 
der zeitlichen Spbire nach ·der Erkenntnisseite, so ist 
im Heraen die ErkenntniefUlle oder .Intuition. Weil der 
Mensch noch auf dem Wege ist, -ha.t. die Intuition implizi.ten 
Cha.ra.Mter, der ,sich in ihrer abhingigkei t (Fundierung) v.om 
zeitlichen Strtikturga.nzen offenbart ••••• zwn seitlichen 
Strukturganzen aber gehort da.s re:flektie:rende, begriffliche 
theoretische Denkeb (das Ana.lytische ).'' Ibid •. , p. 104. 

'. 



"'":'' lfa_ ..... 

92. 

I 

q3,· 
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Ibid••! P• 11:5,. 

"Ibid.:~ liP• 129-134. 
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·. . . . 

·Ib1·d., ~· 1.16. quoted trom lleecart~s'. ~19!,1R:1-.. l!. Ii'hl;te.s~· 
nl!,ia.t.. I, P• 51: 11P;e:%" subetantialu nihil a.lut.d ·1ntell gel"e 

. :pot:uaun:l~s, quam remquae .ita existit~. ut nulla alia re lml• 
seat ad e-xietend um. " 
1oid., ?· ,,-;. . . · · · 
Ib1<'1•• PP• 116·124. 

~•ztjnee~1Pf,'l.ring is z:\)lsbr:rvestigiug; · ~elllg ·tnztcht. ln de 
silUUibeollflutbetd. · Bet. absolute ie t~n volle ltaeloten in 
z1ebselt, zonder eni.ge. verw1jeing ua.ar buiten. De gr·ondwet 
van het ~!ju is volleclige identitelt • ••.• Ret ,zijn YJ-ordt 

· me ge;operiba.ardJ en· meteen erken en zeg i"t: 1het le• het :is 
slebeelf'' en hler~ heb ik a.lles gezegd dat er te zeg .... · 
sen valt, 1'k beb n .. l. ingezien da:t het .zf.jn 1n zicbaelf' ab ... 
eoluut · volled1g ith" De ~yma.ker.1 lf.et ~taplljr§,iek van ~e\ 
Zljtlf ;t~~oh. t, esp. p. 16 ff. · 

Gr;urldlinien:"dlir Ka1vinistischen. 'Phi1osoJ2hie der Gesetzes-
. ·. · . · . idee, p. 131. 

121\l:ll.rl.n betotlt die W"eflenst:ra~szendenz Gotten ~zie­
bung auf' das Gescbopf - die tlre:nze • so sebl', dass der 
von Gott mitget~ilt•n und. get:ra.gGnen Struktur d.e.e Gescb.op• 
fes dall.' $$1n als E:dote!'.l8pr1Dz.ip oder P.t'inzip des Voll.zu­
ges a'bgesprocben wird. DR.mit vernoint- · er~ti wae wtr ~Uher 
dio kcnotitut!ve :sedeuttma ii~f3 Seins gemoot haben. Aut 
der a.nderen · Selte betollt e:r die existanzielle Itnma.nenz 
oder · Irmranenz oeo vol.!Zuges vou Gott her eo seb.r• da.ea 
der sesc.nopfl1clie Vollz\8. n:tcllt mehr a.ls Clem Geed:\ ()pfe 
:Gt.ruktureigen betmelltet)twerd~n kann. In k&rze: der e1n­
.se1t.ige Betonung de? Al.ltd.m1rksa.:r.ik:e1t Go~teo bet Kalvia 
iet tbeol\~tiscb SU deuten ale die 'tetkienz der t:TnteJ,*SChei ... 
d'.mg "incheu Struktur und 'V'ollzug, Gese·tz und. Subiekt, 
zur abe"J)luten Trennung bin. u Ibid.~ P-• 133. ThliS :poe1tioa 
of l'hrlet 1s denied by ~rkommr. Id;eltti~tit fJf Co.J.l!l!c!, 
Phtl •. Rei .• 21 . ., 1965; 'P· 28. 

•Als val1Zelf vra.agt men z!eh b!j zulk een oonclusie af', 
of we bier .ntas.n voo.r de ophelderins van een lant¢.ur:tg en 
enatig m!everstand en of hie:?! via. deze. 'identiteit 1 ·wel-­
licht pt:rrspe·atieven ~1chtba.ar worden, die op, de·n duur ook 
van beteken1s zullef! 'bl1jken te eijn buiten bet terreia 
va.n de Wljebegeerte. fJ nr. a •. c •. Berkcuwer: ldent1teit dt 
gol!lfl,l<tt? Ee."P iP.&lPJi tct AP!lDe• Phf.l .•.. Rel'. 21, ti!fs. 
P• l. 

. ~ ' . 
u In d b•ect ver'ba.nd h1$~e nu :meet oQlc worden afgowezen de 
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mening van lnrlet da.t hier een Christel.i.jk wijsgerig den- 1 

ken.wordt geponeerd en dat dit nu. de wijsbegeerte zou . 
zijn, die in de kerk wordt geleerd._ "De _'ph~lo~ophia C/:lri~­
tiana.•· dte in Aeter·ni Patris en in Humani Generis naar · 
voren komtt houdt a.llerminst in een religieus Christelijk 
gestructureerd wijsgerig denken maar betekent veelmeer 
eoncreet de traditionele.aanvaarding der duplex ordo cog­
nitionis. Zo spreekt Aeterni Patris over_ de 'philosopllia. 
Christ.ia.na. ad mentem s. ThOirae Aquinati:a ' •. In bet· woord 
Christelijk gaat het niet om een structurale Christia.ni~ _ . 
seeri~ van het denken of om een doorbreking van de na.­
tuurlijke theologie, maar om een theologie van het natuur­
lijke liicht• der_. rede .. te_;genover agnostische (Aeterni Pa.tris) 
of' irrat.ionalistische. (Huma.ni Generis) stromingen •.. " 

De sprong van het · Va.ticaans concilie en van Humani 
Gel?.erie naa.r een religieus-Christelijke wijsbegeerte .. 

. _ in verband met het openbar.ing.s a priori - blijft een 
.sprong. '' Ibid., P• 16. 

100. "Di t a.lles neemt niet weg,. dat de nieuwe theologie in de 
R.K. Kerk door velen als een ernstig crisi_sverschijnsel 
wordt besehoU'nd •. '' Jteulema.n, Hernia uwiyg in de _Rooms ... 
Katholi~ke Theologie~ in Bezinning, Gereformeerd Tljd­
schritt tot Bewaring en Bevordering van het Christelijk 
Leven, Vol.ll, 1956.1 no. 4, P• 192. -Compare also P• 195: 
"Toch valt moeiiijk .in te zien, hoe verschillende f'unda­
mentele gedachten van de nieuwe theologie zich op den 
duur k_unne harrlha.ven na.ast be::pa.a.lde kerkelijke uitspraken. 11 

101. Id ent i te 1 t of Confllit.'? Ee n posi n.g tot _Analyse • P• 44 .. 

102 .E. Przywara:· Pq,la:rity, p.· .116. 

103. The .Rltt1osoP&....2.£: Vollenhoven and noozeweerd, Pa.rt.ll, 
Calvin..E,oJ.:~ Vol. Xl.X; no._ x. May; ].954, p. 192. 

104. Towards a ~!"mE}d _ Philo§J:>Ji!'JZ, P• 130 fi"._ 

105. Iets oor Kou§J!l;iteitskennis~ Pliil.Re.f. 3, 1938, P• 9. 

lOO.:rzie W:Ysbese~te .-t~ die Skel2J2insside~ p. 9. 

1<17.Die Nuwere Wysb&Jieerte. aa.n die_ Vrije Universiteit, p.> 50. 

108.De _Hu.:idig~ Verhouding tussen Theolo&ie en __ Wi.tsbegeert._~,, 
p. 1 ff. . . 

. . . 
l09.Het fra.~stuk van de O'hristelijke. W!jsbegeerte. (J?Hil .• 

Ref. 17, 1952, p .• _ 41. · 



-342-

. Notes to Conclusion. 

' . 
1. J.M. Spier, Inle idin&, in 9-e Wij_~egeerte der Wetsidee, 

p. 32 ff. 

2. Compare, :f'or example, the criticisms of Dooyeweerd 's 
doctrine. of antithesis by D. Jellema: .The l?hii2_so;eb.Y 
~f Dooyewe~d ~~d Vollenhoven, in Calvin Forum, Vol. 
XIX, no. 9, Aprll, 1954; by De Vos: De Wijsbe~ee~ 
der Wetsidee, in ~;:}£ en Theologie,. Vol. 111, no. 3, 
1952; by .r •. Degena.a.r: ~.J?a~r OJQmerk1nse ~· o.v. die 
Yet ode van die Transeendentale Kritiek, ln Die Gere­
formeerde Vaandelt' ·Vol. XXV, .rum, 195'6, no:-2, p.'7. 

3. A New Criti,gue, Vol. , I, p. 523. 

.I 
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