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1. INTRODUCTION

In his chapter on “Calvinism and Science” in his Lectures on Calvinism,
Abraham Kuyper maintained a delicate balance between the doctrine of
common grace and the concept of the andthesis. On the one hand, Kuyper
argued that the doctrine of common grace permits Calvinists freely to
recognize and to appropriate the sciendfic achievements of non-Chrisdans.
The doctrine of common grace prompts Calvinists to seek God not only in
Scripture but also in “nature and its wondrous character, in the production of
human industry, in the life of mankind, in sociology and in the history of the
human race.”* Common grace breaks down the barrier between Christian
and non-Christan in the sciences, legitimizing the contribution of “secular
studies” to the formatdon of the Calvinist mind.> On the other, Kuyper
described a “principal conflict” between “rwo scientific systems” that he dded
the “normalist” and the “abnormalist.”> Whereas the normalist conforms the
spiritual to the framework of the natural sciences the abnormalist interprets
the data of natural science within the framework of divine reveladon. An
absolute antithesis divides normalist and abnormalist sciences. “The normal
and the abnormal are two absolutely differing starting-points, which have
nothing in common in their origin. Parallel lines never intersect.” The
antithesis between normalist and abnormalist arises because of the influence
of particular grace; the mind of the normalist is unregenerate whereas the
mind of the abnormalist has been regenerated by the Holy Spirit.* Famously,
Kuyper asserted that the antthesis between normalist and abnormalist ran so
deep that it demanded the establishment of distinct universides, founded
upon distinctve principles, in which normalist and abnormalist researchers

* Abraham Kuyper, Lectures on Calvinism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1931), 125.
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could pursue scientific research according to their preferred paradigm. In
short, Kuyper called attention both to the work of common grace in science
and to the antthesis between Christian and non-Christian sciemce. His
simultaneous commitment to the work of both common and particular grace
in the sciences required Kuyper to balance his desire to break down the walls
dividing Christians and non-Christians against his desire to build them back
up again. :
Commentators have long noted internal tensions in Kuyper’s theology of
science. In a 1939 article dtled “Kuyper’s Wetenschapsleer,” Herman
Dooyeweerd called attention to a fundamental tension between what he

termed the “Calvinistic” and the “scholastic” lines of thought in Kuyper’s -

theology of science.® Dooyeweerd traced the “Calvinistic” line to Kuyper’s
doctrine of the antithesis; he traced the “scholastic” line to Kuyper’s accep-
tance of the “metaphysical logos doctrine,” that is, the theological speculation
that the world bears within itself the imprint of the divine logos through
which it was created.” Dooyeweerd argued that these lines of thought stood
in irreconcilable conflict. “The truth is that both lines of thought in Kuyper’s
scientific work are demonstrably in contradiction with one another and that
an internal reconciliation must therefore be considered impossible, since they
go back to completely mutually exclusive points of departure.”® Granted,
Dooyeweerd did not oppose particular to common grace in this article. He
freely admitted that truth emerges on the other side of the antithesis. “The
philosophy of the law-idea [de wijshegeerte der wetsidee] has never defended the
notion that important elements of truth cannot shelter in philosophy that has
not sprouted from Christian roots [Christelijken levenswortel].™ Sdll, by
rooting out the “scholastic” line from his theology of science, Dooyeweerd
was undermining a key pillar of Kuyper’s doctrine of common grace, namely,
the belief that Christians and non-Christians could both progress in the
natural sciences because God created their minds in harmony with the
natural world.

I sympathize with Dooyeweerd’s assertion that the tensions internal to
Kuyper’s theology of science cannot be harmonized into a single coherent
account. The richness and abundance of ideas in Kuyper’s theology resists
systematization. And, of course, not every concept that Kuyper took up and
explored in his theology is edifying or worth retaining. Contemporary theo-

S Herman Dooyeweerd, “Kuyper’s Wetenschapsleer,” Philosophiz Reformata 4(1939):
193-232. :

7 Ct. Ibid., 219.

8 Ibid., 196f. My translation.
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logians must exercise a greater than standard degree of interpretative vigi-
lance when analyzing Kuyper precisely because of his capacity to absorb so
many divergent strands of the broader intellectual and cultural tradition into
his theology. But I think that even if we accept Dooyeweerd’s criticisms of
the “scholastic” strand in Kuyper, the most important aspects of Kuyper’s
doctrine of common- grace in the sciences can sdll be salvaged. Moreover, I
think a revised version of Kuyper’s doctrine of common grace can be made
compatible with his concept of the antithesis, although I.also think that those
two sides of Kuyper’s theology will always stand in some tension. In what
follows, I hope to demonstrate how the tension between common and
particular grace in Kuyper’s theology of science can be rendered creative
rather than contradictory through his christology.

1. KuYyPER’S DOCTRINE OF COMMON (GRACE

The best way to grasp the significance Kuyper attached to the doctrine of
common grace is to consider its function in the development of his theology
as a whole. In the second of his two volume study of Abraham Kuyper and the
Vrije Universiteit, J. Stellingwerff produces an illuminating periodization of
Kuyper’s theology that helps to clarify the development of his concept of
common grace and of the antithesis.™ Stellingwerff divides Kuyper’s works
into four periods: “The first period ran from his conversion at Beesd to the
death of Groen van Prinsterer (1863-1876), the second until after the
Doleantie (1876-1887), the third from the lecture Twofold Fatherland to the
end of Kuyper’s prime ministership (1887-1905) and the last to Kuyper’s
death (1905-1920).”** In each period, Stellingwerff contends, Kuyper re-
garded and appropriated his Calvinist inheritance from a different theological
perspective. The struggle to renew the spirit of Calvinism in The Nether-
lands dominated the first period of Kuyper’s activity. From his call to the
ministry in 1863 to his encounter with the conventicle led by Pietje Baas and
his conversion to Reformed orthodoxy during his pastorate in Beesd (1864-
1867), from his forays into journalism in De Heraut and De Standaard to his
entry into politics in 1874, Kuyper waged internal and external battles for
Reformed orthodoxy. This period ended with the death of Groen van
Prinsterer—Kuyper’s political mentor—and Kuyper’s nervous breakdown in
February 1876."* In his second period, Kuyper dedicated himself to forming

°]. Stellingwerff, De Vrije Untversiteit na Kuyper (Kampen: Kok, 1987).

' Tbid., 44. My translation.

> On the reasons for his breakdown, cf. Peter Heslam, Creating s Christian Worldview:
Abrabam Kuyper’s Lectures on Calvinism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 40-42.
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institutions based on distinctively Reformed principles. The constitution of
the Anti-Revolutionary Party in 1879, the founding of the Vrije Univeriteit in
1880, and the break with the state church in 1886 all took place during this
second period of Kuyper’s activity. “Theologically, this period was charac-
terized by the motif of the antithesis,” Stellingwerff remarks, “such as found

in the books That Grace Is Particular and The Work of the Holy Spirit.”*3 In the -

third period, Kuyper modulated his emphasis on the antithesis by focusing on
the concept of common grace. With his return to active political life in 1894,

which culminated in his term as Minister-President from 19o1-1905, Kuyper

developed a theology that encouraged Christian participation in the various
spheres of common life such as politics, society, the arts, and the sciences.
“Kuyper’s major works came into being during this period: E Voto (1886-
1893), the Encyclopedia of Sacred Theology (1893-1804), The Lectures on Calvin-
ism (1899) and Common Grace (1895-1905).”** The concluding period of his
activity found Kuyper acting as elder leader both to his colleagues in the
Antd-Revolutionary Party and the Vrsje Universiteit and to the so-called Kleyne
Luyden who read his political and theological articles from week to week in De
Standaard and De Heraut. “In his last period, Kuyper sought once more to
express his synthesis between particular grace and common grace from the
perspective of Christ’s royal office.”*S Major works from this final period

include Pro Rege or the Kingship of Christ (1911-1912) and Anti-Revolutionary

Political Theory (1916-1917).

Kuyper first published his reflections on common grace as a weekly column
that appeared in De Heraut from September 1895 to July 1901.”® The
opening chapter of Common Grace supports Stellingwerff’s contention that
Kuyper was seeking to modulate his earlier concentration on the antithesis
between the regenerate and non-regenerate. Kuyper acknowledged that his
primary concerns in De Heraut theretofore had been the defense of the
particularity of grace and the elucidation of the covenant of salvation.”
While not denying these antithetical forms of grace, he now asked his readers
to consider a third form: common grace. As opposed to particular grace and
federal grace, “General grace is, with differences of degree, the portion of all
human beings, including those who have wandered furthest away, who are
completely burned up in their consciences and eternally lost.”*® Kuyper

'3 Stellingwerff, 45. My translation.
*4 Tbid., 45f. My translation.
*s Tbid., 46. My translation.
16 Cf. James Bratt, ed., Abrabam Kuyper: A Centennial Reader (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1998), 165.
9‘97 Abraham Kuyper, De Gemeene Gratie (Kampen: Kok, 1931), 1:5ff.
*8 Ibid., 1:9. My translation.
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appealed to common grace alongside particular and federal grace because he |

saw a danger latent in his appeals to the antithesis.*® Specifically, he saw that
any exclusive emphasis on the particularity of grace denies the inherent value
of culture and institutions. Kuyper argued that the elimination of common
grace reduces theology to soteriology, which considers all institutions as
instrumental to the singular value of salvation.*® He quipped about the pietist
who reasoned “that his father and mother, who were not among the elect, had
lived only in order to bring him, the elect, into the world.”** Only by
recognizing God’s gracious work among all human beings—the regenerate
and the unregenerate alike—can the soteriological reduction of theology be
avoided. Kuyper contended that God created the world for his own glory and
not for the salvation of sinners alone; God magnifies his glory not only by
saving sinners, but by bringing the values latent in creation to full flower.

This standpoint provides space and place for Gratia communis. Only
then can the root be exposed from which all the human arts and
sciences in the fields of literature, medicine, law and natural science
loom up. And so it becomes clear how there can be something of
importance in the world for God apart from the elect.**

Kuyper wrote his articles on common grace in De Heraut as an apology for
his Reformed followers to leave the bulwarks he built up during the phase of
the “antithesis” and to engage the common spheres of life for the glory of
God.

The development of the concept of common grace was among Kuyper’s
especial contributions to Reformed theology. Though cognizant that the
concept derived from remarks of John Calvin, Kuyper noted that Calvin left
that concept underdeveloped. He pointed to Institutes Y.3.3 as among the
clearest expressions of what Calvin understood by “common grace.”*3 In that
section, Calvin argued that the virtues of non-Christians did not imply that
the corruption of fallen humanity was only partial, but rather that God
restrained the corruption of fallen humanity by grace. “But here it ought to
occur to us that amid this corruption of nature there is some place for God’s

*9 Kuyper attributed to “Methodism” the error of celebrating particular grace to the
detriment of common grace. Cf. Abraham Kuyper, Dictaten Dogmatiek: Locus de Magistratu,
Consummatione Saeculi (Kampen: Kok, 1910), 5:23ff. No doubt that Kuyper’s personal
experience with revivalism, which contributed to his nervous breakdown in'1876, stands in
the background of his criticisms of “Methodism.” Cf. Heslam, 4off.

*¢ Kuyper, Dictaten Dogrmatiek, 5:23ff.

2* Tbid., 5:23. My transiation.

2 1bid., 5:24. My translation.

*3 Kuyper, De Genigene Gratie 1:10.

grace; not such grace as to cleanse it, but to restrain it inwardly.”** Elsewher
in the Institutes, Calvin spoke of a grace that not only restrains, but also .
prompts non-Christians to do good works. Referring in all probability 0 th
philosophers of Greece and Rome, he counseled: “But if the Lord l_las w1.lle'
that we be helped in physics, dialectic, mathematics, and other. like disci
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e

plines, by the work and ministry of the ungodly, let us use this assistar.lc.g
(I1.2.16).>5 Abraham Kuyper appropriated both the negative and positiv
dimensions of Calvin’s remarks and elaborated them beyond anything Calvin
would have recognized. As Cornelius van der Kooi points out, the question
whether Kuyper’s appeal to Calvin is legitimate depends on the hermeneu
tical principles with which Calvin is interpreted; according to Kuyper, th
task of the Reformed theologian is not so much to repeat Calvin as to bring:
his thought to fruition.* In any case, Kuyper recognized that the paucity of
remarks on common grace left behind by Calvin meant that he w01’1ld,have
to be more constructive here than elsewhere: “No other option remains to us.
except to pave our own way this time. . . .”*7 o “ i
A danger inherent to the doctrine of common grace is its tend.ency' o
identify human achievement with divine ordination. Such an identification . -
threatens to undermine the eschatological judgment of God against human
culture. As van der Kooi remarks, “there has been no current in Dutch
Protestant theology which has been so severely criticized for having r::; :
glected the eschatological reservation as the neo-Calvinist movement. i
Kuyper flourished in the period before the First World War and many
contemporary readers find his remarks on the promise of science and tech- ‘!

nology overly optimistic.

The unbridled optimism regarding the riches of Western civilization 'has
subsided. In the light of the questions that technical and med{cal
capacities have laid before us, more than ever we have reason to thmk
again about the vulnerability of human individuals and their }fumamFy,
and not embrace every advance or enlargement of medical and mdusmal N
potential as desirable, or even necessary.*®

24 John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, Library of Chrisdan Classics, vol. zo.,
ed. John McNeill, tr. Ford Battles (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1960), 292.

*5 Tbid., 275. N ) .

* Cf. elius van der Kooi, “A Theology of Culture. A Critical Appraisal of Kuyper’s
Docu(-:iflecgfn Common Grace” in Kuyper I%Zcon:idered: Aspects of bis Life and Work, ed
Cornelius van der Kooi and Jan de Bruijn (Amsterdam: VU Uitgeverij, 1999), 96f.

*7 Kuyper, De Gemeene Gratie 1:9. My translation.

28 Van der Kooi, 96.

29 Tbid., 101.
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There is no doubt that Kuyper shared in the cultural expectations of his time.
More harmful than the stimulus the doctrine of common grace gave to
Kuyper’s optimism about the cultural possibilities of technical and medical
progress was his use of that doctrine to bolster his cultural prejudices. There
is a palpable tendency in Kuyper’s reflections on common grace to garner
divine sanction for cultural ideology. For example, Kuyper bolstered his
contemporary historiographical prejudices, particularly his subscription to
what Peter Heslam calls the myth of the “heliotropic” development of
culture, by way of the doctrine of common grace.3°

Clearly, any cultural prejudices imported into Kuyper’s theology should be
subjected to stringent criticism. But does such stringency also require the
expurgation of the doctrine of common grace itself from his theology? Here
we must be careful. The doctrine of common grace does perhaps facilitate the
theological justification of existing cultural prejudices. But that doctrine also
opens a theological channel to voices outside the Christian antithesis. Recall
that a primary positive function of the doctrine of common grace is to
provide a rationale for Christians to learn from non-Christians. In the case of
cultural prejudice, the doctrine of common grace, applied consistently,
should prompt Christians to look for divine activity in all non-Christian
cultures. Perhaps a vigorous doctrine of common grace would even open
Christians to listen for divine judgment being spoken against them by
non-Christians.

In summary, Kuyper’s doctrine of common grace provides a theological
ballast to particular grace. On the one hand, the doctrine prevents Christians
from falling prey to a one-sided emphasis on salvation by ascribing inherent
value to the so-called “secular” spheres of life such as the family, the state and
the sciences. On the other, it provides a theological explanation for the
obvious ethical, cultural, political, scientific and technological developments
that Christians discover among the non-regenerate. In short, the doctrine of
common grace supplies a theological rationale for Christians to enter into
mutual dialogue with the “secular” world. But the conduit the doctrine of
common grace opens to the secular world can also become the means by
which cultural prejudices are imported into theology.

HI. CoMMON GRACE IN SCIENCE

Kuyper articulated his theology of science in many different works. Among
his most mature expositions, however, was his Common Grace in Science and

3° Cf. Heslam, 78f~_
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Art3* Although Kuyper eventually incorporated it into his majo.r three-
volume work on Common Grace, the treatise was first published in 1905,
several years subsequent to the original edition of the series.”~ This treatise
makes clear that he continued to wrestle with key issues in his theology of
science even after the publication of the Encyclopedia (1893-1894) jand tl.le
Lectures on Calvinism (1898). In particular, the five part series on science in
Common Grace in Science and Art demonstrates his continuing arnbivz.llence
about the precise relationship between common and particular grace in the
scientific sphere. . .
Kuyper opened Common Grace in Science and Art with the claim t}_lat science
belongs to the order of creation, not to the order of redemption.* Hls
argument for common grace in the sciences depended on the theological
distinction between the orders of creadon, which include, for example, the
family, and orders that came about as a consequence of the fall and redemp-
tion, such as the state and the church. Kuyper defended the independence of
the ;ciences from the church and the state on the basis of this distinction.>*
Reverting once again to an organic metaphor, Kuyper argued that although
science had historically developed under the protection of both churcl? and
state, it was nevertheless not an offshoot of either, but possessed an inde-

pendent root in creation.

Science is not a branch sprouting out from the stem of political se.rvice
and even less a branch sprouting from the root of the church. Sc1e1.1ce
possesses its own root, from which it springs, and from the stem, which
rises from its particular root, it must put forth its branches and produce

its fruit.3?

Kuyper explained the historical relation of the sciences to church and state by
comparing science to a weak sprig that needed external support to grow to
maturation.?® The separation of the sciences from the chu.rch and the state
takes place when the tree of science has grown into Fnatunty anc’l no longer
requires their support. In any case, the full ﬂov‘{ermg of God’s pur;;otsl(:s
required the differentiation of the spheres of the sciences, the church ’?n e
state. Science has “received an independent calling from the Creator” that it

31 Kuyper, De Gemeene Gratie 3:485-572- There is a partial translation in Bratt, 441-460.
3% Cf. James Bratt’s textual explanation in Bratt, 442.

33 Cf. Kuyper, De Gemeene Gratie 3:488.

34 Tbid., 3:487ff. )

35 Thid., 3:488. My translation.

36 Thid.
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would have had to fulfill apart from the drama of sin and grace and the divine

ordinances that arose as a result of that drama.37

. The “scholastic” strand of the doctrine of common grace emerged prom-
inently at the opening of Common Grace in Science and Art when Kuyper
ar'ticulated his explanation for the human ability to comprehend the universe
sc?lejnu'ﬁcally. In working out his proposal, Kuyper linked the concepts of the
divine decree and the #mago dei against the background of what may be
termed a Christan Platonism.?® Since everything that has been created can
be “considered only as the issuance of that thinking of God,” Kuyper
reasoned, “God’s thinking must be enclosed within all created things.”* He
then argued that though not all creatures can read the thoughts of God
f:ontained in the created world—a fish lives in water but cannot understand
its co.mposiu'on or qualities*°—human beings can read the divine thoughts in
creation because God created them in his image. Humanity has the ability to
understand creation from the divine perspective—to read God’s “blueprint”
for creation—because God created human beings with the ability to think his
thoughts after him. Kuyper emphasized that this ability derives not from

part':lc':ular grace, but from the “order of creation.”** He summarized his
position as follows:

So then we get these three facts, which agree one with another: first
the full and rich clarity of his thoughts are in God from eternity?
second, God has revealed, expressed, and embodied a rich fulness of hi;
thoughts in the creation; and third, God created in the human being, as
the bearer of his image, the capacity to understand, to grasp, to th’ink
and to put together as a whole those thoughts expressed in creation.#*

Kl'lyper concluded that “on these three things . . . rests the essence of human
science.” Although this line of argument has been criticized as more
speculative than biblical,* it should be said that Kuyper was addressing a
question that stll surfaces in the dialogue between theologians and scientists
namely, why should it be the case that human beings have the ability t(;
understand the universe? If Paul Davies is correct that evolutionary biology

;; ?Z)fldl’( 3 ‘;}iiSf My translation.
- K. Veling, “Kuyper’s Visie op de Wetenschap als Organisme: i ij
een Metafoor” in Bezield Verband (Kzf)mpen: Vaxrisge;PBae:g igg%rll‘l)srl;%sKanttekemngen &
iz ﬁt}(}ifper, De Gemeene Gratie, 3:490. My translation. ' Y
id., 3:491.
4t Ibid., 3:492.
+* Ibid. My translation.
43 Ibid. My translation.
* Cf. Veling, 285. ~
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cannot be expected to account for our extraordinary capacity to understand .-
the universe scientifically,*s then we must look elsewhere for an account. -
Kuyper put this quandary to apologetic ends, arguing that only the doctrine
of creation provides “the sufficient ground” for “the remarkable correspon- .
dence” between the human mind and the universe.*° ‘ SR
Kuyper also contended that common grace counteracts the consequences
of the fall both in and through science. On the one hand, common grace’
works in the sciences by tempering the effects of the fall on the human mind. '
Kuyper contended that the fall was devastating enough to destroy any °
correspondence between the human mind and the universe.- Although it may
seem that the darkening of human rationality brought about by the fall can .
be lifted only by particular grace, Kuyper held that the empirical evidence of = °
scientfic capacity among non-Christians demonstrates that common grace
also mitigates against the cognitive effects of the fall.

Whoever does not take common grace into account can arrive at no
other conclusion on his own than that @/ science, apart from the
domain of the sacred, lives from appearance and self-deceit, and
therefore must lead anyone who listens to its voice into deception. But
the outcome shows that that is not how things stand.#”

Kuyper argued that only common grace can account for the dissonance
between expectation and outcome. That non-Christians like Socrates, Plato
and Aristotle produce science that Christians find useful can be explained
only by common grace, which inhibits the effects of the fall and restores, if
only in part, the ability of the human mind to grasp and understand the
created world.#® On the other hand, common grace counteracts the conse-
quences of the fall through the sciences. “In the ordinance of God’s common
grace, science is also one of the most powerful means to combat sin as well
as the error and misery that have flowed forth from sin.”* Kuyper asserted
that progress across a wide variety of scientific fields had tempered the effects
of the fall by raising the standard of living, fostering social -order, curing
diseases, and managing natural forces.*® Kuyper was not Panglossian about
the benefits of scientific learning and technology; he acknowledged that they

45 Cf, Paul Davies, “The Intelligibility of Nature” in Quanturm Cosmology and the Laws of
Nature: Scientific Perspectives on Divine Action, ed. Robert Russell et al. (Vatican City:
Vatican Observatory Publications, 1993), 153f.

46 Abraham Kuyper, Encyclopaedie der Heilige Godgeleerdbeid (Kok: Kampen, £909), 2:29.

47 Kuyper, De Gemeene Gratie 3:497. My translation.

48 1bid., 3:497f. .

49 Thid., 3:523. My translation.

5°Ibid., 3:524.
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may'be misused.>” Progress in technology and the sciences represents an
ambiguous channel for common grace, but he asserted that they represent a
genuine channel nonetheless.

' If Kuyper attributed so much to the working of common grace, what role
did he reserve for particular grace in the sciences? In his fourth article on the
£OIC Of. common grace in science, Kuyper admitted that the Bible opposed

.the science of the world” to “the true science.”s* He attributed this distnc-
tion first and foremost to the work of the Holy Spirit in regeneration—that
is, to particular grace. The differentiation between the regenerate and the
unregenerate must come to expression not only in society and politics, but
also in the sciences. “If it is thus presupposed that there are two kin(’is of
huma.Fl beings, who differ in principle in their own ego and in their internal
consciousness, then the scientific investigation of both cannot go hand in
hand.”3 The distincdon between the two kinds of humanity—regenerate
and unregenerate—implies the distinction between two kinds of science. But
Kuyper did not think that regeneration sufficed to bring about the distinction
between two kinds of science. A second primary reason for the emergence of
that distiflction is the clarity that special revelation brings to the sciences.5
T%le special revelation of God in the biblical witness provides the regenerated
scientist with data that the unregenerated scientist either does not understand
or'doe§ not value. Kuyper was subtle here, however; he sought to avoid the
.reductlonism that he associated with “Methodism” by refusing any strict
identification of special revelation with particular grace. Kuyper argued that
though the light of special revelation had been provided for the benefit of
those who had been regenerated by particular grace, the scientific principles
that'special revelation illuminates belong to the sphere of common grace, not
Parucular grace.”> In sum, Kuyper held that the distinction between Cilris—
tian a'nd non-Christian science arises both because of the regeneration of
scientists by particular grace and because of the illumination that special
revelation sheds on common grace in the sciences.

How, then, did Kuyper fix the precise boundary between Chrisdan and
non-Christian science? In “Abraham Kuyper’s Philosophy of Science,” Del
Ratzsch supplies an excellent analysis of the fuzzy border that Kuyper’ drew
between the two kinds of science.® Proposing a hierarchy of the sciences,

st Ibid,, 3:525f
52 Ibid., 3:513.
531bid., 3:514. My translation.
54 Ibid., 3:515f
5; Ibid., 3:516f.
5 D l « 3, M M » . .
(1992)5 71712_1;53c.h, Abrah\am Kuyper’s Philosophy of Science,” Calvin Theological Fournal 2 i
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Ratzsch argues that the division between Christian and non-Christian science
widens at successive levels of that hierarchy. At the base of the hierarchy,
Ratzsch locates the “exact sciences” of logical and quantitative analysis. He
notes that Kuyper claimed in the Encyclopedia that, at this level, there is no
split between Christian and non-Christian science. Ratzsch remarks, “This
commonality is evidently due to common grace.”” At the next level of the
hierarchy, which he terms “natural science,” Ratzsch detects a partial split.
On the one hand, Kuyper maintained that Chrisdans and non-Christians

have an equal awareness of the natural law. On the other; he thought that -

Christians and non-Christans disagree about the origins of natural law.
Disagreement emerges, Ratzsch contends, because Christians are conscious

of divinely revealed facts about the origin, purpose and destiny of the world
that non-Christians do not know.5® At the third level in the hierarchy, .

“natural scientific theory,” Ratzsch argues that the gap grows wider. Al-
though Ratzsch wishes Kuyper had made his position clearer, he detects some

allowance in Kuyper for agreement at the level of scientific theory.’® But he - ’
contends that the dominant theme increasingly becomes the disagreement .-

between Christian and non-Christian natural scientific theories. In large part,

this split emerges because Christians and non-Christians construct scientific. ‘
theories against the backdrop of radically opposed conceptions of the spiri- " -
tual context of the natural sciences. The split becomes complete at the level
of “broad sciences,” that is, at the level of the integraton of natural and |
human science into a comprehensive worldview.®® Kuyper held that Chris- .
tians cannot compromise with non-Christians over the validity of ultimate
principles like materialism or pantheism; they must be prepared to reject such
principles and develop an alternative vision of the unity of science. To sum’ .
up Ratzsch’s argument in my own words, he argues that common grace =
prevails at the base of the scientific hierarchy and that particular grace .
prevails at its summit; the intermediate levels subsist at different locations on

the spectrum between common and particular grace.

Ratzsch presents a plausible solution to the tension between common and

particular grace in Kuyper’s theology of science by locating their effects at

different levels in the scientific hierarchy. Unlike Dooyeweerd, Ratzsch’s . :
exposition of Kuyper’s philosophy of science by and large harmonizes the ",
so-called “scholastic” epistemology that Kuyper put forward in the Encyclo-
pedia with his concept of the antithesis between Christian and non-Christian

57 Ibid., 287.
58 Tbid., 288f.
59 Ibid., 29of.
6o Ibid., 296.
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science. But Ratzsch also recognizes that not everything Kuyper said about

the antithesis can be harmonized so readily. He notes, for example, that
Kuyper sometimes claimed that every science is “permeated” by the antith-
esis, which suggests that the divisions run much deeper than the higher levels
of the scientific hierarchy.’* Ratzsch admits that he is “not quite sure how to
reconcile these statements with Kuyper’s repeated insistences of commonal-
ity...,” adding that they “may simply represent a tension in Kuyper’s posi-
tion. . ..”%* In fact, Kuyper himself seems to have vacillated in his writings on
science between the harmonizing proposal that Ratzsch puts forward and the
one-sided resolution in favor of the antithesis that Dooyeweerd commended.
In an ingenious article, K. Veling exposed the extent of Kuyper’s ambiv-
alence by attending to his use of organic metaphors in his writings on
science.? Kuyper frequently likened the sciences to an organism. He liked,
for example, to compare the development of science to a growing tree
spreading branches from its trunk.% Veling pointed out, however, that
Kuyper did not employ the metaphor in an unambiguous manner. In his
Encyclopedia, Kuyper portrayed science as a single tree with both fruitful and
unfruitful branches. The natural branches bear no fruit. The fruitful branches
have been grafted onto the tree from an unnatural stock. Veling commented,
“With this figure of speech Kuyper connects his conception of the single
origin of science with his conviction that there are, through regeneration,
two sorts of humanity and also two sorts of science”s This rendering of the
metaphor favors the harmonizing solution to the tension between common
and particular grace. In his Lectures on Calvinism, by contrast, Kuyper did not
claim that the sciences spring out of creation like a tree from its seed. The
tree springs forth, Veling noted, from faith.%¢ The change in the roots of the
tree produces a radical change in the sense of the metaphor as a whole; there
are now independent #rees of science, growing from different roots. Veling
summarized, “If Kuyper speaks in the Lectures on Calvinism about two kinds
of science, then he does that not in terms of ‘grafting’ but rather he sees
different plants, each with its own roots.”®” This rendering favors the an-
tithesis. Dooyeweerd clearly valued Kuyper’s Lectures on Calvinism more than
the Encydopedia and, though cognizant of certain general dangers latent to the
use of organic metaphors to describe the growth of the sciences, apparently

5* Ibid., 299.
22 Ibid.

3 Cf. K. Veling, 277-288.
%4 Ibid., 277. 77
%5 Ibid., 283. My translation.
%6 Ibid., 283f.
%7 1bid., 284. My transtation.
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so did Veling. “Kuyper’s metaphor fosters radicalness,” he contended. “The
antithesis between light and darkness may not be weakened to a difference in
insight about certain points.”® Strangely, Kuyper seems to have made use of
both renderings of the metaphor in Common Grace in Science and Art, de-
scribing science as possessing its “own root” in the creation®® but later
contending that “what we need is a plant of science flourishing on a Christian

»70

root.

V. CoMMON GRACE: A CHRISTOLOGICAL PROPOSAL

We have seen that the likening of science to an organism produced .
ambiguities in Kuyper’s theology of science that commentators have sought
to iron out. An unambiguous interpretation of Kuyper’s theology of science
seemingly demands a resolution that favors either common grace or the
antithesis. But do not attempts to fix the precise relation between common
and particular grace threaten to undermine the flexibility and functionality
that the organic metaphor generates in his theology of science? Although it
may be that Kuyper had simply become so attached to the metaphor of the
organic that he failed to note its inadequacy to describe the relation between
common and particular grace, may it not also be that Kuyper—a politician
and a journalist as well as a theologian—avoided flattening out the metaphor
because he appreciated its dynamism? Did Kuyper stress the interpretation
favoring common grace when building bridges to the surrounding intellec-
tual culture and the interpretation favoring the antithesis when building up
Christian institutions?

I think that the creative tension between common and particular grace
contributes to the continuing attraction of Abraham Kuyper’s theology of
science. On the one hand, Kuyper did not want to isolate scientists at
Christian institutions from scientists at secular institutions. Although the
precise boundary was fuzzy, Kuyper evidently envisioned a significant degree
of overlap between secular and Christian science. The debacle that took place
after Kuyper’s death at the Synod of Assen (1926) demonstrates the intellec-
tual stalemate between theology and natural science that arises when the
boundary between the Christian and the non-Christian sciences becomes too
firmly fixed by special revelation.”” On the other, Kuyper saw that Christians
must oppose the philosophical worldviews that secular scientists develop out

58 Ibid. My translation.

%9 Kuyper, De Gemeene Gratie 3:488.
7°Ibid., 3:527. My translation.

7t Cf. Stellingwerff, Chapter Seven.




136 THE PRINCETON SEMINARY BULLETIN

of scientific research. Although Kuyper could praise Charles Darwin along |

with Plato, Aristotle and Kant as “geniuses of the highest degree, that
however much also not confessing Christians, have nevertheless expr,essed
very deep thoughts and that possessed this brilliance not from themselves
but received their talents from the God that created them and made therr;
cz}pable of their conceptual work,”7? he nevertheless mistrusted evolutionary
biology and sharply opposed what is now termed “social Darwinism.” In like
manner, although we may draw the boundaries differently, contemporary
Christians are likewise obligated to sort out the legitimate scholarship in the
works of neo-Darwinians like Richard Dawkins from extravagant claims
about the purposelessness of the universe.”?

Of course, defending a creative tension in Kuyper’s theology of science is
not the same as defending an equivocation. And mounting such a defense also
d’oes not mean refraining from criticizing the kind of philosophical specula-
ton that Dooyeweerd opposed in Kuyper’s theology. In my view, the pri-
mary quandary facing contemporary Christian scientists and theolog’-ians who
want to appropriate Abraham Kuyper’s legacy is how to maintain a creative
tension between common grace and particular grace without equivocating
between them and without falling into speculation.

This quandary leads us to Abraham Kuyper’s christology. As Stellingwerff

- makes clear, it was by way of his christology that Kuyper sought to synthesize
common and particular grace—not only in politics, but also in science—
during his final period of intellectual activity.’”* In the second volume of
Common Grace, we already find him pointing out the christological unity of
common and particular grace. Kuyper argued that since God both created
and redeemed the world through Jesus Christ common and particular grace
find their common root in Christ. Jesus Christ is

the root of common grace because he is zhe Sirstborn of all creation and, at
the same time, the root of particular grace because he is the ﬁrytb:)m
ﬁ-omA the dead. There can be no doubt, therefore, that common grace and
particular grace stand already in a very close connection due to their
origin and that this connection lies in the Chrisz.7s

The christ9logical unity of common and particular grace led Kuyper to
prefer the likeness of a single tree with divergent branches to the likeness of

7* Kuyper, D¢ Gemeene Gratie 3:498. My translation.

73 Cf. Richard Dawki ;i : mian Vi ]

Books 1991; ; :u; 32_?vkms, A River Out of Eden: A Darwinian View of Life New York: Basic
7* CE. Stellingwerff, 46-52.
75 Kuyper, De Germeene Gratie 2:645. My translaton.
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pillars of different origins that have been tied together. “On the other hand,
it is a different situation in the case when two branches from the same tree
become intertwined,” Kuyper wrote. “Then both branches still have a com-
mon origin. They both have one root. Before they shot out, they both had a
single life in the same stem.””® Kuyper gave a wonderful twist to his-metaphor
here. The spheres of common and particular grace have a common root in
Christ. After the fall, those spheres diverge like different branches, each
responding differently to the effects of sin upon creation. But the branches
grow together again, retaining their distinction, but forming in their inter-
wovenness a unified canopy of grace. : »

In my view, this eschatological vision of the intertwining of common and
particular grace suggests that the anmtithesis between Christian and non-
Christian need not represent a sundering of the spheres, but a waxing and
waning distinction. It is perhaps because the precise level of distinction
between common and particular grace depends on the stage of the organic
development of history that commentators have found it so difficult to fix
precise boundaries. In any case, this rendering of the metaphor makes clear
the origin and the destiny of common and particular grace: both arise and
come to completion in Christ, the alpha and omega of God’s purposes in
creation.

The organic unity of common grace and particular grace in Jesus Christ
also has particular implications for the theology of science. In my opinion, it
suggests the distinction between Christian and secular science cannot be
made absolute, but must remain relative. I believe the christological unity of
common and particular grace relativizes the antithesis by preventing any
separation between them; Kuyper’s theology points toward the eschatological
reunion of Christian and secular science.

Perhaps the tension in Kuyper’s theology of science may best be main-
tained not by stressing the common roots of Christian and secular science in
creation or by emphasizing the separation of the sciences fostered by the
division of humanity by particular grace but by considering the growth and
development of the sciences in light of God’s providental purposes for
creation. May a doctrine of providence centered in christology provide the
best framework for considering the relationship between common and par-
ticular grace in the sciences? In Common Grace in Science and Art, Kuyper
claimed that divine providence guides the development of the sciences. He
put forward a scientific version of the classic slogan: horminum confusione? Dei

providentia!

7 Ibid. My translation.
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Indeed, science does not come into existence as if one of the best
architects had prepared a detailed blueprint for the building of this
temPle and then the following generations, by mutual agreement, calmly
carried on the work of that original blueprint and so gradually made the
temple rise on high. Instead, the entirety of the temple is built withour a
human blueprint .and without human agreement. ... And when now
across the endless confusion it nevertheless appears that, in the course of
the centuries, a temple is rising out of the apparently disorderly work
that exhibits steady lines, manifests style, and already has us guessing
how the entire building shall be completed, then it mwust be
acknowledged and confessed, that all this work has been imperceptibly
led and directed by an Architect and Artist that nobody sees.””

This line of thinking need not ascribe the growth of the sciences to divine
sefeds planted in creation; Dooyeweerd rightly criticized such speculation as
biblically ungrounded. It also need not succumb to speculation about neces-
sary dialectical stages of development, although Veling may be right to
suggest that Kuyper leaned closely toward Hegel in his ideas about the
providential development of the sciences.”® If we take the providential guid-
ance of the sciences to be a temporal expression of God’s eternal purposes in
ChrlsF, then that activity need not be restricted to any single period of
s?llvatlon history, whether the creation, the federal covenants, or the redemp-
tion of the world. The providential guidance of the sciences also need not
follow a schematic and rationalistic pattern. God is free in Christ to bring
about his purposes in Creation as he sees fit. In sum, a christocentric doctrine
of providence preserves both the commonality of creation and the particu-

laflty of redemption without fusing or sundering Christian and secular
science.

V. CONCLUSION

' I consider that Abraham Kuyper’s christology furnishes the most promis-
ing fulcrum for maintaining the creative tension between Christian and
§ecular science. A christocentric doctrine of providence allows for dynamic
ln.teraction between common grace and particular grace in the sciences
without collapsing the tension between them. Moreover, the doctrine of
providence allows for historical fluctuations in the balance between common
grace and particular grace. Just as Stellingwerff noted that Kuyper empha-

77 Kuyper, De Gemeene Gratie 3:404- i
5 Vel 5 ene 7¢ 3:494-5. My translation.
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sized one aspect of his thought more than the other according to the different
stages of his career, contemporary Christians may feel it necessary to adjust
the relative balance between common and particular grace differently in
different situations. The precise location of the antithesis may move up and
down the levels of the scientific hierarchy that Ratzsch analyzed according to
God’s providential action in history. That is, during some historical periods
Christians may find that the antithesis-motif must predominate even in
fundamental natural sciences and during other periods they may emphasize
the effects of common grace even in so-called moral sciences. The doctrine
of providence is also flexible enough to allow that the balance between the

antithesis and common grace may differ in different disciplines. For example, -

the balance may have tipped toward common grace in the dialogue between
Christian and secular physicists because of the resonance between ‘Big Bang’
cosmology and the Christian concept of creation but toward the andthesis in
the dialogue between Christians and secular environmentalists because of the
dissonance between strands of radical environmentalism and Christian es-
chatology.

Brad Allenby forcefully states the challenge of the contemporary environ-
mental movement to the Christian worldview in his monograph, Observations
on the Philosophical Implications of Earth Systems Engineering. If Allenby is
correct when he claims that Christanity and environmentalism are conflict-
ing ideologies—indeed conflicting theologies—’° and that the conflict be-
tween them reaches all the way down to the level of purportedly objective and
factual “environmental science,”® then Christians may find it necessary to
emphasize the antithesis more than common grace in the environmental
sciences today. The ethical implications of what Allenby terms “environmen-
talist eschatology,” for example, surely cannot be tolerated by Christians.**
Nevertheless, though the antithesis-motif may set the tone for the dialogue,
the doctrine of common grace requires Christians environmentalists to re-
main critically engaged with their “secular” counterparts. The doctrine of
common grace instructs Christians to listen for truths uttered on the other
side of the antithesis, even by “greens” who consider Christianity to be the

ideological enemy.

79 Allenby refers to environmentalism as “the last Great Enlightenment ideology—
perhaps even the greatest existing Christian heresy.” Cf. Brad Allenby, Observations on the
Philosophical Implications of Earth Systems Engineering, Batten Institute Working Paper
(Darden School of Business: University of Virginia, z00z), 79.

8 Cf. Ibid., 76-105.

81 Cf. Ibid., 104.
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In any event, the vision of common grace and particular grace as branches
stemming from a christological root should become, I suggest, the primary
rendering of the organic metaphor in Abraham Kuyper’s theology of science.
Kuyper leaves us with the wonderful image of a mighty and grojying tree
whose branches are weaving both apart and together to form a gnificent
canopy of grace over God’s creation,
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