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Translator’s Introduction

This First Response by Vollenhoven to the Curators of the Free University was located in

the Dooyeweerd Archives at the Historische Documentiecentrum voor het Nederlandse

Protestantisme in Amsterdam (Lade I, 3).

The endnotes are not part of the original text, but represent my own comments.  Some of

these notes refer to the work of Antheunis Janse, who influenced Vollenhoven in his idea

of man as a “living soul.”  Janse’s writings and ideas regarding philosophical

anthropology were also to some extent responsible for Vollenhoven’s lengthy nervous

breakdown beginning in November, 1922.  Correspondence between Janse and

Vollenhoven seems to indicate that Janse introduced the idea of man as a “living soul.”

More research is required relating to the influence of Janse on Vollenhoven.

Vollenhoven’s First Response to the Curators

[page 1]

To the Curators of the Free University of Amsterdam

Respected College!

In answer to your recent document of April 3, no. 68, I am pleased to give the following

answer to your College.

I had known that certain brochures had recently been written and published by my

respected colleague Prof. Hepp.  On reading them, it seemed to me that here and there,

passages from my publications were cited, and that the author opposed what he assumed

to be my opinions.  However, I must state that my views on many points were incorrectly
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set out [in these brochures].  I would like to support this judgment with respect to the two

most important questions.

The first (I) concerns the main contents of the second brochure.  The second (II) concerns

the contents of the third brochure.

I. The main content of the second brochure

For the sake of convenience, my remarks I will follow the headings of the brochure.  I

will therefore successively touch on those parts that concern (A) the continued existence

of the soul, (B) the immortality of the soul and (C) the substantiality of the soul.

A. The continued existence of the soul (after death)

After giving a quotation on p. 10, the author believes that he can state that the continued

existence is “expressly denied” in that quotation.  Now he does not attribute this opinion

to me.1  But I must nevertheless refer to this beginning, since on p. 11, the author speaks

of “others who have not expressed themselves concerning this non-continued existence of

the soul.”  On page 44 he [Hepp] includes me in these ‘others’ [who have not expressed

themselves on this point].  Incorrectly, as can be seen [2from my book Het Calvinisme en

de reformatie der wijsbegeerte, p. 44, where I speak about “the casting off of the body”

and write, “(at the second death), the heart or the soul is already again reunited

[hereenigd] with the body,”] which certainly implies that it [the soul] has previously

continued to exist.3  Furthermore, I later make the following comment regarding the souls

                                                  

1 The quotation may have been from Antheunis Janse.  His 1937 article “Tegen het
Subjectivisme,” De Reformatie (May 21, 1937) is included in Rondom de Reformatie
(Goes: Oosterbaan & Le Cointre, no date).  At p. 45, Janse says that Hepp’s second
brochure cited from Janse’s “Den mensch als levende ziel,” which Janse had published as
a brochure in 1934.
2 JGF: This next line is unfortunately very difficult to read, since the document is a
carbon copy, and this line has been typed over.  This is Dooyeweerd’s copy, and there is
a handwritten note in the margin, where he also tries to decipher the words, but some
words remain unclear.  The reference is to Vollenhoven’s book, Het Calvinisme en de
reformatie van de wijsbegeerte, 1933, [Calvinism and the Reformation of Philosophy, not
translated][‘Calvinism’].  Vollenhoven also repeats this reference later in the letter.
3 JGF: But see his discussion below.  This implication of previous existence does not
seem to follow logically from the use he makes of ‘soul’ in this context.  See also note __
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of those who believe in Christ: “whereas on earth it was often the case that evil desires

came forth, now their souls–purified of those desires–dwells with the Lord.”  Finally,

please refer also to note 40: “otherwise, “to be subjected to death” would mean,

“annihilated.”

The reason that I have not given more attention to this point is that I myself have never

put into doubt the continued existence of the soul after death.  Nor has it come up for

discussion in my presence.  The view put forward by my respected colleague concerning

the passage cited by him on p. 10 is therefore simply untenable.  Colleague Hepp’s

conclusion regarding this passage was “misunderstanding is therefore not possible.”  But

as colleague Ridderbos has already noted with respect to that conclusion, “It seems to me

that it is just here that misunderstanding

[page 2]

actually celebrates its highest triumph.”4

B.  With reference to what my respected colleague writes concerning the second point,

the “immortality of the soul,” may I make three notes here.  In the first note, I discuss the

                                                                                                                                                      

below and the List of Propositions that Vollenhoven submitted to the Curators the next
year.  Online at [http://www.members.shaw.ca/aevum/PropV.html].
4 JGF: It is unclear which writing by Ridderbos is being referred to here.  The book by A.
Janse: Om de levende ziel, (Goes: Oosterbaan & Le Cointre, no date, but after 1939) is a
collection of articles written by Janse going back to 1923.  At p. 42 he quotes Ridderbos’s
review of his book Idolen & Schepselen (Kampen: Kok, 1938).  He says at p. 44 that
Ridderbos says that the vast majority of members of the Reformed [Gereformeerde]
church will disagree with Janse regarding the soul.  It is Ridderbos’s view that when the
Bible refers to ‘heart’ it is referring to the soul (p. 123).  At p. 117, Janse says that
Ridderbos asks whether Janse’s ideas of the soul are also represented by Vollenhoven
and Dooyeweerd.  Janse says that his publication re “living soul” preceded the
publication of Dooyeweerd’s Wijsbegeerte der Wetsidee.  He is referring to his 1934
brochure “De mensch als levende ziel.”  But Janse does not show how Dooyeweerd’s
idea of the supratemporal heart, which does survive death, is very different from Janse’s
(and Vollenhoven’s) ideas.  In Idolen en Schepselen, Janse denies that there is any higher
self in an inner and central sense, as distinct from the (temporal) “living soul” (pp. 20-
21).  This passage from Janse also appears to be the source for Calvin Seerveld’s later
article “A Christian Tin-Can Theory of Man,” (1981) online at
[http://www.asa3.org/ASA/PSCF/1981/JASA6-81Seerveld.html].
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meaning of the word ‘soul.’  In the second, concerning spiritual death.  And finally

concerning the meaning of the word ‘immortality.’

1. The meaning of the word ‘soul’.

With respect to this point, it is easy to establish that the word ‘soul’ has many meanings

in Holy Scripture as well as in linguistic usage.  I will refer to four of these different

meanings.

In the first place, the meaning of “living soul,” which means (among other things), the

whole man as he lives here on earth (Gen. 2:7, 9:5, 12:5 etc. Matt. 2:20, 16:26, Acts

27:37 etc.).  At death, a “living soul” immediately becomes a “dead soul” (Lev. 21:2,

Num. 5:2).

Secondly, ‘soul’ is used to mean a part man, and more precisely, “the heart,” “the inner

man,” “spirit”–at least insofar as this last named word ‘spirit’ does not have other

meanings, which we do not need to discuss at this time.  See for example the saying, “my

soul in me” (Psalms 42 and 43).

Next, ‘soul’ is used in theoretical language in the sense of “the psychical,” as in the word

‘psychology’ [‘psychologie’ or ‘zielkunde’5].

Finally, the term ‘soul’ is also used in philosophy to refer to a whole group of functions,

and more precisely it is usually used in the sense of “that which is higher in man.”

This multiplicity of meanings is naturally not very helpful in obtaining clarity in posing

problems and solving them.  Because of this, I clearly distinguish these meanings.  I

reject the last two on the grounds that they are functionalistic.  In my own conception, I

only use the first two meanings.

It is therefore necessary for anyone who wants to give a knowledgeable critique about my

conception to pay attention to these distinctions, and especially to hold in view the

meanings that I reject and those that I accept.  But I regret to say that my respected

                                                  

5 JGF: Both Dutch words have the same English meaning.  ‘Zielkunde’ is literally
“knowledge of the soul.”
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colleague did not only withhold a discussion of these matters from his readers, but that he

did not pay attention to them himself, as can be seen from the following:

a) On page 33 of Calvinism, I make a sharp distinction between functions and things, and

then I say,

…functions are functions of things and thus one may not proclaim a group
of these thing-functions as being itself a thing.  I am not in the least
denying the distinction between body and soul, which we will discuss in
more detail later.  For whenever we use the words ‘body’ and ‘soul’ in a
Scriptural sense, what we intend by this difference is the diversity set by
God within human life.  But this has nothing to do with groups of
functions that people have arbitrarily promoted to things.  After they have
done this, they wear themselves out in a futile attempt to find an answer to
what is naturally an insoluble puzzle, namely, how it can be that two of
such pseudo-things are evidently yet one.

I therefore use the word ‘pseudo-things’ here to typify a view of the soul that appears in

functionalism, a view that I specifically reject.  See also page 44, line 12 of Calvinism,

where it is said of Scripture, “also here it is not functionalistic.”

Nevertheless colleague Hepp writes at p. 16 [of the Second Brochure]:

[page 3]

Body and soul therefore express a diversity set by God in human
life…That is why he means by the qualification ‘pseudo-things”…In this
way he finally reduces everything to functions.  This functionalism…

As can be seen, my respected colleague has hear not only incorrectly cited my view, but

he ascribes to me a view that I had expressly rejected in the passage he had previously

cited!

b) But he [Hepp] has also missed the distinction between both meanings of the word

‘soul’ that I do accept.  That appears from his version of my view concerning the (first)

death.

On pages 42 and 43 of Calvinism, having first referred to the spiritual background of this

death–namely the complete corruption of man–I again refer to the teaching of Holy

Scripture in this way:

But also with the particular details, Scripture sounds a totally different
tone than that given by the philosopher Plutarch: here it is not
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functionalistic.  Certainly, death is separation.  But in the foreground is the
breaking of the covenant in which man lives as “a living soul” in relation
to his surroundings–whether or not he is a child of God…in the second
(death) the heart or the soul is already reunited with the body.

Here I clearly speak about the ‘soul’ in two senses: the first time I am referring to “man

as a ‘living soul.’”  In the second case, I am referring to “the heart or the soul,” first about

the soul as “living soul”–thus about man as a whole before the first death, and next about

the soul in the sense of “the heart”–thus, about the soul as it will be reunited with the

body at the resurrection.  For the body is only a part of the whole man, and it is therefore

impossible to identify it with the whole man.  Now with respect to this point, colleague

Hepp says at page 33: “A reuniting of body and soul at the Last Day therefore becomes

impossible.”  And elsewhere he says: “This would certainly be in conflict with what he

teaches concerning man as a living soul” (p. 34).6  I can only explain such statements [by

Hepp] that he has not paid attention to the distinction mentioned above of the meanings

[of ‘soul’] that I do accept.  For if one does in fact pay attention to this terminological

clarification, then it is difficult to see why agreement with Lord’s Days 1 and 22 of the

Heidelberg Catechism would be in conflict with holding to the proposition that the term

‘living soul’ is used by Holy Scripture to refer to the whole man.  And this is also of

significance for philosophic thought of our day.  Problems arise only when it

[philosophy] does not think along the lines of Holy Scripture.

 2.  Secondly, may I suggest that we look at what colleague Hepp writes about my

supposed view concerning spiritual death.  In a concerned way, he asks, “For those who

hold to this view, what does this imply about spiritual death…?” (p. 30).

                                                  

6 JGF: Hepp’s point seems to be that if the whole man perishes at death, then there is
nothing that is reunited with the body.  Vollenhoven’s response seems to be that at the
resurrection, both soul and body (as different parts of the temporal man that were
completely corrupted) are reunited.  But that does not really answer Hepp’s question.
How can Vollenhoven claim that after death, and before the resurrection, we are “with
Christ” if there is nothing left over of man at death.  For it is clear from Vollenhoven’s
later List of Propositions that there is nothing inherently immortal about the soul, and that
it is only at the Last Day that God grants immortality to His children.  The issue does not
arise in Dooyeweerd’s philosophy, since for Dooyeweerd, the supratemporal heart
survives death.



7

With respect to this concern, I have really no other response than to say that I have not

used the term ‘spiritual death’!  This expression is used to refer to the situation of

complete corruption.  After the fall into sin, man–and in particular his soul (in the

meaning of his heart)–finds himself in this situation, under the wrath of God.  Well, on

pages 42-43 of Calvinism, I wrote very extensively about this situation:

In the first place, Holy Scripture informs us that the human race has been
corrupted by sin.  Death therefore affects not only Adam, but also all who
were included in him.

[page 4]

And whoever knows what he is saying cannot say this without such an
assertion becoming a groan as in Paul, who says, “For they have all sinned
and missed the glory of God.”7  That therefore applies to each individual
member of the human race.  And it does not affect merely a part of his
existence, but the whole of his life.  For his heart is untrustworthy–yes,
from out of just that heart, out of which are the issues of life,8 come forth
evil thoughts and all sorts of other horrors, which make him impure.9

Here I must note that this paragraph [in my book Calvinism] precedes the part about the

first and second death, and so those ideas cannot be separated from it.  The reference on

page 44 of Calvinism to “in the foreground” therefore does not intend to give a general

definition to the concept of death; it is merely correlated to what is “secondary” in the

following paragraph.

For that matter, the whole purpose of our work is nothing but an unfolding of the

antithesis against the philosophy that goes in the left direction, and that tries to do without

                                                  

7 JGF: The reference appears to be to Rom. 3:23: “For all have sinned and come short of
the glory of God.”
8 JGF: The reference is to Prov. 4:23: “Keep thy heart with all diligence, for out of it are
the issues of life.”  But Vollenhoven does not seem to use this in the same way that
Dooyeweerd does.  For Dooyeweerd, this is a reference to the supratemporal heart, out of
which come all its temporal expressions.  Vollenhoven does not accept the supratemporal
heart, and so emphasizes the trustworthiness, what he later called the “left and right”
directions of the heart–following God’s will or rejecting God’s will in this life, but
without a supratemporal/temporal distinction being implied.
9 JGF: The reference appears to be to Matt. 15:18: “But those things which proceed out of
the mouth come forth from the heart; and they defile the man.”
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the Word of God.  And this is precisely because it finds itself in the middle of this

spiritual death!

It seems that colleague Hepp has not seen this.  This therefore seems to suggest that he

has missed the connection between the deepest motive for our work and this spiritual

death.  Only in this way can I explain his attempt to relate our work to a desire for

originality.  But our revised way of setting out these problems and answers, which we

discovered by quietly listening to Scripture, is rather something that we have gratefully

received as a blessing.  As if we believed that the Kingdom of God concerned originality,

and not being true in the service done out of love, through both the good and evil rumours

[about our work]!

3. The previous notes have touched on the cardinal point.  The question of immortality is

for us little more than a matter of clarification of terminology.

I therefore referred to it only in the footnotes (fn 40, second half), and I did not devote

more than a half page to the topic.  And there I proceed on the basis of the distinction

between “continued existence” [voortbestaan] and “putting on immortality”

[onsterfelijkheid aangedaan hebben].  My motive was not to thereby biblicistically bind

philosophy to the terms of Holy Scripture–for our work teems with terms that you will

look for there in vain!  I must really speak of a multiplicity of motives here.  For there are

at least three that are valid here.  In the first place we musts note that in the left-handed

philosophy, this term [‘immortality’] frequently has a most dangerous sound: to speak of

‘immortality’ is frequently connected to the ignoring of the distinction between the Great

God and His creation, and it often then has a meaning that is directly opposed to the basic

idea [grondgedachte] of Holy Scripture.  Secondly, in the practice of my profession as a

servant of the Word, I have previously learned that serious-minded members of the

community, whenever they come into contact with representatives of the doctrine of

“conditional immortality” sometimes had continued difficulty to clearly refute the

supposed proof-texts that were given in support of this error.  In the third place, the old

manner of speaking [‘immortality’] bumps up against this objection, that spiritually, both

the first and second death concern the soul (in its narrower sense), and therefore to speak

of an “immortal soul” leads to the acceptance of the contradiction, that the soul is at the
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same time both mortal and immortal.  It was these difficulties that first drove me to

investigate more closely the way that language is used in Holy Scripture.  There I found

[page 5]

an answer that helped me out of all the difficulties that I have mentioned.  I summarized

the results in the passage indicated.  Regarding what was negative, I referred to what

Prof. Lindeboom; also de Cock, Dr. A. Kuyper Sr. and Dr. H. Bavinck had expressed

regarding death along those lines.  After the publication of my book, I have repeatedly

noted that the distinction between continued existence and immortality brought

clarification.  Upon closer inspection, the objection that Matthew 10:28 offers a

counterexample is not valid.10  For the idea that the soul (in its narrow sense) cannot be

killed by man but only by God can only with difficulty be interpreted in terms of

‘immortality,’ at least when we proceed from the fact that everyone’s subjection to death,

and certainly that of being “destroyed in hell” finds its basis in the wrath of God.

[Hepp’s view that] Matt. 10:28 is a “granite rock” that will dash to pieces “this opinion”

appears on closer inspection to be little more than the frozen cement of an interpretation

that per se wants to hang on to the old use of language, even though that usage causes

confusion.11

Since the continued existence of the soul (in the narrow sense) after death is simply not

open to discussion, there can also be no talk of any relation between the distinctions that I

have developed here, and a denial of this continued existence.  Just as little does this

explanation imply that we would not agree with the rejection of the doctrines of soul

sleep and of the repetition of the separation between body and soul in confessional

assertions that are formulated using the term ‘immortality.’12  We subscribe

wholeheartedly, again and again, to the rejection of these ideas.

                                                  

10 JGF: Matt. 10:28: “And fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the
soul: but rather fear him which is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.”
11 JGF: I don’t find this to be a convincing refutation of Hepp’s objection.
12 JGF: Vollenhoven uses complicated sentences, denying that he would reject these
doctrines.  He could certainly use simpler language. But more importantly, his denial of
soul sleep seems to be based on his rejection of any soul that survives death, and not
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C. There remains the question of the “substantiality” of the soul.  For my opinion on this

point, and in order to avoid duplication, I would refer you to the note of my ally

[medestander], colleague Dooyeweerd, which you recently received.13

II. The main content of the third brochure

This publication is different from the previous [brochures] in that it relates more to a part

from the historical part of my book Calvinism.

Here, too, I do not want to burden your College with all kinds of details.  Therefore I will

be content to discuss the central question, that of “anhypostatos.”

The questions that arise regarding this point are rather complicated.  A theoretical

discussion of these problems would require the writing of a broader treatment.14  If I see

the matter correctly, it concerns a totally different question than the one that I have

asserted does not threaten the principles of our University.  For that reason, I will limit

myself to discussing the accusations that colleague Hepp has made in connection with my

objections against the idea of anhypostatos.

                                                                                                                                                      

because he denies the doctrine that an immortal soul is sleeping until the resurrection.  As
I understand his view, man is wholly temporal, and dies in his entirety.  He is kept “with
Christ” only in the sense that he will be resurrected at the Last Day (provided that he is a
child of God).  But until then, man is dead.  K.A. Bril was the assistant to Vollenhoven,
and he has said that Vollenhoven emphasized that resurrection was a resurrection “of the
dead.”  Cf. Antheunis Janse: Van Idolen en Schepselen (Kampen: Kok, 1938).  At p. 83,
Janse says that it is not man’s immortal soul that is with God after death, but that man is
maintained by God’s Providence in his state of being dead.  He emphasizes at p. 62 that
Lazarus himself was in his grave before being called forth, and that we should not speak
of blessed souls in heaven, since the desire for resurrection is then not as strong (p. 65).
13 JGF: The fact that he Vollenhoven refers to Dooyeweerd on the point of substantiality,
but not on the point of immortality, is itself an indication of disagreement between them,
although both Vollenhoven and Dooyeweerd were trying to maintain a united front
against the scholastic idea of a dualistic view of body and soul.
14 JGF: The Curators did in fact require such a broader handling of the topic.  They asked
Vollenhoven to write an article about it.  He wrote the article in 1940, about 4 years after
the investigation by the Curators had begun. See D.H. Th. Vollenhoven: “Anhypostatos?”
online at [http://www.aspecten.org/vollenhoven/40a.htm].
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With respect to this point, may I direct your attention to the following: (A) The title of the

brochure, (B) the authority of [the doctrine of] the anhypostatos, (C) the meanings of this

term, (D) the train of thought of the brochure, and finally closing with (E), my

conclusion.

(A) The title of the brochure

Even the title that colleague Hepp chose for this publication is open to serious

objection.15  For this heading suggests that my objections against the idea of anhypostatos

[page 6]

somehow put into question the mystery of the union of both natures [of Christ].

In fact, nothing is less correct than that [assertion by Hepp].

For at p. 141 of Calvinism, I said,

The whole unitary relation between God and man in the Mediator is a
relation that in no way finds an analogy in the cosmos.  It can no more
find its analogy in the union between two people as between two “parts of
one and the same person.”

From that it is already evident that I bully confess both the union of the Person of the Son

with human nature and the result of this act of salvation of the LORD–thus of the being

united of both natures in a unity of the Person.  And at the same time I understand this as

a reality sui generis.  Whoever, like this writer [Vollenhoven], sees reality in concepts,

but only such concepts that he can arrive at by the process of human thought, will

therefore never arrive be able to view this mystery as a concept.  Rather, he will

thankfully confess that in this mystery is found the origin of all restored life. And

therefore also [the origin] of all thought that has been sanctified by Christ, and all

Christian forming of concepts.

To make objections against the term ‘anhypostatic human nature” would therefore only

come into conflict with the acknowledgement of the mystery of the incarnation if this
                                                  

15 JGF: The third volume is Symptomen: De vereeniging van de beide naturen van
Christus (Kampen: Kok, 1937).  It may be translated as “Symptoms: The union of both
natures of Christ.”  The word ‘symptoms’ refers to Hepp’s analysis of the illness that he
is diagnosing in the books he is criticizing.
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term were to validly describe this mystery.  That is in fact so little the case, that if one

were to allow this term to affect what is confessed in the dogma of the relation of the

human nature to the Person of the Son, the unity of the Mediator would rather be thereby

denied than acknowledged.  For anyone who confesses that, since the incarnation, the

human nature of the Mediator has been inseparably connected with the Person of the

Son16, it is impossible to then typify this human nature as being without (this) Hypostase!

[Person].

But if the said view is incorrect, then one must acknowledge that the said term aims

exclusively at describing the state of human nature.  And if objections were brought

against this term, they would only touch the acknowledged mystery [of the incarnation] if

I taught that the human nature should be or have a (human) hypostase (person), or if it

should also be hypostatic (personality).

And that is not the case at all.  As proof of this may I refer to my book Calvinism, note

188, first sentence.  There I state that Holy Scripture only knows about hypostasis for

man in the sense of rest, to which is proper all trust in God.  This is certainly not

something lacking in the Mediator, who is always closely united with God.

So it already appears from the title that the author [Hepp] has neglected to seriously

investigate the basic ideas of my conception.

(B) The authority of [the doctrine of] the anhypostatos

A second question that arises here concerns the authority of the term ‘anhypostatic

human nature.’

This expression does not appear in Holy Scripture.  Nor does it appear in the dogma.

It is true that many people believe that the idea of anhypostatos is included in the dogma.

But already after the publication of my book Calvinism, it appeared to me that the

corrected of the said presupposition was not at all beyond doubt.  However much it was

sought, a proof for this could not be discovered.  And colleague Hepp has also explained

                                                  

16 JGF: This belief seems to be that Christ will have a human nature throughout eternity.
That seems to be Vollenhoven’s view.
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that it cannot be found in the Christological decisions of previous Church Councils (p.

48).

[page 7]

For various reasons, that requires serious consideration.

1. Viewed superficially, one might suppose that ‘anhypostatos’ had been included

involuntarily in the dogma.  Facts in favour of this train of thought are in the first place

how easily this misunderstanding arises.  As already mentioned, ‘anhypostatos’ is

frequently supposed to mean the same thing as “in unity of the Person” and it is not seen

that it contains its own totally different content.  And secondly the opinion, that the

dogma must contain this as a rejection of the Nestorian heresy.

Note.  Let’s look further into this idea.  It is also not correct.  It is true that the

representatives of the ‘anhypostatos’ rejected Nestorianism.  But first, they are not alone

in rejecting it; there are also important groups of opponents of Nestorius who did not

accept the anhypostatos. I need only refer here to the monophysites in the narrower sense,

the duo-personalists (e.g. Occam), the mystics who teach that human nature also was

hypostatized in the Mediator, and also Rome.  And secondly, we must also be careful that

the positive background of anhypostatos contains much more than a rejection of

Nestorianism.  And of course it is just in that “much more” that what is questionable is

hidden.

2.  But despite this double misunderstanding, perhaps previously the use of this term

brought some good, yet the dogmatic attitude of the Church did not play any role here.

The anhypostatos remained outside of dogma.  And that was not just a matter of chance,

but because the realm of ideas from which it came did not correspond to that of the

Church.  Naturally, this proposition requires further information, which can only be

offered in the following [part of this letter].  But even here it should be noted that if the

anhypostsatos were really contained in the Chalcedon Creed, it would be difficult to

understand how the most well-known proponent of this term in the fifth century, Julian of

Halicarnassus belonged to the heretics and had to write under a pseudonym.  And on the

other hand, his orthodox opponent rejected the anhypostatos very soon after Chalcedon!
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That is sufficient to demonstrate that the anhypostatos is no more than a theologoumenon,

and not in the least one that is undisputed.

Of course that does not yet show the disadvantage of using this term.  But we may

already state that there is no Scriptural or dogmatic authority for the term ‘anhypostatos.’

From this it follows that objections brought against this term do not touch on either belief

in the Holy Scriptures or on Church dogma.  They concern only the interpretation of

Church dogma.  But this means that, even if it may turn out that such objections are

unfounded, it is not proper to view them as in conflict with the authority of Scripture and

dogma.   Whenever this in fact occurs, then there must have occurred an [incorrect]

identification of dogma and theologoumenon.  An identification that amounts to mixing

up confession and theory and of church and school, which can only be detrimental for

both of them.  Damaging for both, thus also for the school.  Especially for a University

like ours, for such an identification is directly in conflict with the conception that its

founder [Abraham Kuyper] had in view, and that also lies at the foundation of its

preservation.

(C) The meanings of the term ‘anhypostatos’

The term ‘anhypostatic human nature’ thus has a dogmatological basis.  That does not at

all to say that the term is not important.  Dogmatics always has a prominent place in the

factors that can be of influence in the formation of dogma.  Furthermore, the

dogmatological terminology is in this case also of philosophical importance.

[page 8]

For the question of the ‘anhypostatic human nature’ concerns philosophy no less than

dogmatics.  Already terminologically one has to do here with a dogmatological manner of

speaking in which a piece of philosophical anthropology has been assimilated.  That is

then also the reason that I entered into the subject in my book.

Now originally, I knew this term as having only one meaning in synthesis philosophy; I

referred to it as “monophysite.”  I still did not know of the existence of the other

meanings.  In that way it happened that the description that I gave was not accurate

enough, and although it was only terminologically and wholly unintentional, that was
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apparently also the opinion under which colleague Hepp classified it, an opinion that was

still unknown to me and in my opinion not monophysite.  It should have been already

known to him [Hep] from my articles in de Standaard that since 1933, I have been

working on clarifying my terminology.

But although today I distinguish more than one meaning of the said term, and although

the classification “monophysite” did not seem to me to fit the other meanings, that does

not mean to say that my objections against this term have been diminished.  For apart

from the multiplicity of meanings, which is never good for the theoretical value of a term,

I find that everywhere that a philosophical foundation for this term is offered, I come

across an individualistic subjectivism.  And in my view, that is difficult to fit with a

Calvinistic conception, especially in our day, where we find on the one hand a

personalism and on the other hand a universalistic mysticism, which appear to be not

devoid of danger.  And the preliminary working out of his opinion, which colleague Hepp

has offered, has not convinced me of the contrary.  Even apart from [its affect on] the

doctrine concerning the Mediator, the proposition that individuality implies humiliation

appears very debatable to me.

 (D) The train of thought of [Hepp’s] brochure

Colleague Hepp assumes a dilemma: that one either must accept anhypostatos or fall into

error.  Now on the basis of the previous discussion, this way of putting the problem

appears to me to be incorrect from the very outset.  Because colleague Hepp really

accepts it as his basis, he must then ascribe errors to me, albeit they are of such a kind

that I have, at least in part, expressly opposed.  (Nestorianism, see Calvinism. –And

duopersonalism, see Calvinism.  And Dr. Zuidema’s fully armoured [geharnaste] critique

on Occam17–)  And I do not accept those [other] parts [of anhypostatos] that I have not

yet dealt with (the teaching of the mystics of a personal human nature).  From this we

may conclude that the horrible consequences that are implied by these errors are not in

the least contained in my conception.

                                                  

17 JGF: The text here says ‘Occan.’  But the reference appears to be to Sytse Ulbe
Zuidema: De Philosophie van Occam in zijn commentaar op de sententiën (Hilversum:
Schipper, 1936).
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(E) Conclusion

In my view, the misunderstandings in the third brochure are rooted in the fact that it

proceeds from the incorrect dilemma that I have mentioned.  For although colleague

Hepp may view me as an ally [bondgenoot] in the fight against all the errors that he

ascribes to me, that does not imply my acceptance of the positive content that

anhypostatos has been shown to possess in its philosophical foundations.

To proceed on the basis of this dilemma rather shows that colleague Hepp did not

penetrate to the basic idea of my work.  For the Philosophy of the law-Idea18 refuses to

accept dilemmas like that.  It allows us to see through the incorrect setting up of problems

in terms of “personal or impersonal” (which is not the same as “not personal”),

“mysticism or gnosis,” “irrational or rational,” “subjectivistic or objectivistic.”

[page 9]

And whoever thinks he must accept one of these dilemmas, and then chooses the side of

one of the related alternatives, must necessarily make a mistake whenever he ascribes the

other [alternative] to this conception [i.e. Vollenhoven’s conception].

With the above, I trust that I have fulfilled the wish of Your College to be informed in

more detail.

With due respect,

Your willing and obliging,

[D.H.Th. Vollenhoven]

                                                  

18 JGF: Surprisingly, Vollenhoven here includes himself as an adherent of the Philosophy
of the law-Idea, whereas in his Isagoogè, he says that the Philosophy of the Law-Idea is
not the same.  But here, he and Dooyeweerd were trying to maintain a common front.


