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Christ in the Gallery of Images

Christianity is . . . the fulfillment of what was vaguely hinted in all the religions at their best.  What was vaguely seen in all of them all comes into focus in Christianity - just as God Himself comes into focus by becoming a Man.
											C. S. Lewis

According to a sociological survey by Adherents.com www.adherents.com/Religions_By_Adherents.html, the people of the modern world follow twenty-two broadly classified religions.  Of these, four have more than nine hundred million members: 33% of Earth’s population hold to Christianity, 21% to Islam, 16% answered “nonreligious” or “no religious preference”, and 14% follow Hinduism.  The rest of the twenty-two major religions taper off into fractions of a percent, and certainly there are countless unclassified beliefs and variations within the larger religions.  To make the variety of beliefs even more immense, this survey only accounts for one moment in all the history of mankind.  From a Christian standpoint, what is the meaning of this vast amount of human knowledge?  If one believes that truth is found in God’s word, the Bible, it is obvious that all the philosophies and metaphysical systems developed throughout history cannot be completely true.  Yet for all their contradictions and failures, they are still man’s attempts to understand the world around him and discover how the divine relates to the human and physical world.  How does a Christianity relate to other philosophies and religions, even while disagreeing with their teachings?

G. W. F. Hegel, a widely influential German intellectual of the early 19th century, develops a unique and influential assessment of the history of philosophy in his book Phenomenology of Spirit.  Hegel’s account of history is centered around the World Spirit and what he calls its “externalizations”: he asserts that all religions are manifestations of the World Spirit in space and time.  He describes history as “a conscious, self-mediating process - Spirit emptied out into Time.  . . .  This . . . presents a slow-moving succession of Spirits, a gallery of images, each of which . . . moves thus slowly just because the Self has to penetrate and digest this entire wealth of its substance.”  For Hegel, history is a slowly unfolding process, illustrated by the analogy of an art gallery.  Paintings, representing all the worldviews which appear throughout history, are presented one by one to the viewer, who absorbs each new idea as it is introduced.

Each new system has developed from the previous one, although they may seem disconnected.  Hegel explains,  “In . . . this new existence the Spirit has to start afresh to bring itself to maturity as if . . . it had learned nothing from the experience of the earlier Spirits.  . . .  But recollection, the inwardizing of that experience, has preserved . . . the substance.”  Every new philosophy, as it develops in history, rejects the previous one, although both are externalizations of the same World Spirit; as the viewer absorbs and internalizes these worldviews, the connection between each manifestation of Spirit becomes apparent.  This progression of philosophical systems has the goal of displaying a full revelation of the World Spirit.  Hegel views truth as a constantly developing object: the World Spirit, which represents absolute truth, is not a static divinity, but continually progresses as new images are revealed in the gallery.  Hegel finds absolutes in the process of human history, not in an objective list of dogmatic principles.

Saint Anselm of Canterbury, a prominent Christian philosopher and theologian of the eleventh century, takes a directly opposing view of both history and the nature of truth.  His book Cur Deus Homo details what he believes to be the central event in human history: the incarnation of Jesus, the Christian Messiah.  For Anselm, this event is not only the culmination of all time, but representative of eternal and unchanging truth.

Anselm begins his study of the incarnation by stating that “as death came upon the human race by the disobedience of man, it was fitting that by man’s obedience life should be restored.”  This follows the Apostle Paul’s teaching in Romans 5:19: “For as by the one man’s disobedience the many were made sinners, so by the one man’s obedience the many will be made righteous.”  Anselm and Paul both refer to the fact that sin and death became part of human nature by the disobedience of the first man, Adam.  Therefore, sin and death must be overcome through the actions of a man descended from Adam.  Further, Anselm understands how necessary it is for man’s transgression to be made right with God.  He writes, “To sin is . . . not to render to God His due.  . . .  So then, everyone who sins ought to pay back the honor of which he has robbed God; and this is the satisfaction which every sinner owes to God.  . . .  It is not fitting for God to pass over anything in His kingdom undischarged.”  A man who sins either does what God has forbidden or does not do what God has commanded.  Since God requires perfect obedience from all men, this is an offense to God’s honor that must be put right.  Even the smallest disobedience is a severe transgression of God’s holy law, for as James 2:10 says, “Whoever keeps the whole law and yet stumbles in one point, he has become guilty of all.”  The payment for any sin is death: God told His prophet in Ezekiel 18:4, “the soul who sins shall die.”

Often, men try to avoid acknowledging the Biblical relation of transgression to death by claiming that living a good life will make up for their occasional sins.  Anselm’s response to this belief is, “When you render anything to God which you owe Him, irrespective of your past sin, you should not reckon this as the debt which you owe for sin, [for] you owe God every one of those things.”  A good life and obedience to God are required of a man whether or not he has ever sinned, and cannot be used as payment for the debt of disobedience.  God has declared in His word that “the wages of sin is death” Romans 6:23  and “the soul who sins shall die”; if a man commits but one sin, he must die.  All the good deeds in the world are not enough to repay the debt owed.

Mankind, through Adam’s sin, has inherited a disposition to disobey God and thereby defame His honor.  Satisfaction for this debt must be paid - to overlook disobedience would violate God’s justice - and it must be paid by a man, since by man sin was brought into human nature.  The payment demanded for sin is death, not a life of good deeds, as some claim.  Once he has sinned, man can only pay for his transgression through death, and Isaiah 53:6 declares that “all [men] . . . have gone astray” into sin, which means that all men are doomed to death.  This is the hopeless condition of humankind, which can only be healed by Christ’s incarnation.  Anselm explains why the incarnation is the only escape for man: “It is necessary that the same being should be perfect God and perfect man, in order to make this atonement.  For he cannot and ought not to do it, unless he be very God and very man.  Since then it is necessary that the God-man preserve the completeness of each nature, it is not less necessary that these two natures be united entire in one person.”  Because He was a man, it was appropriate for Christ to reconcile the debt of sin incurred by the first man, Adam, and his descendants.  Because He was God, Christ was capable of living a perfect life, and had no sins of His own to atone for.  The union of these two natures, divine and human, filled all the requirements to repay the debt of sin.  Therefore, the incarnation of the Son of God is what saves guilty man from certain death.

Anselm’s chronicle of Christ’s incarnation is static, objective, and isolated from surrounding events; this contrasts with Hegel’s view of truth as dynamic and constantly progressing.  Hegel includes an account of religion in the Phenomenology of Spirit, and relates an explanation of the incarnation.  He associates it with the dynamic progression of truth in history, beginning with a discussion of Stoicism, a philosophy that was developed prior to the appearance of Christianity.

Stoicism aims, as Hegel writes, “to be free, and to maintain that lifeless indifference which steadfastly withdraws from the bustle of existence . . . into the simple essentiality of thought.”  Stoicism is a philosophy which focuses on the importance of the mind and thought above the everyday practicality of existence.  Hegel then describes Skepticism, which is “the realization of that which Stoicism was only the Notion, and is the actual experience of what the freedom of thought is.”  A Skeptic holds the philosophical position that one should avoid the postulation of final truths; his method is one of suspended judgment, systematic doubt, and criticism. www.wikipedia.org   Skepticism is an extension of a Stoic worldview.  Although they wish to be released from the material world, Stoics still discuss and judge both the physical and metaphysical realms, while Skeptics go further, attempting to rise above the confused uncertainty of existence into the perfect isolation of doubt and disbelief.

Skepticism progresses into a new stage of philosophical knowledge, the “Unhappy Consciousness”, because of fallacies within Skeptic philosophy.  Hegel explains that Skepticism “recognizes that its freedom lies in rising above all the confusion and contingency of existence, and at another time equally admits to a relapse into occupying itself with what is unessential.  . . .  The Unhappy Consciousness is the consciousness of self as a dual-natured, merely contradictory thing.”  The Skeptic doubts because he believes that the complicated disorder of existence must be escaped, but in so doing he makes a statement about the nature of existence and therefore concerns himself with what he has declared unessential.  When he becomes aware of the duality of his nature - the contradiction of both rejecting and asserting absolutes - he has progressed into the Unhappy Consciousness.

Hegel continues, “the Unhappy Consciousness itself is the gazing of one self-consciousness into another.  . . .  One of them, viz. the simple Unchangeable, it takes to be the essential Being; but the other, the protean Changeable, it takes to be the unessential.  . . .  [The Unhappy Consciousness] identifies itself with the changeable consciousness, and takes itself to be the unessential Being.”  The Unhappy Consciousness contains two opposite natures within itself: one, which is simple, unchangeable, and universal, it sees as the higher and more important, and the other is less significant because of its individuality and changeableness.  Being contradictory and individual, the Unhappy Consciousness identifies itself with the lower, changeable nature.  To reconcile the struggle within itself, it must find a way to be fully unified and reconciled with the universal Unchangeable.  This is impossible, unless the Unhappy Consciousness’s “efforts . . . are directed . . . to setting aside its relation with the pure formless Unchangeable, and to coming into relation only with the Unchangeable in its embodied or incarnate form.”  The Unhappy Consciousness wishes to reconcile its internal struggle by becoming one with the Unchangeable.  However, this may be accomplished not by a relationship with the Unchangeable in its pure, abstract form, but by a relationship with the embodied, individual form of the Unchangeable.

This is Hegel’s account of the growth of Religion.  The Incarnate Unchangeable is the Universal in individual, personal shape, which may therefore relate to the individual Unhappy Consciousness.  “Through this middle term,” Hegel explains, “the one extreme, the Unchangeable, is brought into relation with the unessential consciousness; . . . this middle term is one which presents the two extremes to one another, and ministers to each in its dealings with the other.  This middle term is itself a conscious Being [the mediator].”  The Unhappy Consciousness, unable to reconcile its contradictory, changeable individuality to the Unchangeable universal, comes into relation with the Unchangeable through a “middle term” or mediator, which is the Incarnate Unchangeable.  Hegel describes Religion as man’s union with God through a mediator: man was an individual Unhappy Consciousness, unable to have a relationship with God, the great universal Unchangeable.  Through the embodied, individual form of the Unchangeable, which can only be Christ, the incarnate Son of God, the two are reconciled and united with each other.

For Hegel, religion, specifically the Christian tenet of Christ’s incarnation, is one of countless periods in the progression of the World Spirit.  Stoicism leads to Skepticism, which produces the Unhappy Consciousness, which is necessarily followed by Religion, a relationship with the Incarnate Unchangeable.  Religion is not the final stage in the process, but according to Hegel, develops into Reason and the Beautiful Soul, the next phases.  Christianity is one image in a constantly expanding gallery that reveals the truth of the World Spirit.

Hegel’s and Anselm’s accounts of the incarnation are strikingly similar.  Hegel’s description of the Unhappy Consciousness, a miserable being who feels keenly his separation from the universal Unchangeable, parallels Anselm’s portrayal of broken sinners who are unable to be reconciled to God by their own efforts.  The Incarnate Unchangeable, a mediator who joins the Individual and Universal, is analogous to Christ, the mediator who makes reconciliation between God and man possible.  However, Anselm and Hegel differ in their explanations of why man is initially separated from the divine.  For Anselm, man is unable to be reconciled to God because of the debt of sin, whereas Hegel’s Unhappy Consciousness is divided from the Universal by his very nature.  Anselm and other Christians believe that man’s nature is capable of communion with God.  Genesis 3:8 says that God walked in the garden of Eden to speak with Adam and Eve, and they hid because of their sinful offense against Him; man’s separation from God is unnatural and brought about by the debt of sin.  This is very different from the Unhappy Consciousness, whose separation from the Unchangeable is not because of a broken relationship but because the Unchangeable is completely foreign and unknowable.  According to Hegel, man cannot reach the divine because their natures are fundamentally unrelated, but Anselm believes man and God are separated by man’s debt of sin.

While Hegelian and Christian views of man disagree, the Hegelian divinity, the World Spirit, parallels the Christian God in the sense that both work to reveal themselves through history.  Just as Hegel claims the World Spirit can be known by examining human history, Christianity teaches that God’s hand is visibly at work in the world of His creation.  The Bible says that “the heavens declare the glory of God, and the sky above proclaims His handiwork” Psalm 19:1 and “the king’s heart is a stream of water in the hand of the Lord; He turns it wherever He will.” Proverbs 21:1   If the heavens and skies, which are God’s creation, display His glory and kingship, so much more does the complex history of mankind, which is an even greater work of His creative powers.  God directs the actions of kings and rulers, guiding these powerful men and their nations to work His will in history.  The rise and fall of worldviews and their development into new cultural thoughts and philosophies is orchestrated by God to reveal His greatness to men.  In this, Hegel’s view of the World Spirit’s divine intervention in human history is consistent with the Christian God.

Hegel’s outline of philosophical history leading up to the rise of Christianity details his position that history is a logically flowing process; one idea and event naturally develops into the next.  Stoicism’s natural extension is Skepticism, and the flaws in Skepticism lead the way to an uncertain, struggling Unhappy Consciousness whose problems are only solved by the intervention of the Incarnate Unchangeable and the growth of Religion.  It may seem to tarnish the glory of Christ’s appearance in human history to place Him among the rise and fall of other philosophies, but Galatians 4:4-5 states that “when the fullness of time had come, God sent forth His Son, born of woman, born under the law, to redeem those who were under the law.”  This corresponds with both Hegel’s and Anselm’s view of the incarnation.  Hegel’s view is correct because Christ entered the world in “the fullness of time”, at a period in history both appropriate and specifically chosen.  The incarnation did not occur  arbitrarily, but fit with the flow of human events and thought systems designed and directed by God.  The passage also states that Christ came to redeem men “under the law”, which corresponds with Anselm’s position that men are condemned by God’s holy law judging their debt of sin.

The passage in Galatians shows that God works in human history in a way that is similar to the World Spirit’s externalizations.  Hegel’s divinity is revealed through dynamic truth: as the number of philosophies followed by mankind continues to grow, the truth of the World Spirit likewise grows.  Hegelian absolutes are constantly growing and progressing.  This contrasts with Anselm’s static and objective account of the truth of the Incarnation.  Since God reveals Himself in history, which obviously progresses continuously, what is the place of dynamic truth in Christianity?  Do absolutes change or advance to new levels like the revelations of the World Spirit?

There is an element of God’s revelation that is missing from the World Spirit’s. Although both can be seen in the events and philosophies of human history, only God has spoken directly to men in the Bible and sent His Son to live in the world as the embodied form of the divine.  Both Christ’s teachings during His life among men and the truth written in the Bible are specific, unchanging revelations which can be relied upon as concrete and absolute.  The more general revelation of God in history is not as easily understood, and often Christians disagree about what it discloses of God and His truth.  However, the words in the Bible and Christ’s entry into the sphere of humanity supply a center, a point from which men can derive and measure all other knowledge.  A clear, believing understanding of the incarnation of Christ, such as described by Anselm, furnishes a guide for comprehending and organizing the history of human belief.  The static truth revealed in Christ’s incarnation and the Bible, which balance the dynamic truth revealed in history, are missing from the World Spirit’s revelation.  The Spirit does not provide men with any universal, concrete knowledge other than what they can derive from philosophical history, which is often obscure and difficult to comprehend.  For Christians, a Hegelian view of history must be accompanied by an understanding of the incarnation similar to Anselm’s.  Whatever can be learned in the dynamic flow of historical philosophy must be guided and clarified by the absolute, unchanging, finished work of Christ.  Anselm’s objective truth provides a frame for Hegel’s progressing truths.

Hegel explains the World Spirit’s manifestation in history as a gallery of images, with each philosophy’s portrait progressing logically to the next.  The Christian God also owns a gallery of images, for He too has provided a clear, reasonable development of events and philosophies in human history.  But visiting the two galleries leads to two vastly different experiences.  The World Spirit’s visitors must go through a process of inwardizing and recollecting what they have seen to make sense of it and learn about the Spirit.  However, the gallery of images of which God is the architect is provided with a guide: the incarnate son of God and the written word of God provide a means to measure what truth may be displayed in each of the portraits.  For Hegel, Christ is the Incarnate Unchangeable, one more portrait in the gallery.  For Christians, Christ is in the gallery of human history because He designs, owns, and manages it and has graciously condescended to enter and explain its truths to those within. 
Francis Pedraza
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The Bread of Life

When God delivered his people from Egypt, He broke their chains, but they were far from being a free people. The book of Exodus recounts their discontent, grumbling, and final abandonment to sensuality – to the worship of the golden calf. Why, after their own miraculous salvation, did they not abide in virtue? Consider that as slaves, they had not been trained to govern themselves with either virtue or reason. Obedience only was demanded of them. Masters train slaves to be slavish. At the trough of their former masters, the only needs acknowledged or cultivated were solely physical, such as hunger and shelter. For them the flesh was the law they lived by, the code of the slave. 

Christ chose to give man freedom, yet human nature is at once both spirit and animal, and in this we recognize a great dilemma: our struggle between two natures. Freedom we have been given, but what is freedom to our animal nature that cares only for pleasure and relief from punishment? How will some promise of freedom compare to the assault of desire, or keep man from slavery to his own impulses? What is freedom to a slave?

What the Apostle Paul called the struggle between flesh and spirit, visits us today as it did then. And just as the struggle never ceased, so too the debate is not yet laid to rest. A debate? Yes, concerning whether freedom suits mankind better than slavery. For indeed, many take issue with the freedom that Christ offers. They do not deny its existence, but they, like the Devil, denounce freedom as the solution to human fulfillment. I had not been familiar with the arguments, at least explicitly, till I read Dostoevsky’s The Brothers Karamazov. But now I see the importance, for this was the original disagreement that caused rebellion in the cosmos. 
 
I see the section about the Grand Inquisitor as an expression of that debate. I hope to rekindle that imaginary discussion, long ago, in Seville, in Spain, during the most terrible time of the Inquisition, when something most peculiar occurred. Christ visited his Children, and decided to walk amongst them once more, if only for a moment. The multitudes gathered, the people worshiped, the blind saw, a little girl rose out of her coffin, but then the Grand Inquisitor passes by the cathedral. Almost ninety, tall and erect, he observes the scene, “holds out his finger and bids the guards take the Christ. And such is his power, so completely are the people cowed into submission, that they make way.” The old man brings Christ to a tower in the ancient palace of the Inquisition, and presents his challenge to Christ. “‘Thou came into the world with some promise of freedom, which men in their simplicity cannot even understand.’ Man is too base for freedom. But recall ye, the alternative put to Thee by Satan in the wilderness, which ‘in the books is called the temptation?’ Hear this, nothing in all the ‘wisdom of the earth could have invented anything in depth and force equal to the three questions.’ He, the great dread spirit, asked Thee, ‘seest thou these stones? Turn them into bread.’ The real meaning was that if Thou feed man, by performing a great miracle, ‘mankind will surely follow thee like a flock – grateful, lest thou withdraw thy hand.’ ‘But thou wouldst not deprive man of freedom and didst reject the offer.’ Why didst thou reject this? ‘Nothing more truly predicted the future history of the world,’ than that for food man will go to any length. ‘Do you know that the ages will pass, and humanity will proclaim, there is no crime, and therefore no sin; there is only hunger? Make us your slaves, but feed us.’ So ‘we have corrected Thy work,’ taken from men freedom, and given them bread.” The attack of the Grand Inquisitor is utterly profound. 

The force of it astonishes me, because it goes against everything in Christ’s work. I think that Dostoevsky meant this as a statement of Satan’s position, of his disagreement with Christ. 

The Inquisitor contends that man fundamentally is an animal, a slave who only responds to “the code of the slave.” The cravings and aching of human desires overpower freedom. “Feed men, then ask of them virtue!” – as the Inquisitor says. But if Christ gave men bread, he could not also have given men freedom. Therein lies the profundity of the temptation. To give man bread, if bread truly conquers freedom, would give man no choice but to follow Christ. Christ never chooses this, because the whole plan of Heaven rests on free will. So Satan moves in to claim dominion and victory over hearts and souls; because man, in his frailty, cannot accept freedom. Ultimately, bread, desire, and the code of the slave are his chief values. 

But Christ turns the tables. “It is written, ‘Man shall not live on bread alone, but by every word that proceeds from the mouth of God.” This concept, upon which Christianity and freedom rest, is that man is even more fundamentally spiritual than animal. What is bread without purpose? If all the days of life pass aimlessly, how could man care even for bread? It only sustains something meaningless. In saying “not by bread alone,” how beautifully does the Christ state that another law, another system of values beyond the code of the slave, exists. Christ places the source of all human purpose in being on the side of right. 

This response He issued to the bondage of desire: that by the word of God, man triumphs. Yet let us not stride by and miss the whole point of freedom. Jesus’ proclamation means also that only by living by the word of God can man become free. Without it, man relapses into bondage to bread, hunger – the flesh. Only the higher law of Christ can replace the code of the slave. The higher law makes us free.

The challenge made, the battle lines drawn, the positions taken: which will win, the flesh or virtue? Can man bear freedom, which he has been given? Or does Christ err in giving freedom by the cross? Should the freedom be taken away, replaced by something else? Three questions merit examination. First, do freedom and morality exist in relation to each other? Second, is being on the side of right even more important to man than physical fulfillment? Lastly, is the higher law more powerful than the flesh?

Of course, who are mortal humans to try the claims of Satan, much less of the Lord? But this question of freedom, which lies before us, remains so essential to who we are and how we live, that nonetheless we must consider it. So let us tread in the great crossroads of philosophers and historians and wise men, testing their conclusions, so as to find the truth. 

The idea that freedom and morality exist in relation to each other, is powerfully affirmed throughout the writings of history, and even before the advent of Christianity, among the ancient Greeks. The father of history, Herodotus, records a conversation between a free Spartan and the invading Persian emperor, in which they discuss this topic. The Spartan said to king Xerxes, “the Spartans are the most gallant men on earth. For they are free – but not altogether so. They have as king over them Law, and they fear it much more than your men fear you.” 

In the epic battle of Thermopylae, 300 Spartans fought the whole Persian army, holding their ground until the end. The tendency when helplessly outnumbered would have been to cut and run, to avoid death. Compared to the desire for self preservation, what appeal of patriotism, brotherhood, or courage can hold the soldier to his post? So would say the Grand Inquisitor. But the Law, said the Spartan, they feared even more. To run ignobly and live doing the wrong thing is worse than to stand nobly and die on the side of right. The Spartans had been trained to realize this, to subdue the code of the slave. They were free, but with freedom tempered by morality, with “king over them law.”
 
What did the Spartan mean by the “Law” which was “king?” In several different ways, the Spartan law could be compatible with the higher law of Christ. Firstly, it parallels the words from the mouth of God in the Old Testament. The Ten Commandments set specific regulations, such as “do not murder…do not commit adultery,” which contradicted natural tendencies. So too, the Spartan law’s exhortations to courage and sacrifice countered physical desire. Secondly, Saint Thomas Aquinas argued that the specific revelations in Scripture do not comprise the entirety of God’s truth. For example, the Bible does not explicitly include the idea that all men are created equal, but in the last three hundred years Christians championed it. They felt convinced that it was true, and in accordance with Scripture. The same holds true for the Spartan. Most likely God would not look kindly upon cowardice, nor want a soldier to shirk from duty. If the Law held a Spartan soldier captive to some conviction of doing the right thing, of not fleeing from battle, then wouldn’t that moral imperative be in accordance with God’s truth? Finally, in The Abolition of Man, C.S. Lewis proposed that all people across cultures, religions, and history have recognized a timeless truth and path of right conduct, which Lewis referred to as the Tao. This conception of a Good, as Plato put it, “beyond existence,” all men perceive, and all actions are accountable to. So perhaps the Spartan had no literal Law at all. Perhaps the real Spartan Law had no origins in ink and tablet, but its sole inscription was on his heart. 

How does the Law of the Spartan apply to the argument of the Grand Inquisitor? When slavery replaces freedom, inevitably people cease to make moral decisions. So when the Inquisitor designs to remove freedom, he also plots to take away the moral tension in which free men live. Under Christ’s higher law, and the Ten Commandments, and the Tao, everyone struggled to adhere to what was right. People constantly had to grapple with truth, and decide whether or not to follow it. The Law, as the Spartan said, was actually “King” over them. But as a slave, someone else replaces the Law as master. Instead of the struggle with the heavenly Law, I slump my shoulders, nod my head, and obey orders. Eventually, I relapse back into the code of the slave, where the fear of the whip, and the hunger, and desire are all I know.

Here Socrates deserves a seat at the table. Who else among the philosophers lived more in harmony with his teachings? 

Socrates became convinced that outside himself, above the world, and beyond all things, Truth literally existed, in pure, concrete, and absolute form. The primary purpose of the human soul, he believed, was to find it, and then to embrace it. In his life, he walked the streets of his native Athens wrestling with the truth. He discussed with leaders and peasants the question of how best to live in light of truth. Socrates died, put to death by his city, with the hope that his soul would fly to the heavenly realm of perfect truth. Socrates’ philosophy championed the idea that the ultimate freedom came in escaping from the flesh and experiencing truth. As a Christian, this hope of a pagan philosopher really grasps the similar freedom of Christ, by “every word that proceeds from the mouth of God.”

Socrates believed that visceral desires run counter to freedom. Writing on his view of the soul, Socrates pictured the flesh as an unruly, dark, insolent horse which derails and hampers the chariot of the soul. To correct the dark horse of desire required a noble horse of temperance, modesty, and virtue. Socrates admonished his followers to restrain desire with virtue, to keep the soul running free. Despite the Grand Inquisitor’s insistence on the supremacy of desire, Socrates simply admonishes his followers to meet desire with virtue and temperance. This, he felt, would keep the soul running free; free towards truth. Again, Socrates makes an uncanny parallel to Christ’s position, if one allows for the comparison and matching of words. How can Christ’s freedom through “the words of God” not include Socrates’ freedom through pursuit of truth, justice, and virtue? Students of Plato and Socrates would surely appreciate the agreement between Laws like the Ten Commandments, the Spartan Law, and the Tao spoken of earlier, as statements of truth.

Among the great political philosophers, it is also held that morality is invaluable to the maintenance of freedom. John Locke argued that the state of greatest freedom could never permit immorality. Discussing it he said, “though this be a state of liberty, yet it is not a state of license… the state of nature has a law of nature to govern it, which obliges every one.” In saying this he drew on an idea from the thirteen century theologian mentioned earlier, Thomas Aquinas. According to Aquinas, right and wrong, justice and injustice are universally understood by all men through conscience. Locke understood these concepts to form the law which governs free men. 

When Locke’s political ideas were realized, in America and in Great Britain, Alexis de Tocqueville perceived this morality as the unique strength of those democracies. He noted that in most places, in France and abroad, democracy leads to a “very dangerous instinct.” Democracy, de Tocqueville wrote, “lays the soul open to an inordinate love of material pleasure.” This single-minded pursuit of pleasure – which especially occurred, he noted significantly, when a “people’s religion is destroyed” – “prepares a people for bondage.” Therefore, he concludes, “the greatest advantage of religions” comes by inspiring a “diametrically contrary urge” than democracy; it “places the object of man’s desires outside and beyond worldly goods.” “Religious peoples are naturally strong just at the point where democratic peoples are weak.” Because of this, de Tocqueville believed that the Americans enjoyed such freedom because it had been tempered by Christianity. What de Tocqueville observed in his time traveling across nineteenth century America, applied throughout an entire people. Fortunately, this reminds us that those who adopt morality to obtain freedom are not merely a saintly few, a thousand from amidst the millions, but that many have succeeded. Consider how deep a blow this strikes to the Grand Inquisitor, who in the story conceded that though a few – apostles, prophets, men such as Job – could perhaps accept Christ rather than “bread alone,” the great mass of humanity could not. But yet was it not the “masses,” the publicans and the sinners and the prostitutes whom the Scriptures tell us the Messiah came to save, and dwelt amongst? 
When eighteen hundred years after the event of His great sacrifice, the normal and ordinary people of another nation, far removed by a vast ocean, still remains convinced, in the words of Thomas Jefferson, “that these liberties are a gift from God,” has not the freedom of Christ succeeded? If to them, neither was “life so dear, [n]or peace so sweet, as to be purchased at the price of chains and slavery” – in the words of Patrick Henry – then has not man opted for more than “bread alone?” 

And what is freedom for, for what greater purpose reserved, than that of loving freely? And who deserves human love more than God? Was this not the original reason that freedom was given to man? Is this not the sole method of fulfillment; for “man does not live by bread alone, but by every word that proceeds from the mouth of God?” This discovery has been made by nations and individuals alike throughout the centuries. Augustine of Hippo recorded his own journey in one of the most powerful expositions of faith every written. At the climax of his Confessions, Augustine related that the final obstacle before him in accepting the freedom of Christ was leaving behind his “worldly desires.” But in Scripture Augustine read the exhortation, “Not in rioting and drunkenness, not in chambering and wantonness, not in strife and envying, but put on the Lord Jesus Christ, and make no provision for the flesh to fulfill the lusts thereof." (Rom 13:13) This sealed his decision. This verse in Romans ties directly into the theme of Christ, of not living by bread alone. 

In the instance of Augustine, just as in Socrates, Herodotus, and de Tocqueville, each of the original contentions of the Grand Inquisitor failed. The first question discussed whether freedom and morality, in fact, exist in relation to each other. Augustine’s freedom through Christ came through a putting away of immorality. The Spartan’s freedom made him feel more accountable to the moral law than if a King controlled his actions. For Socrates, freedom came only in following the Truth, and also in keeping desire in check with morality. De Tocqueville demonstrated how the morality of the Americans sustained their democratic freedom. 

The connection between freedom and morality in each of these cases leads to a significant question of human nature. Could man ever side for Christ’s morality and freedom if bread got in the way? In the contest for kingship over the human heart, could doing the right thing and being on the side of right ever withstand the assault of physical desire? Again, the answer came out affirmative, where Augustine forsook the real obstacle in his way, where the Spartan insisted on sacrifice rather than survival, where Socrates died for virtue and lived in temperance, where Christians said “give me liberty or give me death.” Finally, a third question arises dealt with in part by the other two: is the higher law more imminent to the human being than the flesh? Evident in each of the aforementioned cases, the free man perceives and is compelled to action by a law higher than any other. Precisely because of his freedom, the fact that he obeys no one, that he must perceive the law of God. The greater his freedom, the more he feels his accountability to this Law deepen. Likewise, the more he obeys the law, the greater his sense of freedom, particularly spiritual freedom. As if the former slave awakes to his freedom and recognizes the awful accountability of his actions to a standard of right, to this moral law. In that accountability, the slave learns to act in the capacity of a free man. He can now take on his responsibilities as his own master, and join society. I am not saying this as some trite, moralistic platitude which I am obliged to make if religion is to make sense. What I say, I remark from a real and literal sense of a tangible, moral force that makes free men imminently aware of itself. Over the years, those attuned to it will grow in the awareness of its principles, which will guide them into maturity and perfect freedom. Those who continually ignore it however, and cultivate only the base tendencies, will find that the dark horse controls their path entirely. In that sense, both Augustine and Socrates and the Spartans and the Americans required discipline in their decisions. Obviously, spineless humans cannot withstand the temptation, but certainly humans can grow into the sort of spiritual beings that do not “live by bread alone, but by every word that proceeds…” 

As Lewis pointed out once, what so often happens when people attempt to put “God in the dock” is that in fact, the tables are turned. They find themselves standing in the presence of a much holier God, and they themselves are on trial. The problem when people try to accuse God is that their own sense of justice handicaps them. Where does that sense of justice come from? When the bereaved widow cries, “how could God be just?” she really implies that a true and real objective justice does exist, and that somehow God, in allowing her husband to die, is in violation. Yet from the very admission that justice exists, and that she, as a human created by God can perceive it, does she not place God as the author? Similarly, when the Grand Inquisitor attacks the means of eternal salvation established by Christ’s death on the cross as unjust, he cannot speak as a man speaks to a man. When I accuse my neighbor, I imply that I am on better terms with justice than he. But when I accuse God, I employ a moral high ground that cannot be applied to my creator. If God is unjust, I am far more thoroughly so, and my injustice would be so natural that I would scarcely perceive it. Justice cannot be a third party to a man’s discussion with God. So the fatal flaw of the Grand Inquisitor, assuming he does indeed act from a pure wish for justice, is that his very motivation disproves him. If justice could inspire him to forsake God, and attempt to correct his work, how then could justice, or freedom, or forbearance not also animate the rest of mankind? The very premise of the Grand Inquisitor is overthrown, “man does not live by bread alone, but by every word that proceeds from the mouth of God.”

At the last, after listening silently to each word of the old Inquisitor’s litany of accusations, the son of God reaches across to give his only and fitting response. He, God, kisses the man, and vanishes. 
THE END
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Mission Impossible?
The Question
From the cradle, our ears are filled with tales of the depravity of man, and as we grow, our eyes corroborate those stories. On the playground we meet the mortality of man, we see the selfish natural state of our peers, and as we age and mature, learn to recognize the faults and inconsistencies of our own character. This understanding of our fallen nature is complemented by the constant clash between our desires and God’s law. Thus we discover very young that man is not naturally moral. The Greek philosopher Aristotle shows this truth in his work Nichomachean Ethics:
From this it is also plain that none of the moral virtues arises in us by nature; for nothing that exists by nature can form a habit contrary to its nature. For instance the stone which by nature moves downwards cannot be habituated to move upwards, not even if one tries to train it by throwing it up ten thousand times.... Neither by nature, then, nor contrary to nature do the virtues arise in us; rather we are adapted by nature to receive them, and are made perfect by habit.
Life and Aristotle agree: man is not moral by nature. So what might we strive for? There is but one answer to our success. The word Aristotle uses is ‘habit’, but the goal of a Christian is not merely the morality by rote which ‘habit’ implies. The best description of this call is in Timothy 4:7-8: “…Discipline yourself for the purpose of Godliness; for bodily discipline is only of little profit but godliness is profitable for all things, since it holds promise for the present life and also for the life to come.”

Upon accepting Christ, and beginning a relationship with Him, we begin to understand that the desire to follow God’s law need not be out of fear, but out of love for a sovereign creator. Yet as we struggle onward, attempting to walk the straight and narrow, we find that we are unable to succeed. Many give up. Empirically it seems we are guaranteed to fail, and a superficial look at scripture certainly reinforces that point. Consider Paul’s discussion of the Law in Galatians: “But the Scripture has shut up everyone under sin, so that the promise by faith in Jesus Christ might be given to those who believe” (Gal. 3:22). There in black and white, the scriptures tell us that we are ‘shut up under sin’. For many this is a blow to their spirit. Why try to be moral if by nature we are guaranteed failure. Aristotle frames this uphill battle very well: “For men are good in but one way, but bad in many.” It is nigh impossible to succeed and far too easy to fail. For many, this is the line of demarcation, and some decide that since it is our nature to sin, there is no point in fighting this humanity. This fatalism begs the question: can Humanity improve, or will we seek and never find? Is godliness even possible?

There are numerous answers to that question found throughout scripture. One of the clearest is in Ephesians 5:1-3,5, where Paul says:
Therefore be imitators of God, as beloved children; and walk in love, just as Christ also loved you and gave Himself up for us, an offering and a sacrifice to God as a fragrant aroma. But immorality or any impurity or greed must not even be named among you.... For this you know with certainty, that no immoral or impure person or covetous man, who is an idolater, has an inheritance in the kingdom of Christ and God.
The call is clear: we must be imitators of a perfect God. Such a high calling denotes a high capability: humanity was created in the image of God, and as such, through the aid of our Savior, humanity can begin to overcome our sinful nature. The battle can be won, but how? The beauty of the matter is that God has provided a clear battle plan for Christians in His word:
“Therefore, I urge you, brothers, in view of God's mercy, to offer your bodies as living sacrifices, holy and pleasing to God—this is your spiritual act of worship. Do not conform any longer to the pattern of this world, but be transformed by the renewing of your mind. Then you will be able to test and approve what God's will is—his good, pleasing and perfect will.”
The simplicity of this calling is only matched by the difficulty of answering it.

We know we can succeed, but the responsibility of this knowledge must lead us to question how. How can we discipline ourselves and fight onward towards victory in the situations that are not spelled out for us in a bible verse? Blaise Pascal gives us a clue in Pensee 128:“Two things teach man about his whole nature: instinct and experience.” Instinct is the realm of the theoretical: truths that are felt more than they are observed. Experience is the physical, more obvious aspects of our life, things that that we can see, tools we can use. Deception is an excellent example of an instinctual truth: lying is wrong, we are told, even when our experience might suggest that deception is beneficial. Murder’s consequence is more tangible than the consequences of lying, and we experience this truth, without anyone needing to tell us so. You need no higher belief or notion to understand an experiential truth. We must depend on the intangible, instinctual truths when experience provides no guidance, and often, we will find that when instinct is silent, experience will show the way. Both of these aspects are equally important. Consider the story following Moses’ encounter with the burning bush. He was explicitly told what to do, and guaranteed success by the Almighty. He had to walk in faith and accept that instinctive truth. His experience proved something else to be true, that God’s word was false. His first attempt to free Israel failed, the Israelites rejected him, then Pharaoh did. Moses had to trust his intangible beliefs, His faith in God, when his experience was telling him that his mission was in vain. Because of His faith, Moses was able to be the Lord’s tool in freeing Israel from slavery. We must combine the two different breeds of truth, both the tangible and intangible, the instinctual and the experiential, in order to find the path we seek.

The Preparation
Embarking upon a journey towards obedience to our Lord will bring up many questions. The first of these questions asks what are we seeking. If we do not know our destination, how will we ever arrive? Aristotle came up with the answer to that question in Nichomachean Ethics:
Virtue, then, is a state of character concerned with choice, lying in a mean.... Now it is a mean between two vices, that which depends on excess and that which depends on defect; and again it is a mean because the vices respectively fall short of or exceed what is right in both passions and actions, while virtue both finds and chooses that which is intermediate. Hence in respect of its substance and the definition which states its essence virtue is a mean, with regard to what is best... (1107a, lines 1-10).
To succeed on this road, we will have to literally pick our way through the mires of failure, both in the excesses and deficits of actions, through the middle, to the ‘golden mean’ we have been called to.

In order to start our journey right, let us seek the mean of the issue which first presents itself. When we are told that we might become more like our Lord, through Godly discipline and by the grace of our God, another chance to fall appears. In discovering a chance at improving ourselves, we might once again forget whom it is that cleanses, purifies, and calls us to a higher level. So before we blindly start our journey from         to sin to being imitators of Christ, we must make sure we understand the nature of our journey. Pascal saw the danger of human nature very clearly, and saw an important principle in dealing with mankind:
It is dangerous to explain too clearly to man how like he is to the animals without pointing out his greatness. It is also dangerous to make too much of his greatness without his vileness.... Man must not be allowed to believe that he is equal either to animals or to angels, nor to be unaware of either, but he must know both (Pensee 121).
We humans often take ideas we are given and run them to their extremes. When given an explanation of how base and vile our nature is, many run that idea too far, seeing man as worthless, and fall for the “why bother” lies that Satan tells us. This idea is the danger of the theoretical and instinctual: we do not have a concrete picture of it, so we might overestimate the extent of this truth. The more experiential, men of a different vein, when told of the greatness of man, begin to push against the idea of God and elevate man in His place. These men see the physical manifestation of their own intellectual power, but trust too much in these tangible faculties. Where is our golden mean? We know that God has blessed us with the ability to flee our temptations, and we also know that we are incredibly fallible as human beings. This brings us back to Pascal’s two keys to self-knowledge: instinct and experience. Our instinctual belief is that we can succeed, our experience is that we fail. What is left? The answer is our key to the future. As we strive towards excellence, we must know that we can succeed, but also remember that we can fall. If we live with both of these truths as a filter to judge each step we take, we will make decisions more carefully, and reach that mean. With the experience of our own fallibility, and faith in the feasibility of our quest, we will journey onward.

The Journey
We know how to walk the road now, but where does it lead us next? Aristotle shows us the next step on the path:
We must, however, not only make this general statement, but also apply it to the individual facts. For among statements about conduct those which are general apply more widely, but those which are particular are more genuine, since conduct has to do with individual cases, and our statements must harmonize with the facts in these cases.
It would be disingenuous to continue to talk about how we may walk the journey to virtue, and never actually walk the road. In which ‘individual case’ will we ply our trade, seeking to solve the weakness of mankind? The tragedies of the ancients provide many caricatures of human failings, so in seeking an individual case, we need look no further than Sophocles’ Oedipus Rex.

Sophocles’ protagonist, Oedipus, was a traveler, wandering far from his homeland. He was on his way to a city called Thebes, when he had a run-in with a wealthy man and his servants. The way was narrow and there was only room for one man to pass. The wealthy man ordered his servants to cast the wayfarer Oedipus aside. Oedipus refused to be moved and struck the servant. The wealthy man struck at Oedipus with the cattle prod he held. Oedipus paid the man back sevenfold, killing the man and his cohort. When Oedipus reached Thebes, there was a terrible beast, a sphinx, holding the city captive, refusing to leave until her riddle is solved. Oedipus solved the riddle and is declared king, unwittingly filling the throne of the ‘wealthy man’ he struck down in cold blood. Years after these events transpire, a great plague falls on Thebes. The Thebans discover that the plague is punishment from the gods, because they had allowed their king’s murderer to go unpunished, and live among them. Oedipus, unknowingly the perpetrator himself, calls upon Tiresias, a prophet of Apollo, to tell them how to rid the curse. Tiresias accuses Oedipus of being the scourge, and Oedipus denies the charge, calling the priest a fraud. He lays this charge on Tiresias:
When the Spinx, that chanting Fury kept here deathwatch here, why silent then, not a word to set our people free? There was a riddle, not for some passer-by to solve—it cried out for a prophet. Where were you? Did you rise to the crisis? Not a word, you and your birds, your gods—nothing. No, but I came by, Oedipus the ignorant, I stopped the Sphinx! With no help from the birds, the flight of my own intelligence hit the mark.

If our journey was to be directed by Oedipus, we would need but one half of Pascal’s keys, that of experience. In this situation Oedipus depends on experience, how his mental faculties had served him in the past, and how he had observed and experienced the facts of the story. What of instinct? Tiresias’ reputation as a prophet was well known, so shouldn’t Oedipus have had some pause at calling this priest’s bluff? At that moment Oedipus was challenging the words of Tiresias, defending himself against the prophet’s accusations. The facts would later show quite contradictory to his experience, and this was his downfall: Oedipus not only found out the danger of his conceit, but found out how faulty his own knowledge was. Oedipus’ story, though wildly out of proportion with regular human life certainly parallels our reality nicely. As humans we make the same mistakes he did, not once, but on a daily basis. Consider the situation: Oedipus had discovered that doom was about to fall on Thebes because the man who murdered their king was still among its people. As King he was responsible for the welfare of his people, so he proclaimed that the man should be found, and cursed the culprit. In order to uncover the killer, he calls upon the services of Tiresias. Up to this point, Oedipus is simply doing what any man in his situation would do. The problem lies in Oedipus trusting only his own truths. He had given no second thought to the band of men he had killed years earlier. He never even considered that Tiresias might be right, instead assuming the accusation was merely jealous p       overthrow him. Oedipus simply reacted to the situation and moved on. Little did he know that the death of King Laius would haunt him for the rest of his life. As humans, we tend to live in the moment, acting on what the moment presents us with, and not principles of our beliefs. We attempt to deal with life based on solely our own knowledge. What is the cure for this malady? Proverbs 3:5-6 tells us the solution: “Trust in the Lord with all your heart and do not lean on your own understanding. In all your ways acknowledge Him, and He will direct your path.” We know that we are called to step beyond our own temptations and follies, and the example of Oedipus shows us that in addition to those things, we also cannot allow trust in our own understanding to blind us of the actual truth. It is faith and trust, in the intangible, or as we have called it, the instinctual, which will keep us from folly of trusting our own strength. That intangible that we must lean on is the divine revelation of biblical truths. This is no surprise: we are told that man can become an imitator of Christ, and following His word is a natural part of that imitation.

With one step of the journey discussed, we must move on to the next step. We have discovered the answer to overcoming our own dependence on experience, our own strength. Unfortunately for us, it is not merely our own flaws that we must overcome. The fallen human suffers from the misfortune of having to interact with other fallen humans. In life our need for grace is never more poignant than at the moments when our sinful natures come crashing into contact with another man’s failings. Achilles and Agamemnon’s experience with this truth has been immortalized and put on display for millennia, in Homer’s epic The Iliad. The stage is set for failure when the Chryses, a priest of apollo, sets sail to beg Agamemnon to give him back his daughter. Chryseis was Agamemnon’s war prize from. Apollo takes drastic measures, hurling plagues upon Agamemnon’s men until the king is forced to relent and give back the girl. Achilles, being the first to suggest obeying the god’s mandates, in turn receives the wrath of Agamemnon, who decided to take Achille’s war-prize Briseus for his own. The results of this battle of wills were disastrous for not only the two men, but also all of the soldiers under them. This disaster is immortalized forever, and summed up poetically in the opening lines of The Iliad:
Rage—Goddess, sing the rage of Peleus’ son Achilles, murderous, doomed, that cost the Achaeans countless losses, hurling down to the House of Death so many sturdy souls, great fighters’ souls, but made their bodies carrion, feasts for the dogs and birds, and the will of Zeus was moving toward its end. Begin, Muse, when the two first broke and clashed, Agamemnon lord of men and brilliant Achilles.
Agamemnon’s pride caused him to move against Achilles. The king was faced with but one real option, he had to submit to Apollo’s demands and give Chriseis back to her father, as the alternative was letting his men continue to die. Achilles pointed this out, and in doing so became the target for Agamemnon’s anger. Agamemnon, stung by losing his prize, insisted that it be replaced, since as king it would have been shameful to be the only man without the spoils of victory. Achilles had already stepped forward, pointing out the king’s failure, and so Agamemnon chose to salve his pride by humiliating Achilles in return. Though there are two evils in this story, the error we shall discuss lies in Achilles response to Agamemnon’s demands:
“A dark glance and the headstrong runner answered him (Agamemnon) in kind: “Shameless—armored in shamelessness—always shrewd with greed! How could any Argive soldier obey your orders, freely and gladly do your sailing for you or fight your enemies, full force?… No more now—back I go to Phthia. Better that way by far, to journey home in the beaked ships of war. I have no mind to linger here disgraced, brimming your cup and piling up your plunder.”
 This response seems natural, Achilles is merely giving Agamemnon all the respect he deserves, but at what cost? Achilles’ instinct, the code of war he had lived by, had taught him to respond in that manner. In responding to Agamemnon in that manner, he perpetuated the damage, pushing the disaster further down the chain of command, onto the heads of many innocent soldiers. Experience would teach the cost.

What lesson can we learn from this story? Achilles story, as told in the Iliad, begins by mention of how many of his brothers in arms met doom because of his wrath. His natural response to the humiliation that Agamemnon heaps on him is just that: natural. In our journey towards purity and uprightness, we seek to transcend that deadly answer. What then is the truth we must follow? Proverbs’ answer to this question is equal in brevity, clarity, and gravity: “A gentle answer turns away wrath, but a harsh word stirs up anger” (Prov. 15:1). This is where the second aspect of Pascal’s keys becomes very important: it was Achilles’ instinct, the code he followed, that led to the tragedy that ensued. Our trust in what we believe is “self-righteous indignation” often leads us to fight fire with fire. We may believe that the right thing to do is protect our own vanity, respond in anger, and we may do so hoping to satisfy our own anger, but experience, not only ours but that of every other man, shows the wisdom of Proverbs. In order to live right, we must give up the thought that we are owed fairness. We must respond to anger with grace, that much Proverbs makes clear. What can be said so easily becomes, by nature, much more complex as soon as one entertains any thought of doing what he should. The road we face is difficult, and the standard we are judged by is perfection, but consider the benefits! If Achilles’ mouth had not spat anger but wisdom, what would the results have been? The anger of a moment affected the future of literally thousands of Achilles’ comrades. In that moment, if Achilles had given gentle counsel instead of harsh words, the entire Greek army would have reaped enormous benefits. The correlation of this truth to our own lives is unmistakable: if we seek to tame our tongues, choose to answer evil with good, not only will it benefit our lives, but anyone that is affected or influenced by our actions. The bar has been set high, but the benefit is much greater than the cost of obedience. The cost of morality will be our own pride, our own will, and our own nature.

Human life provides an endless supply of questions that we might answer: which way is right and which way is wrong. There is no owner’s manual for human life, but Pascal’s measures of Instinct and Experience, tempered by the excellent examples provided by Achilles and Oedipus, can help us find that golden mean we seek: the straight and narrow.

The Future
What has this journey shown us? We know we must aspire not merely to greatness, but to perfection. This knowledge however must be complemented and compounded by the knowledge that it is not dependence on our own human abilities that will bring success, but complete dependence on a Holy God. We will not achieve this perfection at once, but must take the journey one step at a time. Oedipus gave us our first task: what better place to start the walk than with facing our own self-reliance? James 1:5 shows the simple alternative to our conceit: “But if any of you lacks wisdom, let him ask of God, who gives to all generously and without reproach, and it will be given to him.” We must not depend on our own strengths, for as experience shows us, our faults far outweigh our strengths, but on the strength which God gives us when we seek him with an honest heart.

The journey is not over. We have walked with determination towards our goal, and yet we have conquered but two of the steps towards that perfection. The journey is long. Christ has called us to take up our cross and follow Him. Our lives will be dedicated to this journey, and it will only end when Christ returns. How will we continue? By following the words of Ephesians, consecrating our lives as an “offering and a sacrifice to God”. The struggle for each step along this road is enormous. Looking back at the road we have walked, we may question why we fight so hard for what seems so little progress. One thing is certain: our fight will not be in vain; through the grace and strength offered in Christ, we may grow in discipline, and daily become better imitators of our Lord. The world and all its temporal temptations and pains will pass away, and we will never regret a moment of this journey when we reach Heaven, and our Lord greets us with the words, “Well done, good and faithful servant.”
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Long ago in the country of Greece there were two cities that ruled over the world.  These two cities operated entirely different from each other but both were able to thrive under their own unique way of life.  In fact, they were so different from each other that virtually the only similarity between the two was that they spoke the same language.  These two cities were Athens and Sparta.  Sparta was a city that gave no freedom to its citizens and lusted after power and whose whole focus was put into the development of an unmatched military. Athens, on the other hand, was a city that gave freedom to its citizens through their development of the first democratic government and spent less time worrying about war and more time contemplating on the arts and developing music, mathematics, and philosophy.  Many have debated over who was more successful, the Athenians because of their contributions to the current world, or the Spartans because of their dominance in warfare during their time.  If someone were to create a new state, should they pattern it after the dominance of Sparta, or the magnificence and splendor of Athens?  And which of these two former powers has had the most influence on the government of the United States?            


Sparta was a city in Greece located in a deep valley surrounded by mountains on all sides.  The Spartan government was an oligarchy that had two kings as the primary rulers in the state and working as advisors to the kinds was a group of elders and a group of qualified citizens.  These people ruled the state of Sparta in which there was virtually no freedom, anyone living in the city had a particular job to do for the government.  The Spartan citizens received no money for their work for the state as the government felt that money would create inequalities in the state.  The government also did not allow any trade with other countries for fear of their citizens gaining new thoughts and ideas from outside influences.  Sparta was also the only city-state of its time to have a full-time army which was constantly at war or training for war.  Due to this, Sparta was the most feared city of its time and had a reputation for being quite ruthless in their pursuit of land and cities.

The life a Spartan was relatively simple; you performed whatever task the government laid out for you to do.  Government intervention in the lives of the Spartans began as early as childbirth where representatives of the government would be sent to the home of a new child to see if it was fit enough to help the state in some way.  Those babies who were deemed unfit would be left to die.  Boys who survived were taken away from their families at age seven to enter rigorous physical training in preparation for joining the military.  It is said that during this training the boys were not even allowed to wear shoes because the leaders wanted the boys to become tough.  These boys were not fed well and were encouraged by their leaders to steal to get more food.   Adult men lived in barracks and constantly trained for war, if, by chance, they happened to not be in one.  While this life seems less than ideal, the Spartans actually grew to enjoy their lifestyle, the typical Spartan knew nothing else than to live for war.  Since most of the Spartan citizens had never even left Sparta they had not seen alternative lifestyles or been exposed to outside ideas and so accepted their government run lives as typical.   

The Athenians were complete opposites of their Spartan foes starting directly from their government.  Unlike the Spartans oligarchy, the Athenians set up a direct democracy that gave freedom to all its citizens.  However, while its citizens may have been free, only a small percentage of citizens had full privileges in the state.  Periodically, a new set of about five-hundred citizens would be chosen to decide upon political matters.  The qualifications for getting into this group had mostly to do with citizenship, gender, and age.  Thucydides in the Peloponnesian War gives us insight, through the eyes of the Athenian leader Pericles, as to how the Athenian democracy worked.  Pericles states, “Our constitution does not copy the laws of neighboring states; we are rather a pattern to others than imitators ourselves.  Its administration favors the many instead of the few; this is why it is called a democracy.  If we look to the laws, they afford equal justice to all in their private differences; if to social standing, advancement in public life falls to reputation for capacity, class considerations not being allowed to interfere with merit; nor again does poverty bar the way, if a man is able to serve the state, he is not hindered by the obscurity of his condition.”  Pericles here is praising the Athenian practice of giving each qualified citizen an equal chance to work in the government and not restricting politics only to the rich or those with a high social standing.  Pericles continues, speaking of the effect of the government on the ordinary lives of the citizens, “The freedom which we enjoy in our government extends also to our ordinary life.  There, far from exercising a jealous surveillance over each other, we do not feel called upon to be angry with our neighbor for doing what he likes, or even to indulge in those injurious looks which cannot fail to be offensive, although they inflict no real harm.  But all this ease in our private relations does not make us lawless as citizens.”  Pericles here is showing that because of the characteristics of the Athenian government it has enabled each citizen to pursue his own life without fear of government intervention or public humiliation.  One way Athenian citizens were able to take advantage of their freedom was through trade with other cities.  While Sparta banned all trade with other cities, Athens highly encouraged it and most of Athens’ riches both in the private and public spectrums were due to their free-trade policy with other cities.

 
The life of an Athenian citizen was filled with excitement, discovery, and innovation.  The main objective of school in Athens was to produce men who were equally capable in peace and at war.  As an Athenian, you could pursue any of several kinds of arts and sciences.  And while the Athenians placed much value on education they also had plenty of other exciting ways to amuse themselves.  Once again quoting from the Peloponnesian War, we can get a good glimpse into the recreational lives of the Athenians, Pericles states, “We provide plenty of means for the mind to refresh itself from business.  We celebrate games and sacrifices all the year round, and the elegance of our private establishments forms a daily source of pleasure and helps to distract us from what causes us distress; while the magnitude of our city draws the produce of the world into our harbor, so that to the Athenian the fruits of other countries are as familiar a luxury as those of our own.”  It is evident from Pericles that the Athenians certainly did not live a dull life and that the citizens were comfortable and satisfied with their city.    

Back again in the Peloponnesian War we are shown through the speech of the Corinthians to the Spartans some contrasts between the Athenians and the Spartans, Thucydides writes as the Corinthians are speaking to the Spartans, “The Athenians are addicted to innovation, and their designs are characterized by swiftness alike in conception and execution; you have a genius for keeping what you have got, accompanied by a total want of invention, and when you are forced to act you never go far enough.  Again, they are adventurous beyond their power, and daring beyond their judgment, and in danger they are sanguine; your wont is to attempt less than is justified by your power, to mistrust even what is sanctioned by your judgment, and to fancy that from danger there is no release.”  Thucydides here is criticizing the Spartans for being too cautious and for their unwillingness to change their philosophies no matter what the circumstance while praising the Athenians for being innovative and quick.  Thucydides continues “Further, there is promptitude on their side against procrastination on yours; they are never at home, you are most disinclined to leave it, for they hope by their absence to extend their acquisitions, you fear by your advance to endanger what you have left behind.  They are swift to follow up a success, and slow to recoil from a reverse.  Their bodies they spend ungrudgingly in their country’s cause; their intellect they jealously husband to be employed in her service.”  Thucydides continues his praise for Athens by describing them as enterprising and opportunistic while scolding the Spartans for being too conservative and timid.  While Athens was shifting and adapting to the changes in the world at the time, Sparta was still in the past with their warlike mentalities and their approach to government.  Through this account of Thucydides we can get a first hand glimpse into what people thought about Athens and Sparta.        

One way of judging how successful a city or government has been is by noting how many different practices have been borrowed from that particular culture.  Taking Athens, for example, we can see that they introduced democracy as a reputable and capable form of government.  Athens also was the first city where theatre was introduced and they also gave the modern world many different types of literature as well as furthered forms of science and art.  Sparta, on the other hand, did not introduce anything worthy of notice into the modern world apart from how to successfully conquer other cities by taking complete control of your citizens.  No literature of note came from Sparta as free-thinking was discouraged and looked down upon.  Thus, the ideas and ways of the Athenians have outlasted those of the Spartans and one can say from this standpoint that the Athenians were more successful than their Greek counterparts. 

Another way we can use to try determine which city was more successful is to look at the head-to-head battles that the cities endured.  The most major of the conflicts between Athens and Sparta was the Peloponnesian War which took place around 430 B.C.  During this war the Spartans relied on their brute strength, their army, and their numbers which outnumbered the Athenians two to one.  The Athenians relied on their strategies and their naval strength, which they had built up over the years as a result of the trade routes with other cities.  The war dragged on for quite some time with the Athenians amazingly able to withstand the onslaught of the Spartans even after a mysterious plague entered the Athenian troops and wiped out the majority of their troops and leaders.  The war continued with Athens winning the battles at sea and the Spartans winning the battles on land until it reached a point where both of the cities were ready to make peace with each other.  Plutarch, in his retelling of the war between Athens and Sparta, in his book The Lives of the Noble Greeks and Romans, gives us insight to this situation.  He writes “The Spartans had for some time been anxious for peace, while the Athenians no longer had the same appetite for the war; in short, both parties were exhausted and ready to drop arms.”  It was at this point that the Athenian democracy, which is looked upon as their greatest invention, may have been their doom.  There were several traditional Athenian leaders, led by Nicias, that were in full agreement with the truce and were happy to get Athens back to its normal way of life.  However, there were several, younger, politicians, led by the brash Alcibiades that did not quite fit the traditional Athenian mold of preferring peace and advancement as opposed to war and destruction that did not like the truce and felt that they should continue fighting in order to gain more land and subjects.  These younger men through smooth, persuasive, speeches were able to deceive the majority of the Athenian citizens and persuade them to break the truce with Sparta.  This turned out to be a disastrous decision as the Athenian troops were defeated by the Spartans and their city was destroyed.  Thus the result of the war between the Spartans and the Athenians was due to the Athenian people being persuaded by a persuasive politician who merely lusted after more power and did not really want the best for Athens.    

Now we will examine what a modern day Sparta will look like and whether or not it would be compatible with today’s world.  A modern day Sparta would not be a very nice place to live in, while you may enjoy your daily swordfight practices and marching sessions it probably would become dull quickly.  This modern day Sparta would be reluctant to participate in any union of other countries and would prefer to be by itself for fear of being taken advantage of.  They would run a strict government, making sure that each citizen is kept in the books and has their own particular job in the state.  As a foreign citizen it would be extremely hard to be able to visit Sparta as the government would be opposed to anyone foreign entering the city for fear of bringing in new ideas with them.  Their economic system would resemble a communist system as free-trade and market systems would be strictly banned.  The lives of the modern day citizen would be very unpleasant as they would have no freedom but would have to perform tasks for the state as well as serve in the military for a certain amount of time. 

A modern day Athens would be much more congenial and open than that of the modern day Sparta.  Today’s Athens would be a leader in world discussions and would not shy away from entering into pacts with other nations.  They would have an open, direct democratic government in which citizens would be encouraged to participate.  However, while it may seem like every one in modern Athens has an equal share in the government, those actually allowed to participate in the government would only be those who met certain requirements.  Unlike Sparta, the modern day Athens would encourage people from other nations to come and visit in order to expand their knowledge and hear new ideas.  However, no foreign citizen would need any urging to visit Athens because it would be one of the most fascinating cities in the world.  In the modern Athens you would be able to see and hear the greatest minds in philosophy, mathematics, science, music, theatre, and would also be able to view and visit the greatest architecture in the modern world.    The Athens of today would place much value on education and thus their children would be among the top in test scores.  The economic system would be a free-enterprise system where competition would be encouraged and expected.  When discussing what the modern Athens would be like, it becomes evident that it draws comparison to the Unites States and the way its government is run; this should come as no surprise because much of how the United States is run has been borrowed from Athens, with just a few small changes.

The first comparison between Athens and the United States that is most immediately seen is the style of government, that is, a form of democracy.  Athens instituted a direct democracy system while the United States has instituted a democratic republic system.  The main difference between the two is that in a direct democracy the government is run directly by the people whereas in a democratic republic the government is run by elected representatives of the people.  If the Athenians had a democratic republic in place at the time of their war with Sparta they would have not been so easily influenced by smooth speeches of the younger politicians and most likely would not have lost their city.  The American founding fathers recognized this flaw in direct democracy and made sure that they made a remedy for it.  In the Federalist Papers, James Madison in Federalist 10 explained why the United States should stay away from a direct democracy Madison states “From this view of the subject it may be concluded that a pure democracy, by which I mean a society consisting of a small number of citizens, who assemble and administer the government in person, can admit of no cure for the mischief’s of faction.  A common passion or interest will, in almost every case, be felt by a majority of the whole; a communication and concert result from the form of government itself; and there is nothing to check the inducements to sacrifice the weaker party or an obnoxious individual.”  Here, Madison is telling his readers that often hasty decisions can be made by people who are overruled by their passions and that if a government that is run directly by its citizens there would be the possibility of decisions being determined by the passions of the masses without giving enough logical thought to the situation.  Madison continues “Hence it is that such democracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been found incompatible with personal security or the rights of property; and have in general been as short in their lives as they have been violent in their deaths.”  Thus it was seen that due simply to the nature of a direct democracy that the life of that government was filled with turmoil and almost always ended in destruction, hence the founding fathers deemed it necessary to institute a democratic republic instead of a pure democratic system. 

Next would be the examination of the Athenian economic system compared to the American economic system.  As already noted, Athens ran what has now been labeled capitalism or free enterprise system.  Under this system the Athenians flourished and became one of the richest cities in the world.  The American economic system was influenced greatly by a Scottish economist and philosopher named Adam Smith. In his book An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, Smith gives the guidelines for a free enterprise society. His major contributions to a free enterprise society were his views on competition and the doctrine of laissez-faire, which basically is the notion that the less the government is involved in the economy of a state, the more that economy will flourish. Smith gives his view on business competition in this quote  referring to a business owner, “that by directing that industry in such a manner as its produce may be of the greatest value, he intends only his own gain, and he is in this...led by an invisible hand to promote an end which was no part of his intention.”  This idea that if each person is allowed to look after his own interests and be allowed to try to produce the best products possible that the state will be the one that flourishes in the end.  The way to ensure this happening is to have limited government intervention in the lives of its entrepreneurs which is the concept of laissez-faire.  Smith states, “It is the highest impertinence and presumption, therefore, in kings and ministers, to pretend to watch over the economy of private people, and to restrain their expense, either by sumptuary laws, or by prohibiting the importation of foreign luxuries.”  Athens is a prime example of a city that followed Smith’s advice exactly, that is, not putting restrictions on trade with other cities in order to let the free market and competition allow the economy to grow to its fullest potential.  


The conclusion that we come to when examining Athens and Sparta and who was the greater city is somewhat inconclusive, the Spartans perhaps had the better plan for its time, a time where war was frequent, whereas the Athenians have had more of a lasting impact on the world, in particular the United States.  Whatever the case, we can be sure that Athens and Sparta have not only captured many cities but have also captured the minds and imaginations of people everywhere.    
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A Cry For Justice

“Justice, sir, is the greatest interest of man on earth.”  Daniel Webster

	The time was ancient Greece, and it was filled with days when great warriors sailed to battle with the dream of winning glory.  In such days, valiant men took the city of Troy and, after many years, returned to their own lands once again as victorious heroes.  It was just such a day when the most magnificent of them all, a king of the house of Argos, was welcomed home with flattering praise as the crimson carpets were rolled out before him.  This day, however, would not end with a glorious feast in celebration of an honored hero.  Instead, tragedy would once again visit the house of Argos and leave behind its deadly results.  The great king, Agamemnon, would not know a death of glory on the field of battle as so many of his comrades did, but one of betrayal by his own queen, the spiteful Clytemnestra.  By the end of this day, the voice of a father’s blood cried out from beyond the grave for vengeance, for justice!
	What kind of justice could avenge such a crime?  How could any compensation, aside from the resurrection of the dead, be sufficient to repay the loss of such a life?  These are some of the questions that must have raced through the mind of Orestes, Agamemnon’s son, upon his return from exile.  Thoughts of revenge for his father and hate for his father’s murderer left him no peace until at last, a desperate plan was decided upon.  Orestes would take things into his own hands and make things right again.  He would take revenge on his father’s murderer and in so doing justice would be satisfied!  Mother though she was, Orestes would kill the treacherous Clytemnestra.  With one swift stroke of the blade the deed is done.  Justice is fulfilled and the story closes as the entire kingdom rejoices at the death of the traitor and Orestes, as his father’s son, takes his rightful place as yet another victorious king of Argos.  This is how the story might have ended.  However, what really happened went something more like this:  Not two minutes after Clytemnestra draws her last breath, Orestes is haunted by what he’s just done and flees the land in terror, driven by fear of the “hounds of a mother’s hate”.  Is this what comes of justice?  Should one have to run from justice?  Justice is meant to condemn and punish murderers, not create more of them. Yet Orestes now looks upon himself as just such a murderer.  In satisfying his desire for revenge, is it possible that he may have compromised actual justice? 
	In the midst of these perplexing circumstances he finds now  himself in, Orestes is pursued by the Furies as he flees the scene of the murder.  These Furies have taken the role of avenging the dead: in this case, Clytemnestra.  A trial ensues in which they accuse Orestes of murdering his mother.  What looked just on Agamemnon’s side before is now condemned as unjust towards Clytemnestra.  Orestes is pronounced guilty of the deed, but because the votes come out equal, he is set free from any punishment.  The important question to be answered in this case is not “did Clytemnestra deserve death?”  Instead we shall focus on these: “was Orestes really executing justice when he murdered Clytemnestra or was his action motivated purely by revenge?” and “if it was justice, did it satisfy him by making things right again?”  
	In order to answer the first question we must discover what justice actually is so as to discern whether or not Orestes’ actions can be called just.  While making his plan, what did Orestes think he was about to do?  When speaking of his mother’s death, he uses both the words “justice” and “revenge”: “I pursued this bloody death with justice, mother’s death” and later, “But I came back…killed the one who bore me, I won’t deny it, killed her in revenge.”  It would appear that Orestes used these words synonymously, perhaps even disguising his revenge in the name of justice.  What is the difference between these two terms – justice and revenge?  Was Orestes right to think them similar?  Thomas Hobbes did not think so.  In the Leviathan, Hobbes gives his definitions for both of these terms and makes it very clear that they are not only something very different from one another, but also completely different from how Orestes viewed them.  	“That men perform their covenants made”.  In this statement, Hobbes’ third law of nature, is found the origin of justice.  The important concept in this law is that in performing covenants men act out justice which is “the constant will of giving every man his own”.  Sounds simple right?  What exactly does it mean to “give every man his own”?  If this is justice, then conversely, injustice is the “not performance of covenants” or the taking away from a man that which is rightfully his.  To better understand what justice is, it is helpful to see what injustice looks like.  Look back again at our story of Orestes and apply these definitions to the events.  According to Hobbes, injustice occurs when Clytemnestra takes away Agamemnon’s life.  Hobbes says that “the Right of Nature” is, “by all means we can, to defend ourselves” implying that one has a right to one’s life and the preservation of it.  If Agamemnon’s life was his “own”, then Clytemnestra took away that which was his “own” and violated justice.  Injustice is committed again when Orestes’ father, and even his birthright, is taken away from him against his will.  Every son has a right to a father that should not be denied him, especially by his mother.  Also, as the son of Agamemnon, Orestes had a right to the crown which Clytemnestra denied him by taking another husband and king for herself.  In light of these injustices, what then does it mean to do justice? 
	The object of justice is to do right and make right  in so far as the offender is punished for his unjust actions.  In order to discern what is right there must be a standard of right and wrong, and there must also be one, an Arbitrator, who will decide what is just and unjust according to that standard.  In the case of Orestes, will justice, according to the definition said above, make the previously mentioned injustices right?  Will justice give Agamemnon his life back?  No.  Will Orestes have his father returned to him?  No.  The loss of life is something that no amount of justice will ever be able to make right because it cannot be replaced.  The only way that justice can be applied in this case is by the punishment of the offender.  The one to decide this punishment must be the Arbitrator or Judge.  So far Orestes is on the right track.  He sees the wrong of the murder and wants to punish the murderer.  He is not only the one injured by the crime, but also makes himself the judge of his own case and decides what Clytemnestra’s punishment will be.  However, this last movement, from offended party to judge, Hobbes does not allow.  “And seeing every man is presumed to do all things in order to his own benefit, no man is a fit Arbitrator in his own cause”.  The reasons for this can be clearly seen in light of the present case.  We have already imagined the emotional state of Orestes’ mind and how easily it might have been for justice and revenge to be confused.  If Orestes loved his father there is a great chance he would have come to hate the one who murdered him.  In this situation Orestes can hardly be trusted to make an impartial judgment or see and understand the facts clearly.  Orestes cannot be blamed for desiring to have things end in such a way that made him walk away feeling better, but these desires alone do not constitute justice and one man’s feelings do not create a moral standard.  Instead, there must be someone who can be trusted by both parties to rightly interpret and pronounce what is just between them.  Hence, we have discovered the first wrong of Orestes: he thought that he could be the judge of his own case, deciding what was just and administering punishment.  Therefore, even if Clytemnestra may have deserved what she received-death, what Orestes did was unjust because the judge was not an unconnected  third party, but rather Orestes himself.  If his actions did not qualify as those of justice, were they then those of revenge?
	“That in Revenge, (that is retribution of Evil for Evil,) men look not at the greatness of the evil past, but the greatness of the good to follow.”  This is Hobbes’ definition of revenge.  First he states that revenge is evil done to one who has done evil to you.  This certainly describes the murder of Clytemnestra.  But then Hobbes makes a very puzzling distinction.  He says that revenge is not to be controlled or motivated by thoughts of the past evil, but by the desire to make something good come out of the evil.  He explains further and says, “Whereby we are forbidden to inflict punishment with any other design, than for correction of the offender, or direction of others.”  This stipulation requires that any harm we inflict upon another in the name of revenge, must be done with the intention of actually helping the offender through correcting them.  Here Orestes falls short once again.  Before the murder there was no talk of seeking to correct Clytemnestra by punishment, only of destroying her.  “Oh she’ll pay, she’ll pay, by the gods and these bare hands-just let me take her life and die!”  Again Orestes exclaims, “They killed an honored man by cunning, so they die by cunning, caught in the same noose.”  He sees the death of Clytemnestra as the only way to exact his revenge.  His idea of revenge, however, is actually pronounced by Hobbes to be unreasonable.
	Hobbes describes a corruption of the revenge given in his definition above.  This corrupted revenge has no other end in mind but evil.  “Revenge without respect to the Example, and profit to come, is a triumph, or glorying in the hurt of another, tending to no end; and glorying to no end, is vain-glory, and contrary to reason…and is commonly stilled by the name of Cruelty.”  This would appear to describe exactly the revenge of Orestes.  Because he has no other end except that of “the hurt of another” there is no redeeming quality in his actions.  They are, in short, not only unreasonable, but Hobbes says that such revenge is pure cruelty.  Therefore, in answer to our first question, the actions of Orestes don’t match up to either justice or revenge.  He was not fit to punish Clytemnestra, and in his act of “punishing” her, he did not seek her correction or re-direction.  Also, if what he sought was to make things right, the way he went about it did not solve the problem.  Instead it caused more problems which brought about the aforementioned trial.  This answers our second question in showing that Orestes was not satisfied with the results of his “justice”.  If, however, Orestes had sought justice in the correct way, would he then have fixed the injustices?
	Let us say that an Arbitrator was hired and the two parties, Clytemnestra and Orestes, were brought before him.  A just punishment is pronounced on Clytemnestra and she is either locked away for life or executed.  How does Orestes feel now?  Is the just punishment payment enough for the loss of a father?  No.  The situation created by the effects of the murder remains the same aside from the fact that the murderer has been punished and justice has been brought about.  Even after justice, there is still a wrong that has not been made right and that never can be fully repaid.  Is Orestes satisfied with Clytemnestra imprisoned or dead?  No punishment will ever seem fair enough to the one who has been wronged.  He will always feel that nothing can amend what has been done to him.  Even if the injustice of taking away the crown from Orestes is amended in the form of giving it back to him, isn’t there a sense of wounded pride that no amount of justice can make the same again?  If what Orestes really wanted was to satisfy this feeling of loss inside of him, justice might help, but it is not enough on its own and in the same way, neither is revenge.
	What then is Orestes to do?  Is he doomed to live the rest of his life in hate and grief?  There is one answer that can be given to this question: the only thing that will ever satisfy the want for revenge and the grudge against the offender is the act of forgiveness.  “Forgive: to overlook an offense, and treat the offender as not guilty.”(American Dictionary of the English Language-Noah Webster)  What?!  But that is not fair!  How can forgiveness of such a crime produce satisfaction?  One might imagine Orestes arguing, “Someone has killed my father and you want me to just ‘overlook’ it and consider Clytemnestra as ‘not guilty’?  Why?”  The first and foremost reason is that the Bible commands it: Luke 17:3-4  “Take heed to yourselves.  If your brother sins against you, rebuke him; and if he repents, forgive him.  And if he sins against you seven times in a day, and returns to you, saying, ‘I repent,’ you shall forgive him.” Colossians 3:13 says, “…bearing with one another and forgiving one another, if anyone has a complaint against another; even as Christ forgave you, so you also must do.”  These verses say specifically that if someone has sinned against you and asks for forgiveness you must forgive them.  However, seeing as how Clytemnestra didn’t exactly get down on her knees, as Orestes drew the sword, to start begging for forgiveness it would seem that Orestes was not obliged to forgive her.  True.  You do not have to forgive someone who does not want to be forgiven.  But if we were to stop there, Orestes would still be left in the same place.  Therefore, there must be another way; forgiveness cannot be the answer.  Unfortunately, it was stated above that there was only one answer to Orestes’ problem.  Fortunately, that answer still stands as the only one and it is possible. 
	As Christians we are told to follow Christ and act like He did.  Well, what does our heavenly Father do for us every minute that we sin and do not ask for forgiveness?  Does he hold that against us and say, “I am not obliged to forgive you because you do not want to be forgiven”?  No.  He forgives us anyway.  That does not make sense, and above all it is not fair.  How does it happen then?  God forgives us because he has mercy on us and gives us what we do not deserve.  That is what Orestes must do, have mercy!  No, it is not fair, but he does have a good reason for doing it.  If he can mercifully forgive Clytemnestra in his heart and be willing to overlook the offense, he will no longer be holding that offense over her and always desiring more of a punishment than what she was given.  In other words, forgiveness, not a cleverly thought up plan for executing justice, is the only way that Orestes will ever be at peace. That is easy for God to say right?  Surely no one has done to Him what was done to Orestes!  Remember that we also committed a great offense against Him.  By sinning we took away glory from God.  Because God already deserves all the glory that we have to give, it is impossible to come up with some spare or extra glory to replace that which we took away.  This sin was so great that death is the only just punishment for us.  But God also had a good reason to forgive us: He wanted us to be with Him, but that is impossible if we all die as sinners.  So God mercifully forgave us when He sent His Son to bear the punishment for us, even when we did not ask for or desire it, so that the wrong would be made right.  This is what Orestes, or anyone who has had a crime committed against them, must do.  Until one is ready to forgive, neither justice nor revenge will satisfy him.		Can one still say that “justice is the greatest interest of man on earth”?  It is important to distinguish between the desire for justice and the need for recompense.  We still want right to be done and wrong to be punished.  So did God.  His justice was satisfied when Christ died in our place.  Yet it could be said that forgiveness is the only satisfactory recompense.  If justice is punishment, then recompense is repayment.  A man is punished for committing a crime.  However, the enduring of that punishment alone, without any call for recompense, does not repay the loss sustained by the one offended in the crime.  Something extra is needed for payment which can be called recompense.  Through such repayment, money that was stolen is paid back.  But even this kind of recompense can satisfy only the loss of what is material.  Life, however, is immaterial and cannot be returned after being lost.  An insult, even if taken back, once said is said forever.  There is no amount of recompense that will put things back to exactly the way they were.  Only forgiveness will do this for us.  
Orestes should not have looked for complete satisfaction in justice or revenge.  Instead, what would really give him peace was inside him all along.  It is ironic that the ultimate recompense for a crime that someone else committed should come not from them, but from within ourselves.  Even when executing justice may be out of our control, we always possess the power to forgive.  Forgiveness does not take the place of justice.  It completes it.  The object of justice is to make the wrong right, and it does that.  But forgiveness is what takes away the anger and grudges on the inside.  That is why God, even after justice had been satisfied, forgave us beyond what we deserved so that we might once again be in His presence.  The next time that a punishment does not seem fair, remember that it is not punishment and justice, but forgiveness that brings the greatest recompense.  


	 
 
Drew Larsen
GBT V Paper II
Love the Lord your God with all your mind


God instructs Christians, in His word, to “Love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your mind and with all your strength.” This is not in dispute in the Christian church. However, obedience to this instruction is not as consistent as agreement to it. Proper attention to the heart and soul are easy to observe in the church, and missions programs. Volunteer work shows a willingness to use strength to love and serve Him. When proper use of the mind is searched for in the church, however, it doesn’t appear to be required, much less a core value. 
	The Westminster Catechism states that “Man's chief end is to glorify God, and to enjoy him forever.” If our purpose is to glorify God, than it is vitally important that we use everything available to learn how He would have us act, and then that we use all of our abilities in order to bring Him glory.  St. Thomas Aquinas once wrote that “The truth of our faith becomes a matter of ridicule… if any Catholic, not gifted with the necessary scientific learning, presents as dogma what scientific scrutiny shows to be false” Aquinas. Aquinas touches on a very important part of faith here, the intellectual defense of Christianity. Without apologetics Christians simply cannot defend their faith, much less bring others to it. If we are to Love and Glorify God, it is vitally important to use our minds to defend our faith and learn about God, and to be able to articulate and defend what we learn about Him. While studying the nature of God, we find that He Himself is a God of reason. God calls us to learn about Him, and to be more like Him, and neither of these things are possible without our deliberate use of our minds.
	Through looking at the Bible and history we will see the vital role that the mind plays in our faith. We will also see examples of men that have used their minds to glorify God, and what a properly developed Christian mind looks like. From a study of the importance of the mind, and the role it plays, we will be able to learn how to develop our own minds so that we can bring Glory to God.

Looking through the Bible, it becomes apparent that reason and logic play an important role in Christianity. Reason, Intelligence and truth are very innate characteristics of God, and are also resources that He has given us, and expects us to use.
Our God is a God of reason, He is the Creator of all truth and logic, and therefore cannot be superseded by anyone in reason or understanding. He is also a God of revelation, giving man information through His word, and all of creation, and also endowing man with a mind to comprehend what he can see, and logic to develop ideas. 
	In Job 37:16 we see that God “is perfect in knowledge” and that He “does not lie” (Titus 1:2). Our God is omniscient and incapable of lying, He knows all truth, and loves it. In addition to loving truth, He despises lies, and consequently those who tell them, he also condemns foolish behavior. In Matthew 25:11- we read the parable of the foolish virgins. There are ten virgins that are to wait for the bridegroom, but only five of them brought extra oil. After a long wait for the groom, only five of them had oil left, the five that were wise, and took time to prepare themselves for whatever might come. Only the wise virgins were allowed into the banquet, and foolish ones weren’t admitted because of their folly.  This can be seen as a metaphor for the fact that God rewards wisdom, and condemns folly.
God makes it clear to us that we should aspire to be more like him. Another parable available to us in Matthew 7:24-27 to provide insight, is that of the wise and foolish builder. The wise builder built his house on rock, and when storms came, his house stood firm against the rain and wind. The foolish builder, however, built his house on sand, and when a storm came, it couldn’t stand it’s ground against the trial. This parallels with a Christian, those who do not build their faith on a strong foundation of understanding will soon fall at the first tribulations to fall on them. The wise Christian, like the wise builder, makes sure that there is a solid foundation grounding and supporting his faith. When the faith of the wise is questioned, he will be able to stand firm, and God can use him as a reflection of His ability to transcend all questions.
	We are to try to become more like God in many ways, including knowledge and reason. In Isaiah 1 17 we are instructed that we should “learn to do right! Seek justice, encourage the oppressed. Defend the cause of the fatherless, plead the case of the widow. 

The development of a Christian mind is also an issue of stewardship. Among the gifts and abilities that God has given us, is that of reason. Considering reason, or our minds, as gifts from God, we must accept that with such abilities come the responsibility to use them to serve and glorify Him. Jesus illustrates this with the parable of the Talents. He begins the story by explaining that a man entrusted three of his servants with talents (currency) in varying amounts. The man then left on a trip and when he returned he enquired of his servants what they had done with the money entrusted them. The first two servants he had given 5talents and 2talents. Both the first and second servant had doubled the amount that they were given during their master’s absence, and were rewarded greatly. The third servant, however, was not a good steward of what was given him. He was given one talent, but he did not use it, instead he buried it in the ground.  When the master hear this, he responded harshly saying, “You wicked, lazy servant”. Jesus says that those who do not use what God has given to them are “worthless servants” and are to be thrown “into the darkness, where there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth.” 
Despite God’s clear instruction about our use of what he has given us, many still don’t take an active role in putting their abilities to good use. Some Christians justify not using their minds by twisting the Bible into saying that we shouldn’t even think about non-Christian doctrine, or anything at all secular, when in fact that is an important way to spread Gods word, and bring glory to his transcendence over such things. 
We are to apply the principle of good stewardship to all that we have been given. As for our money, we tithe and do not waste it. With our time, we are not to be lazy, and we are to spend it glorifying God. With our health, and talents that God has given us, we are to use them all to glorify Him. If all of these things are obvious and undisputed within the church, why should our use of the minds that God has given us be any different. According to Him, we are to love God “with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your mind.' We are to love and worship our God with everything He has given us, including our mind. So then to hide from the world, and all the ideas within it, in order to not have to think about them, is wasting something that He has given us.

	Understanding the importance of the mind in Christianity, we should aspire to develop the type of mind that we are called to. Before we are able to do this though, we must first understand what a Christian mind looks like.
In John 17:17 we see that His “word is truth”, and that He “does not lie” (Titus 1:2). In order to be more like God we must love what He loves. Since God loves truth, we must also love and pursue truth. God is calling us to learn, and use what we know to pursue justice and defend good. God even directly calls us the reason with Him in Isaiah 1:18 where we read “Come now, let us reason together,’ says the LORD.” Loving and preserving truth requires not only the heart, but also the mind.

The Christian mind will seek to take all thoughts captive for God and the Gospel. As lovers of the truth, no matter the method that is used to find it, we should search for the truth in anything and be willing and prepared to take it captive for Christ. Unfortunately many Christians neglect to recognize the truth to be found in “non-Christian” teachings. It is important that we appreciate how valuable the asset of “secular” philosophy can be. 
In 354AD St Augustine, one of the most influential Christian philosophers, was born. After thirty two years of searching for a true religion he came to Christianity, the first religion that he found to stand against reason. Through use of Plato’s teachings, he found Christianity to be the truth. From his very first acceptance of Christianity through his knowledge of Plato, and lasting through the rest of his life, Augustine shows a thoroughly Platonic approach and understanding of God and his creation. Much of Augustine’s contribution can be seen as an adaptation of Platonism to Christianity. Throughout his life, even before becoming a Christian, the very purpose of any philosophical pursuit was to gain a deeper, more thorough understanding of God. Augustine found that applying Platonism to Christian beliefs was the best way to further develop an understanding of God.
The apostle Paul also showed an ability to glorify God with his understanding of “secular” culture. Even as a Hebrew philosopher he was able to reach many Greek thinking people with the gospel through use of his knowledge of Greek thought. If he had limited himself to only understanding and studying Hebrew teachings, he would not have been able to have the incredible impact that he did as an evangelist. 

It is tempting to separate philosophy into two separate categories, secular, and Christian. The distinction between the two, however, isn’t as clearly defined as it might initially appear. Names like Augustine and Aquinus, or Francis Bacon and John Locke are without hesitation recognized as Christian philosophers. While on the other hand other well known, and even respected, philosophers such as Plato, and Socreties or historians such as Homer, have their writing labeled as “Non-Christian”. A survey of the writings of many of these men brings to light a number of apparent ties between both the Christian and secular ideas explored throughout their respective philosophies. After thorough examination we are brought to the fact that there is only one truth, and that it is of God, which means that even if a secular teacher of philosopher is the one bringing a fact to light, it cannot be considered “un-Christian”. 

Throughout the history of philosophy there are two tracks of development. The two types of philosophy are named after the cultures from which they originated and developed. The first of these philosophical methods is Greek philosophy, and the second is Hebrew philosophy. 
The Greeks used a method of deduction to develop their ideas, taking what they could see, touch, and perceive with their senses and used logic to develop conclusions about the big picture, and the order of the universe. Socrates showed a very obvious use of this method in his teaching and debating. He would begin by establishing facts that were mutually agreed to, and then he would combine the facts and form a logical conclusion. Through this method he would take the smaller facts and ideas, and use them to form the bigger picture. 
Hebrew philosophers, however, had a tool not used by the Greeks, the Bible. They could learn from God’s word how the universe was ordered, and from that could derive the nature of the smaller parts, and how they interacted. Their ability to use the Bible as a resource made them less deductive in their approach, causing a disconnect with those relying on Greek methods.
	“I think therefore I am”, This well known quote from Des Cartes marks not only the beginning of his deductive road to truth, but also an era of change in the world of Christian thought. Philosophers such as Des Cartes, Francis bacon, and John Lock were part of the movement that we now know as “The Enlightenment”. The Enlightenment marked a period of transition and change in the methods used in the development of Christian understanding. There is a very evident shift from the traditional inductive methods that had become almost synonymous with Hebrew philosophy, toward the typically Greek approach of deductive logic. 

Augustine is almost universally accepted as one of the most influential founders of contemporary Christian philosophy. He is credited with founding many essential parts of Christian understanding and apologetics, from Predestination and Human will, to Original sin and ethics. Throughout the development of his beliefs and teaching we see a thorough application of Platonic reasoning. 
If you were to analyze Augustine’s works and substituted “god" for "the good" and "the divine" for "the forms" you would see that his philosophy is merely his own effort to develop Platonism and apply it to Christianity. 
At the foundation of Plato’s teaching is the concept of a tripartite universe. He believed that the universe consisted of the physical world, the forms, and the world of “The good”. In Augustine’s writing we see these paralleled by his explanation of the three parts as the body, soul, and God. 
	Following the example set by Augustine, we should glorify God by using both logical deduction and revealed truth, continually checking everything against scripture. 

A Christian mind seeks to be an accurate reflection of our God. By reflecting God’s reason and perfection, we are fulfilling our responsibility to bring glory to Him. If we don’t pursue knowledge and reason, we will not be prepared to approach the world properly, and will provide a poor reflection of our God and His glory.
“Then Jesus came to them and said, "All authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me. Therefore go and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in[a] the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, and teaching them to obey everything I have commanded you. (Matthew 28:18-20). God calls us as Christians to be disciples to the world. There are many forms of evangelism, all of which require logic and reason to be used effectively. Imagine what you would think if somebody were to approach you and tell you something along the lines of “ Hi, um… There was a guy named Jesus, and he died… On a cross, and it hurt a lot. So there is like a God and evolution is dumb”. You probably wouldn’t feel that they had provided any sort of a convincing explanation of Christianity. This does not in any way portray a stereotypical evangelist, and hopefully not any evangelist. But if we were to take reason or logic out of Christianity, it probably wouldn’t look much different. Now imagine if this is exactly what all evangelicals did, we wouldn’t be doing a very good job of making disciples, or glorifying God. 
St. Augustine spent the first few decades of his life in the secular world searching for the truth. For a period of time he was a member of a religious cult called Manichaeanism. He struggled with this religion because he was unable to find answers to many of the questions that he had. Usually when he asked fellow members they couldn’t find an answer and told him to wait for Faustus to return. Faustus was a very well respected teacher, and was away for a long period of time. When he finally came, Augustine found that he Faustus also was unable to answer the questions that weighed on his mind. Relying of rhetoric Fuastus had no real answers most questions, but rather convinced others he did with his eloquent speech. Augustine left Manichaeanism soon after this. Within the next few years he came across Ambrose and Pontitianus, and found that they could intelligently discuss with him different issues related to religion. Their ability to reason and provide answers significantly influenced him and eventually let him to Christianity.
“The truth of our faith becomes a matter of ridicule… if any Catholic, not gifted with the necessary scientific learning, presents as dogma what scientific scrutiny shows to be false” Aquinas. This quote applies directly to the first example of evangelism, where the inability of the evangelist to support what he is saying, or show it to be reasonable, inhibits his ability to spread the word of God. If Christians can’t support what they are saying, they only make fools of themselves. The roles of Ambrose and Pontinianus in the evangelizing of Augustine, however, proved to be vital, and they were effective tools because of their knowledge and ability to reason.
God instructs us to “Always be prepared to give an answer to everyone who asks you to give the reason for the hope that you have" (1 Peter 3:15). We have a responsibility to God to be able to defend our faith, and in order to do so, we must be aware of not only what we believe, but also what we might need to defend it from. 

	It is clear that the mind plays a central role in serving, and glorifying God. We see that we should love truth and pursue it with our entire mind. We know what a Christian mind should look like, and what God has called us to, but there are many challenges that can prevent us from developing a mind that would glorify him. 
	The Bible tells us that our enemy’s are the world the flesh and the devil, we must overcome these challenges if we are to glorify God with our minds. The world is a minefield of temptation and empty promises. It is important that we see through the lies of this world and develop minds that can find the truth in it, relying on God for discernment. While the world is a formidable obstacle to overcome, our own pride and fallen nature can be a far greater problem. It is our nature to avoid pain and uncomfortable, this makes it very easy to remain idle and convince ourselves that it is not important to use our minds. It is vitally important that we do not allow our pride, or slothfulness, to prevent us from our pursuit of truth. The devil uses both the world and our own nature to try to distract or trick us, in order to prevent us from serving God. It is important that we take up arms and prepare our minds for the battle that is already being waged for the minds and souls of men. We cannot allow our comfort or pride to prevent us from acknowledging that there is a war, and taking part in it. In James we read that if we pray for wisdom, God will give it to us. God also assures us that he will give us strength to overcome any temptation that we will face.  If we trust God and fight for the truth, and Gods glory, He will give all that we need to win.

	In conclusion, we have seen that the mind holds a crucial role in the life that Christians are called to live. Striving to imitate God in His reason and love for truth, we have a responsibility to be good stewards of the mind He has given us. We should long to be good reflections of God by using our minds to critically analyze everything around us in order to find truth. Like Augustine shows us, we can take every thought, whatever the source, captive for Christ. It is important that we prepare ourselves daily for the battle that is being waged for our hearts and minds. Trusting in God to give us wisdom and discernment, we should boldly fight the temptation in the world, and our own pride. We should always strive to be good reflections of God, and bring Him glory by preparing ourselves and fighting for the truth, for the glory of God.
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The Forms of Justice and its effects on Government
Justice has been debated many times through out the course of history but few have been able to put together a truly practical display of what justice is and how it applies to government. All governments aim for the goal of being just, yet struggle in the practical methods to carry out justice to its people. The purest forms of justice is produced from a righteous and Holy God. Many people strive to produce true forms of justice acted through a governmental system. Each system defines justice though the process of who holds the power. Ultimately, all governmental systems have strengthens and weaknesses which benefit or undermines the effectiveness of justice administered in the land.

Natural law and Civil law are two very important concepts in defining justice. Natural law is the law that is written on men's hearts, which is his conscience. Natural law is the universal principles such as: thou shall not murder, thou shall not steel, and thou shall not lie. Civil law is the law of the land that governs the people. Many civil laws are based on the natural laws. Civil law is used to define and enforce natural law. For example, natural law states that to murder is wrong, however; civil law is used to define what actions  are considered murder and what punishments are just for such wrongs Civil law also includes those things that are done for the sake of protecting society that may not be in natural law. Civil laws such as speed laws on highways, work for the good of society. However, there is no absolute standard that is place on such actions making these laws just or unjust in the eyes of natural law.

	When discussing justice, it is proper to begin with its highest form, the justice of God. It is in God’s nature to be just. Therefore, we are held responsible for any action that we take. According to St. Anselm, sin is not giving God what he deserves. “Anselm: if man or angle always rendered God his due there would be no sin. Boso: I cannot deny it. Anselm: therefore sin is nothing else than not to render to God his dues.” As our creator, he deserves mastery over our lives and respect. Anything less is sin and all sin leads to death. God is unable to wipe away our sins without a proper payment, to do so would be unjust and contrary to his nature “Wherefore, if it be not fitting for God to do anything unjustly or out of course, it does not belong to his liberty or compassion or will to let the sinner go unpunished who makes no return of what the sinner has defrauded him”- St Anselm.  Justice must be paid in some form but God in his infinite mercy allows a substitution to be made on our behalf.  It is only though this substitution, which is Christ, that justice many be fulfilled. “For all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God and are justified by his grace as a gift, though that is in Christ, Jesus, whom god put forward as propitiation by his blood, to be received by faith. This was to show God's righteousness, because in his divine forbearance he had passed over former sins. It was to show his righteousness at the present time, so that he might be just and the justifier of one who has faith in Jesus.” Romans 3: 23-26

	For a society to function correctly there must be a uniform code of justice that the society must agree to follow. To create and enforce this code of conduct is the purpose of government. Without this social contract, society is left in chaos. According to Thomas Hobbs' Leviathan, government was created to protect man from the injustice of other men. Without laws and accountability, mankind is left to his passions. Government is needed to protect just men from those passions.

	There are times when the justice of man and the justice of God conflict. At these points the individual must choose whether to follow God and his commands or to obey man and his governments. Such a case can be seen in the play Antigone. Creon's decree concerning the traitor, Polynices' burial was a clear affront to the authority of the Greek gods who commanded that all of the dead be given proper burial rights. When Antigone preformed these on her brother's unburied body, she chose to break the civil laws of the land and obey the laws of her gods. 

	For a government to succeed it is important that it is just. A government must be just in order to function properly. Since the government is just, it must also be right by the very definition of the word. For this reason the government must be thought as just. This circular logic is necessary for the governments to function without chaos. Since a government makes the laws, it must be just according to the laws that it makes; otherwise, it loses all authority. For this reason, in order for a government to do its job it must be assumed that the government is just. However; no government can be perfect. Mankind can only create things as flawed as itself. All governments will decay and no government will ever be completely just. With this in mind, some types of governments more readily lend themselves to justice than others.

	The major difference between the forms of governments is who will decide justice and civil law. For a democracy, it is the people who have this power. In a republic it is a group of individuals chosen from among the people to rule as a group. In a dictatorship, it is the rule of a single person. All these forms of governments are human forms and have many downfalls. Human nature works against all governments corrupting and twisting good intentions into evil tyrannies.	

	In a democracy, the people have the final say in what is just. Many philosophers fear this kind of mob rule. The mob makes rules that the majority will agree to be just, but the mob is fickle in their thinking. With an educated population that has strong moral principles, this form of government will work and achieve just results. However, in an uneducated society or a society lacking in moral values, this form of government may create many harmful laws. The problem within a democracy is intolerance against the minority. When the mob believes that it is right in its actions, and a minority of people speaks out, the temptation to suppress the minority, or even eliminate the minority can be great. Since the government must be just in order to function, then the majority that controls the government must also be just. There is a story about a cruel king who the people over through. Tired of the king’s dictatorship and not wanting a single person to rule over them, they became a democracy. In the government, everyone had a single vote and the first vote was to put the former king to death. The people voted and a verdict was made by an overwhelming margin. The King was put to death. However, those who wished not to kill the King were charged with treason and they too were hung. This happened with every vote; the losers were always killed for disagreeing with the majority and where put to death. This lasted until the kingdom was a monarchy again with a population of one. The moral of this story is to be wary of the democracies and the tyranny of the majority. As Alexis de Tocqueville says in his book Democracy in America “When a man or party suffers an injustice in the United States to whom can he turn? To public opinion? That is what forms the majority. To the legislative powers? It is appointed by the majority and obeys it blindly. To the executive power? It is elected by the majority and serves as its passive instrument. To the police? They are nothing more than the majority under arms. A jury?  The jury is the majority vested with the power to produce judgment; even judges in certain states are elected by the majority. So however injurious or unreasonable the measure which hurts you, you must submit.” In then end, democracy's greatest gift is also its greatest curse. 
	
	Many philosophers will support the idea of a dictatorship. A dictatorship is when a single individual takes control of the government and makes all the laws. The dictator becomes law itself in his country. Since he is justice, it is important to believe that the dictator’s laws are always right. The dictator should be the wisest person in the land capable of making decisions that will benefit society. This was the case with King Solomon. Because of his great wisdom, he was able to bring about great prosperity and justice to his people, but there is no way to guarantee such a ruler. Will the foolish people elect who they believe is wise? Will the current government leaders chose the leader for them? In many cases, dictators raise to power though the military or they campaign and grow in their power and declare themselves a dictator. The greatest atrocities to man have been committed by a dictatorship. Both Stalin and Hitler were the dictators of their government but neither followed Solomon’s example. Instead, they lusted for power and brought great ruin to their people. The saying “absolute power corrupts absolutely” rings true in this situation.
	 
	In a republic many wise leaders are elected to run a government. Since the government decision making power does not rest on the shoulders of one person, changes will be made slowly to the government. It will be much more difficult for an unjust law to be passed; thus, the idea must be approved by several wise people. Like Plato's philosopher kings, these wise men are also to be independent thinkers. They should not worry about the mob, but instead be able to make decisions that are best suited for their people. The major problem in this system is relying on the mob to choose wise people. In some cases, a charismatic fool may be chosen to lead the people instead of someone who is truly capable.

	The final form of government is a theocracy, or a government ruled by God himself. A true theocracy does not exist anymore, however; modified version of it exist today. The Muslim governments are a good example of this. In such a government, justice is relied on sacred scriptures of the religion. This can be considered the most just form of government in existence since the state is to do the will of God. All people are to follow God's expressed will. However, God chooses not to directly speak to his people in a physical form, or though prophets, or judges as in the Old Testament of the Bible. Theocracy is left in the hands of priests and religions leaders. The people can often be corrupt or misguided. Since there can be no check and balance system placed on god, there is no way to restrain the religion if it ever begins to go out of control. This leads to a life that would be worse than that of the tyrant and harder to break free from since your life here and your afterlife is controlled by the religion. 
	
	With careful research and hindsight, we see that all governments are flawed and unjust in some way. Until Christ returns, the only thing that we can do is make the best of a poor situation here on earth. Because of mankind's fallen nature, a government is needed that will protect it citizens from injustice and to protect itself from becoming corrupt. In other words, a government is designed to constraint human nature's desire for evil. This is the reasoning behind the creation of our own government. To fix the problems of human nature, the founding fathers created a system of government that would be able to withstand human nature and it’s down falls. What was designed was a federal republic. That is a republic with a strong central government previously under the articles of the confederation the United States had no strong central government. Instead of one country with many states our government acted more like many independent countries bound loosely together under a treaty.  

	One of the major principles that our founding fathers implemented was the balance of powers. This is not a complete separation of the powers of government where different powers of government act independently of each other but rather a blending of powers to create a stable but exposed government. In the Federalist Number 42 James Madison argued for this point to the people of New York. “The several departments of power are distributed and blended in such a manner as at once to destroy all symmetry and beauty of the form, and to expose some of the essential part of the edifice to the danger of being crushed by the disproportionate weight of the other parts.” In this way, the three powers of our government are separated to balance each other. When one function gains too much power, it will crush the others and also crush itself. So it is in the best interests of the power to keep itself in check. Also, by not completely separating the powers into completely independent entities, it enable a checks and balance system and for advice to be passed through the branches of government. “The magistrate in whom the whole executive power resides cannot of himself make a law, though he can put a negative on every law; nor administer justice in person, though he has the appointment of those who do administer it. The judges can exercise no executive prerogative, though they are shoot from the executive stock; nor any legislative function, though the may be advised by the legislative councils. The entire legislator can perform no judiciary act, though by a joint act of two of its branches judges may be removed from their offices, and though one of its branches possessed of judicial power in the last resort.” In this way, each of the weakness of our government is in the hands of another power forcing them to be equal among each others.
	
As a Christian, we have a hope in a perfect government that is a true blending of natural and civil law to bring about a permanent harmony and justice.  No longer will man’s shortcomings be a problem because the Lord himself will reign here on earth. Until that time we must look and decide justice according to God’s principles. We are to be a light onto this world and uphold what is truly just and righteous in the world that we live in “ you are the light of the world. A city set on a hill cannot be hidden; nor dose anyone light a lamp and set it under a basket, but on a lamp stand, and it gives light to all who are in the house” Matthew 5:13-14. until that time we will depend on God's sovereign will to reign and bring about his good purposes for His glory and for our good who have faith in Jesus Christ
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Spiritual Sustenance

“I suspect that men have sometimes received more spiritual sustenance from myths they did not believe than from the religion they professed.”
-C. S. Lewis


 Adventures, dark forests, knights, quests, princesses and golden apples. Myths and fairy tales present us with a dizzying array of strange and wonderful images. All of these fantastic shapes and creatures have their roles in the stories that we often hear told to children, and every now and then we might catch a glimpse of something beneath the surface of a story that we are tempted to dismiss as “just another myth”. What is it that has hidden itself in myths that allow them to be retold for hundreds or even thousands of years? When we read or hear or tell a story, it affects us differently than if we had just the bare information told to us. It seems alive, it seems familiar to us somehow. In many of Plato’s dialogues, he ends his philosophical discussion with a story. These stories often involve Greek gods and faraway lands and elaborate mythologies. Søren Kierkegaard is captivated by the story of Abraham and Isaac. Antoine de Saint-Exupery also wrote stories to illuminate truths that he believed. And the greatest of storytellers, Jesus, gives many seemingly unsophisticated stories to explain the deepest truths. Why do these authors in their search for truth write stories and myths that are not always literally true? Or in the case of Abraham and Isaac, what power is there in an event that happened four thousand years ago?

Plato’s Myth
	
	“Next,’ said Socrates, ‘I believe that it [the world] is vast in size, and that we who dwell between the river Phasis and the pillars of Hercules inhabit only a minute portion of it; we live round the sea like ants or frogs round a swamp, and there are many other people inhabiting similar regions… But the things above excel those of our world to a degree far greater still. If this is the right moment for a story, Simmias, it will be worth your while to hear what it is really like upon the earth which lies beneath the heavens.’” With these words Socrates begins his story of what the earth and the heavens must be like. The story describes every aspect of this world as Socrates believes it to be, from the rivers and mountains and where the souls of people travel after death, even the elements that must compose the stones of that region. 
	Why does Socrates end his philosophical dialogue in Phaedo, with an elaborate myth of the underworld? A myth, as defined by Webster’s Dictionary, is “a traditional story of unknown authorship, ostensibly with a historical basis, but serving usually to explain some phenomenon”. Myths are not literally true, and it would seem strange that Socrates would use such a story in his search for truth. One contention is that the mythology is there as a last attempt to convince anyone who might be too dull to be convinced by the more intangible, philosophical arguments. This view does have some truth to it, because the myths are easily accessible and can readily be understood by the listener. The myths also contain the same truths in them that Socrates already presented in his dialogue, but in a different form. Socrates has just shown us the difference between the physical world and the world of the soul in his dialogue, but the story paints a much clearer picture of what that is actually like. He compares the surface of the earth to someone living at the bottom of the sea: “He might think that he was living on the surface, and seeing the sun and the other heavenly bodies through the water, he might think the sea was the sky. He might be so sluggish and feeble that he had never reached the top of the sea, never emerged and raised his head from the sea into this world of ours, and seen for himself – or even heard from someone who had seen it – how much purer and more beautiful it really is than the one in which his people live.” (pg. 176). The “heavenly bodies”, being perfect and uncorrupted by earthly things, represent for Plato the Forms of perfect truth. The deep ocean that this person lives in is the world of the physical, and just as he is too feeble to swim to the surface of the ocean, so also is the soul too feeble to find truth through the earthly body. The soul can only see the “heavenly bodies”, or truths, as a dim and distorted image through the deep water of the physical world. 
	The stories give an emotional attachment to an argument, even though the stories are not literally true. After he has described the mythological underworld, Socrates gives this disclaimer: “Of course, no reasonable man ought to insist that the facts are exactly as I have described them. But that either this or something very like it is a true account of our souls and their future habitations – since there is certainly evidence that the soul is deathless – this, I think, is both a fitting contention and a belief worth risking; for the risk is a noble one. We should use such accounts to enchant ourselves with; and that is why I have already drawn out my tale so long.” (Phaedo, pg. 181d) Although he does think that this myth might be an accurate reflection of reality, he very wisely does not insist that the stories should be thought of as true. It does not take very much skepticism to doubt the authenticity of myth, and even Plato who recorded the myths in his dialogues might not have believed them. Rather, he says we should “use such accounts to enchant ourselves with”, and use the emotion and feeling of the story to better understand and relate to the philosophical ideas being presented. 
	

Invisible to the Eye

Webster’s Dictionary defines love as “a deep and tender feeling of affection for or attachment or devotion to a person or persons.” That is the clinical definition. But where can we find the truth about love? Antoine de Saint-Exupery wrote a story called The Little Prince, in which a prince who rules over a planet no bigger than a house travels to other planets to learn what he can from the people there. On his planet he has a rose which was unlike any other flower he had seen, and he had cared for her and watered her every day. The rose told him that she was the only flower like her in the entire universe, but when the little prince journeys to Earth, he finds an entire garden full of roses. “And he was overcome with sadness. His flower had told him that she was the only one of her kind in all the universe. And here were five thousand of them, all alike, in one single garden!
’I thought that I was rich, with a flower that was unique in all the world; and all I had was a common rose. A common rose, and three volcanoes that come up to my knees - and one of them perhaps extinct forever... that doesn't make me a very great prince...’
And he laid down in the grass and cried. It was then that the fox appeared. 
’Good morning,’ said the fox. 
’Good morning,’ the little prince responded politely, although when he turned around he saw nothing.
’I am right here,’ the voice said, ‘under the apple tree.’
’You are very pretty to look at... Come and play with me, I am unhappy.’ 
’I cannot play with you,’ the fox said. ‘I am not tamed.’
’Ah! Please excuse me,’ said the little prince.
But, after some thought, he added:
’What does that mean – “tame”?’
‘...It is an act too often neglected,’ said the fox. ‘It means to establish ties.’
’To establish ties?’
’Just that," said the fox. ‘To me, you are still nothing more than a little boy who is just like a hundred thousand other little boys. And I have no need of you. And you, on your part, have no need of me. To you, I am nothing more than a fox like a hundred thousand other foxes. But if you tame me, then we shall need each other. To me, you will be unique in all the world. To you, I shall be unique in all the world…’
Once the little prince tames the fox, he learns why his rose is special and different from the thousands of other roses in the world, and the fox tells him to look at the rose garden once more:
”The little prince went away, to look again at the roses. 
’You are not at all like my rose,’ he said. ‘As yet you are nothing. No one has tamed you, and you have tamed no one. You are like my fox when I first knew him. He was only a fox like a hundred thousand other foxes. But I have made him my friend, and now he is unique in all the world. You are beautiful, but you are empty,’ he went on. ‘One could not die for you. To be sure, an ordinary passerby would think that my rose looked just like you - the rose that belongs to me. But in herself alone she is more important than all the hundreds of you other roses: because it is she that I have watered; because it is she that I have put under the glass globe; because it is she that I have sheltered behind the screen; because it is for her that I have killed the caterpillars (except the two or three that we saved to become butterflies); because it is she that I have listened to, when she grumbled, or boasted, or even sometimes when she said nothing. Because she is my rose.’
The fox then tells him what became Saint-Exupery’s most famous quote: “And now here is my secret, a very simple secret: It is only with the heart that one can see rightly; what is essential is invisible to the eye.”
Before he met the fox, the little prince couldn’t understand the love he felt for his rose, and he thought she was lying to him when she told him that she was unique in all the world. How many times have we loved someone or something, yet never understood how or why or even what love is? But once the fox teaches him how to earn his trust by taming him, the little prince can now understand why that time he spent was so valuable. The little prince learns the beauty and discipline that is true love from his time that he gave to taming the fox. We can learn from this story too, because it touches something in anyone who has given their time and energy to caring for another person. Stories like the Little Prince can be told over and over, yet the truths remain the same. 


The Kingdom of Heaven is Like…
	
What relevance do myths have to us as Christians? It is by the paradox of finding truth in a story that is not literally true that myths find their value. It is the difference between truth and fact. This can be clearly seen in Jesus’ own teaching, from the greatest collection of stories ever, the Bible. Again and again Jesus uses stories and myths which he called parables in order to explain the deeper truths of living in God’s Kingdom. Recorded in the book of Matthew, Jesus says “The kingdom of heaven is like a man who sowed good seed in his field…” “The kingdom of heaven is like a mustard seed…” “The kingdom of heaven is like yeast…” “The kingdom of heaven is like a treasure hidden in a field…”. The kingdom of heaven is not literally seed or yeast or treasure in a field, but when it is explained as a story or parable, it can be understood far more deeply and fully than if it were put in abstract metaphysical terms. Stories are filled with physical objects, things that we can touch or taste, things we can understand. Until we can actually connect with something in a story, whether it be a rose that was loved or a son who wasted all his inheritance or a tiny, tenacious mustard seed, the story is meaningless.
	Two philosophers wrote proofs for the existence of God: St. Thomas Aquinas and St. Anselm. In his Summa Theologica, Aquinas’ proof for the existence of God consists of five points. The first point is that anything in motion must have had a mover, and “whatever is moved must be moved by another” (Q.2 Art.3). So every motion had something that came before it, but, as Aquinas writes, “this cannot go on to infinity, because then there would be no first mover, and, consequently, no other mover, seeing that subsequent movers move only inasmuch as they are moved by the first mover… Therefore it is necessary to arrive at a first mover, moved by no other; and this everyone understands to be God.” Each motion must have a motion preceding it, but unless there is a first mover to begin the chain of motion after motion, no motion could exist.
	The second point relates to and builds upon the first, and has to do with what Aquinas calls “the nature of efficient cause”. He says that “There is no case known (neither is it, indeed, possible) in which a thing is found to be the efficient cause of itself; for so it would be prior to itself”. The efficient cause has three parts: the first cause, the intermediate cause, and the ultimate cause. “In efficient causes,” he writes, “it is not possible to go on to infinity”. The reason for this is that if there were an infinite amount of causes, there would be no first cause, intermediate cause, or ultimate cause, and this again shows the need for a first efficient cause. 
	The third point is taken from “possibility and necessity”. Because it is possible for things to exist or to not exist, but impossible for everything to always have existed, there must have been a time when nothing existed. But if nothing existed, nothing could have come into existence, unless there were a being “having of itself its own necessity, and not receiving it from another, but rather causing in others their necessity.” And this being must be God. 
	The fourth point that Aquinas has laid out comes from what he calls “the gradation to be found in things.” Since there are things that are good or true, and some things that are more so, Aquinas reasons that there must be a maximum standard which all of these good or true things relate to and are caused by. There must be something that causes goodness or truth in objects, and this again must be God. 
	The fifth and final point that Aquinas puts forward is related to the way the natural world is governed. “We see that things which lack knowledge, such as natural bodies, act for an end, and this is evident from their acting always, or nearly always in the same way, so as to achieve the best result.” Because plants and animals and solar systems and all of creation acts in a way that almost always achieves an end, even though they are not themselves endowed with knowledge, they are directed by a being that is; “as the arrow is directed by the archer.” Therefore their must be an intelligent being that directs everything to achieve an end.	
To prove the existence of God, St. Anselm wrote his famous ontological proof in his Proslogium. He writes, “No one who understands what God is can conceive that God does not exist; although he says these words in his heart, either without any, or with some foreign, signification. For, God is that than which a greater cannot be conceived. And he who thoroughly understands this, assuredly understands that this being so truly exists, that not even in concept can it be non-existent. Therefore, he who understands that God so exists cannot conceive that he does not exist.” (Proslogium, IV) Because God is “that than which a greater cannot be conceived”, and because such an idea exists in the mind, and existing in reality is greater than existing in the mind, God, by definition, exists. Anselm has clearly and succinctly demonstrated once and for all that the existence of God is irrefutable, and “only the fool says in his heart ‘there is no God’”. But why, then, are there still so many fools? Something is lacking from his arguments, but it isn’t information. 
When the Apostle Paul goes to Lystra, a city that has never heard about God, he uses a different approach and tells the inhabitants something much closer to a story than Anselm and Aquinas’ proofs, as recorded in Acts 14. “We are bringing you good news, telling you to turn from these worthless things to the living God, who made heaven and earth and sea and everything in them… He has not left himself without testimony: He has shown kindness by giving you rain from heaven and crops in their seasons; he provides you with plenty of food and fills your hearts with joy.” Acts 14:15-17. The Message translation reads, “When your bellies were full and your hearts happy, there was evidence of good beyond your doing.” Paul could have given them theological proofs, or logical proofs of God’s existence. But instead he shows them things that they know, he points to the rain, to food and to happiness and says, “Who do you think gives you all of these?” He gives tangible evidence for the “good beyond” their doing. Anyone can see the rain and the crops that bring food, and few people have not wondered who made all of that. Paul answers a question which is already present. Theology is not bad or wrong by any means, it is often essential to understanding, but it lacks the raw experience and feel of story. As William J. Bausch put it, “’He suffered under Pontius Pilate, died and was buried’ is a good catechetical summary but no substitute for the original metaphors of darkening skies, falling rocks, ghostly appearances, and the primal scream of forsakenness. Systematic theology rightfully philosophizes on these ultimate mysteries and sheds light on them, but it is the story that carries power.” Invaluable as theology is, it is no substitute for the story of a living God interacting with real people. 

By Virtue of the Absurd

One philosopher who argued against systematic theology was Søren Kierkegaard. Since childhood he was struck by the story of Abraham and his son Isaac, how God commanded Abraham to sacrifice Isaac, and Abraham followed God’s command right until the very moment that an angel was sent to stay the hand that wielded the sacrificial knife. How could someone have so much faith, enough faith to go against God’s ethics and murder his only son, as Abraham nearly did? Kierkegaard says, “If that rich young man whom Jesus met along the way had sold all his possessions and given the money to the poor, we would praise him as we praise every great deed, even if we could not understand him without working, but he still would not become an Abraham, even though he sacrificed the best. What is omitted from Abraham’s story is the anxiety, because to money I have no ethical obligation, but to the son the father has the highest and holiest.” (Fear and Trembling, p.28) Who could have more ethical obligation to anything than a father to a son? But Abraham is still ready to commit this “unethical” deed, because he has faith in the God that commands him. According to Kierkegaard, this bypassing of ethics or, as he calls it, “the teleological suspension of the ethical” (Problema I), happens by virtue of the absurd. Through the paradox of faith, Abraham’s seemingly unethical willingness to sacrifice Isaac became righteousness. Instead of putting faith in the ethical law that God had established, Abraham had faith in God Himself, the One who wrote that law. Abraham’s belief wasn’t in a thing, and just as the Apostle Paul wrote in 2 Timothy, “I know whom I have believed”, Abraham knew whom he had put his faith in. Maybe Abraham couldn’t have explained to you how God’s existence was a logical necessity or could be proven in so many steps, but clearly there was no doubt in his mind. 

Stories that Happen

When a story has a deeper truth than just its literal meaning, that truth becomes apparent in another way. Truth is universal, and if a story has truth in it, it doesn’t matter if the events of the story happened a hundred years ago, or a thousand years, or if it never happened at all. In his book Velvet Elvis, Rob Bell puts it this way: 
“Is the greatest truth about Adam and Eve and the fruit that it happened, or that it happens? This story, one of the first in the Bible, is true for us because it is our story. We have all taken the fruit, we have all crossed boundaries, we have all made decisions to do things our way and then looked back and said to ourselves, ‘What was I thinking?’ The fruit looked so great to Adam and Eve for those brief moments, but the consequences were with them for the rest of their lives. Their story is our story. We see ourselves in them.” Stories attain a deeper level of truth when they no longer are understood just to have happened, but when the truth contained in them is seen to happen. The story no longer is just historical fact or words or an elaborate myth, it is alive, and it transcends the mere data that the words express and it begins to connect with the lives of the hearers. 

	Plato’s use of myths and stories in his dialogues shows us something that may easily be overlooked, and that is the importance of such stories to our understanding of the concepts that are far more difficult to express in logical or theological terms. Our experiences in life often cannot be contained in such precise language that sometimes the most effective and clear form of communication that we can turn to is story. With a story we can penetrate the intangible nature of the soul as Plato sees it, deepen our understanding of love, and begin to grasp the infinite truths of God. These truths are far beyond us, but stories can capture bits and pieces of these truths and express them in ways that our finite mind can grasp, through real objects that we already know and understand and through the experiences of real people that we can relate to, and begin to see ourselves as part of their story, and ultimately part of the greatest story: God’s story.



