ABSTRACT
The Separation of Love and State:
C. S. Lewis and Søren Kierkegaard as Political Allies
Travis R. Pardo, Ph.D.
Mentor: Francis J. Beckwith, Ph.D.
Does a limited government limit neighbor-love? Through their writings, C. S.
Lewis and Søren Kierkegaard have inspired many individuals to “love thy neighbor,” yet
these authors do not call for government to fulfill the command to love others. This is
inconsistent, critics say, for neighbor-love ought to have political dimensions as well; in
fact, love requires more government, not less. But Lewis and Kierkegaard favor a small
and limited government. They are “generous liberal givers” on the individual level but
“absolute conservative restrictors” on the collective political level. Why? These two
men do not directly answer this charge of inconsistency, but this essay aims to extract
three possible answers from their theology and political philosophy. All three answers
agree that neighbor-love has social but not political implications: (1) the Argument from
Corruption: sin hinders love; (2) the Argument from Force: a person cannot be forced to
love by government since love requires consent; and (3) the Argument from the Holy
Spirit: neighbor-love is divine love and the government does not have access to it; but the
Church does have access by way of the Holy Spirit. If true, the Holy Spirit may be a
missing variable in Church-State calculations for a model of Low State, High Church.
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PREFACE
Rooted in the Christian tradition, this essay is addressed primarily to those who
have dedicated their lives to loving the triune God and loving thy neighbor, and to those
who study those who do. “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and
with all your soul, and with all your mind. This is the great and first commandment.
And a second is like it, You shall love your neighbor as yourself.”1 Few would doubt
that the commands to love God and neighbor “have had an incalculable influence on
Western culture,” as Yale professor Gene Outka notes.2 Much literature on these
commands exists and the portion I propose to examine is from perhaps the finest
Anglican mind and the finest Protestant mind in history, respectively, the English don
C. S. Lewis (1898-1963) and the Danish philosopher Søren Kierkegaard (1813-1855).
What are the political implications of neighbor-love, according to these authors? What is
their vision of love in society?
For any society full of persons in need of the healing power of divine love, no
greater issue than love’s source can be considered. Lewis’s insights about the power of
love in our lives has captured the imagination of millions of people worldwide, and
Kierkegaard presents us with perhaps the most electrifying vision of love since the New
Testament.3 While I have no doubt that a discussion about love between these two men

1

Matthew 22:37-39. Quotations from Holy Scripture, unless otherwise indicated, are from the
Revised Standard Version (RSV).
2

Gene Outka, Agape: An Ethical Analysis (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1972), 1.

3

For example, see Vernard Eller, Kierkegaard and Radical Discipleship: A New Perspective
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1968), 260: “Søren Kierkegaard has given us the greatest
treatment of Christian love to have been produced since the New Testament.”

ix

has already taken place in Eternity, I believe it is time for these two men to “sit-and-chat”
in essay format about how divine love animates earthly politics. I hope the essay appeals
to those who share an admiration for two defenders of The Greatest Story Ever Told.
When I began my research, I set out to show that Lewis and Kierkegaard dovetail
to form a single, common theory of limited government—and I believe good evidence
can support that claim. A political alliance seems to have been overlooked. If true,
Christians today who hold a similar theory of limited government have intellectual
support and protection from these authors against those who believe the call to love thy
neighbor necessarily requires an expansive and interventionist government.
But beyond Lewis and Kierkegaard, and more in the realm of perennial theory,
this essay aims to merge two interests of the author, neighbor-love and limited
government. I attempt to show that it is not inconsistent to hold these two beliefs: (1) the
command to love thy neighbor in its full rigor and power, and (2) a small and limited
government that concerns itself only with natural happiness rather than disseminating
divine and supernatural love. Such a distinction might be called basic natural politics—a
politics in defense of basic rights to life, liberty, and property—in contrast to
supernatural politics. From these two beliefs, the overall framework is Low State and
High Church: a pessimistic view of government and an optimistic view of the church. Is
this inconsistent? Does this framework violate the command to love thy neighbor?
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction:
Does a Limited Government Limit Neighbor-Love?
C. S. Lewis and Søren Kierkegaard share a common quest: to free modern man
from excessive faith in government. Such a quest might be summarized as the counsel
Take no leap of faith in government—and so instead of trusting the force of government
to solve problems, both men place their primary faith in the love of the Church. One
example of this political alliance by Lewis and Kierkegaard is an agreement on the
premise that love and government should be separated, which means the purpose of
government is not to love thy neighbor. They hold, then, a low (pessimistic) view of
government but a high (optimistic) view of the Church. Holding a low view of
government means they favor a limited government, and therefore they challenge the
“central argument” from the political clerisy of modern American progressivism “that
government should use centralized powers for reform.”1 A centralized government with
widespread powers finds no support in Lewis and Kierkegaard.
Their low view of government, however, presents us with the problem of
inconsistency. After all, Lewis and Kierkegaard are renowned for their arresting and
powerful writings on loving thy neighbor as commanded in Holy Scripture: “Thou shalt
love thy neighbour as thyself.”2 They call individuals to love, but they do not call for

1

Eric F. Goldman, Rendezvous with Destiny: A History of Modern American Reform (New York,
NY: Alfred A. Knopf, 1953), 86.
2

Matthew 22:39 (KJV). Holy Scripture mentions the commandment to love thy neighbor eight
times: Leviticus 19:18b, Matthew 19:19, Matthew 22:39, Mark 12:31, Luke 10:27, Romans 13:9, and
Galatians 5:14. In James 2:8, the command is called “the royal law”: “If you really fulfil [sic] the royal

1

government to love. This framework is inconsistent, says the modern mind, since love
has political dimensions and not merely individual dimensions; a limited government
would appear to limit love, for progress means more government, and government ought
to exist in accord with the principle of essentially limitless love toward our neighbors.
Those who favor the Social Gospel support the view that government should love
thy neighbor. Professor Tony Campolo writes, “Declaring that there are more than 2,000
verses of Scripture that call us to express love and justice for those who are poor and
oppressed, we promote legislation that turns biblical imperative into social policy.”3
Theologian Walter Rauschenbusch says a modern society needs a “socialized love” and
“a new avatar of love,” and the new avatar of love is government.4 Former U.S.
President and Nobel Peace Prize-winner Jimmy Carter yearns “to have a nation with a
government . . . as filled with love as are the American people.”5 Ronald J. Sider,
president of Evangelicals for Social Action, says Christians should support a more active
government in order to fulfill their duty of “loving one’s neighbor through faithful
political engagement.”6 Citizens ought to fund government’s mission to love others,
law, according to Scripture, ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself,’ you do well.” For modified
versions of the commandment, see I Peter 1:22, I John 4:21, and II John 1:5.
3

Tony Campolo, Red Letter Christians: A Citizen’s Guide to Faith and Politics (Ventura, CA:
Regal, 2008), 24.
4

Walter Rauschenbusch, Christianizing the Social Order (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press,

2010), 44.
5

Jimmy Carter said, “Let me close by saying to you what I have said to audiences all over
America in the past sixteen months. All I want is the same thing you want, to have a nation with a
government that is as good and honest and decent and competent and compassionate and as filled with love
as are the American people.” See Jimmy Carter, “The Issue Is Faith,” a speech to the California State
Senate, Sacramento, California, May 20, 1976, in Jimmy Carter, A Government as Good as Its People
(New York, NY: Simon and Schuster, 1977), 82-83.
6

Ronald J. Sider, The Scandal of Evangelical Politics: Why Are Christians Missing the Chance to
Really Change the World? (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2008), 231. See also Sider, 22.

2

Sider advocates, and “paying taxes is one important way we love our neighbors.”7
Scholar David R. Law says a view of neighbor-love that is non-political is “politically
naïve,”8 “underdeveloped,”9 “unscriptural,”10 and “unchristian.”11 On their view,
government ought to embody neighbor-love since neighbor-love has both individual and
political implications.
Lewis and Kierkegaard do in fact appear inconsistent, especially to those of us
who live in a culture that places emphasis upon achieving a better society by externality;
surely, we say, the political implications of neighbor-love require many political
programs. And moral exigencies abound among hurting people. Basic questions come to
mind: could two of the greatest writers about neighbor-love have failed to see a political
dimension for the impact of neighbor-love? Were they lacking in reflection? In acuity?
Compassion? Generosity? Why did these two men not compile a list of social ills and
then in effect say, “In the name of neighbor-love, government ought to fix these”? Why
did they not see personal neighbor-love as a prototype for a vastly more almighty
government-mediated neighbor-love? Where is the silver-trumpet call for government to
be the exemplar of public love? Given this apparent inconsistency, I wish to raise the

7

Ronald J. Sider, Just Generosity: A New Vision for Overcoming Poverty in America, second
edition (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2007), 258.
8

David R. Law, “Cheap Grace and the Cost of Discipleship in Kierkegaard’s For SelfExamination,” in Robert L. Perkins, ed., International Kierkegaard Commentary: For Self-Examination
and Judge for Yourself!, vol. 21 (Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 2002), 138, 139. Law specifically
refers to Kierkegaard’s apparent blindness to the political dimension of neighbor-love, but such a critique
can be applied to C. S. Lewis’s view of love-and-government as well since both share a similar view of
limited government.
9

Ibid., 138, 139.

10

Ibid., 140.

11

Ibid., 140, 141.

3

central question: Does a limited government limit neighbor-love? Perhaps this
inconsistency can be explained and resolved.
1.1 Definitions
In defense of Lewis and Kierkegaard, I believe three replies can be made to that
central question above, but first I need to define the four operative terms found in this
essay: (1) the neighbor, as the human person who is near to you, regardless of the
person’s beliefs, actions, physical features, sins, or any other particularities;12 (2) the
government, as the force of a ruling institution of welfare and warfare whose primary
purpose is guardian of basic natural rights such as life, liberty, and property, and
promoter of basic natural virtues such as honesty in contracts, in contrast to promoting
supernatural virtues such as agape (the virtue of love);13 (3) the church, as those people
who agree with the fundamentals of the faith as summarized in the ancient creeds14 and
have the presence of the Holy Spirit within their souls, ubi spiritus ibi ecclesia,15 in
contrast to those who claim to be Christians or merely agree with some ethical principals;

12

The word neighbor comes in part from the Old English word neah, which means nigh or near.

13

These natural rights to life, liberty, and property are inalienable rights because they originate
from an absolute source (God), rather than merely from human society or government. God is the origin of
life; God gives us free will; and God says, “Thou shalt not steal.” For examples of these three rights, see
the U.S. Constitution, Amendment V: “No person shall . . . be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without
due process of law.” See also Amendment XIV in the Constitution and the Declaration and Resolves of the
First Continental Congress (1774). For an example from European history, see John Locke, Two Treatises
of Government, ed. Thomas I. Cook (New York, NY: Hafner, 1947), 123: “[N]o one ought to harm another
in his life, health, liberty, or possessions.”
14

For fundamentals of the faith, see the Nicene Creed and the Apostles’ Creed. Christians
summarize the fundamental beliefs of Christianity as these six: the Atonement, the Virgin Birth, the Second
Coming, the divinity of Jesus, the resurrection of Jesus, as well as the inspiration and infallibility of the
Bible.
15

“Where the Spirit is, there is the Church.” See also Paul’s reference to the mystery of
Christianity being “Christ in you” in Colossians 1:27: “To them God chose to make known how great
among the Gentiles are the riches of the glory of this mystery, which is Christ in you, the hope of glory.”

4

and (4) neighbor-love, as supernatural agape, a divine gift, power, and warrior-energy
from God that enables us to support another person’s love for God and for the Good, the
True, and the Beautiful.16 The gift is personal to us, and its ultimate purpose is also
personal to others: to help the neighbor connect to God, as Kierkegaard says, which
necessitates a relationship and the individual attention that comes from “soul contact.”17
In our day, perhaps two common mistakes about neighbor-love are to miss both its
supernatural and personal requirements.
This definition of neighbor-love as both supernatural and personal contrasts with
other views, a humanistic view that reduces love to the merely human level of our own
self-generated choices, e.g., “We can self-create neighbor-love in ourselves”; and a
modern scientific view that reduces love to the biological level as a function of a
“temporary chemical imbalance of the brain induced by sensory stimuli,” as one
professor of biology put it.18 Neighbor-love does not begin with an atomistic individual
living apart from God (classical liberalism), nor with sensory stimuli (science), nor with a
faceless society or a mass collective such as government (socialism).

16

In Holy Scripture, there seems to be two types of gifts: immediate gifts and gifts that require
time to develop. The use of the term fruit to describe this gift of love from the Holy Spirit suggests that it
is the type of gift that takes time to grow, mature, and ripen. The gift, then, is a task to develop. See
Galatians 5:22-23: “But the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness, faithfulness,
gentleness, self-control; against such there is no law.” Emphasis added. Cf. Isaiah 11:2; I Corinthians
11:4; and I Corinthians 12:8-10. For commentary on this distinction, see Peter J. Kreeft, The God Who
Loves You (San Francisco, CA: Ignatius, 2004), 72-73.
17

Søren Kierkegaard, Works of Love, ed. and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1995), 107: “[T]o help another person to love God is to love
another person.” Emphasis is Kierkegaard’s. See Section 7.19 for a concept of indirect neighbor-love.
18

Bernd Heinrich, “Talk to the Animals,” New York Times, August 26, 2005, sec. A, p. 19:
“Functionally, I suspect love is an often temporary chemical imbalance of the brain induced by sensory
stimuli that causes us to maintain focus on something that carries an adaptive agenda.”

5

But in truth neighbor-love begins higher as a gift from God’s free will to those
who have faith in Him; the wages of faith is love.19 It requires a relationship with God.
Neighbor-love is not merely rearranging something that already exists into new form;
instead, God transcendently bestows love, creating being where there was nonbeing.
Neighbor-love, then, is among the species of high and holy things, “a gift from the gods,”
as was said in ancient times;20 or as one modern poet said, among the gifts from “the
vault of heaven.”21
By arguing against the godless views of love with substantiation from Lewis and
Kierkegaard, one of my main tasks is to audit the definition: neighbor-love. It is
worrisome to live in a culture where neighbor-love does not reign because the definition
of neighbor-love is known but rejected; it is far more worrisome to live in a culture where
even the correct definition of neighbor-love has been lost.22 For if neighbor-love is God’s
love, then the Holy Spirit is an essential element within the definition. To cite a key
verse for this essay: “God’s love has been poured into our hearts through the Holy Spirit
who has been given to us.”23

19

Cf. Romans 6:23: “For the wages of sin is death, but the free gift of God is eternal life in Christ
Jesus our Lord.”
20

Plato, Meno 100b; the quotation is from the translation by G. M. A. Grube in Plato: Complete
Works, ed. John M. Cooper (Indianapolis, IN: Hackett, 1997), 897: “Socrates: ‘It follows from this
reasoning, Meno, that virtue appears to be present in those of us who may possess it as a gift from the
gods.’”
21

Annie Dillard, Living By Fiction (New York, NY: Harper & Row, 1982), 11.

22

This essay focuses on recovering the definition of the virtue of neighbor-love, as inspired in part
by Peter J. Kreeft’s goal to recover moral knowledge about other virtues. See Peter J. Kreeft, Back to
Virtue: Traditional Moral Wisdom for Modern Moral Confusion (San Francisco, CA: Ignatius, 1992), 1920. Kreeft says many people today show not only “a lack of virtue” but “a lack of knowledge of virtue.
This is new.” Emphasis is Kreeft’s.
23

Romans 5:5b.

6

Modern culture has disconnected neighbor-love from the Holy Spirit, and some
important scholarship on neighbor-love does not emphasize the Holy Spirit.24 I hope to
help reconnect these two. The power of the Holy Spirit is a power that cannot be bought,
as one man discovered. In ancient Jerusalem, a man named Simon wanted to buy the
power of the Holy Spirit with silver, but St. Peter rebuked him for trying to “obtain the
gift of God with money.”25 Updated and more inventive methods of trying to obtain this
power also fail, and in current culture, the force of government is one of the most popular
attempts to get the fruit of neighbor-love without the seed from the Holy Spirit.
1.2 The Ideal
My paramount concern in this essay is that the ideal, the true, the most real
neighbor-love has been lost or forgotten: neighbor-to-neighbor, face-to-face, I-to-thou,
look-the-individual-in-the-eyes. The love of the Holy Spirit overflows from one person
into another person, so that both are connected to God. Wanting to love thy neighbor by
means of government is not an evil desire. It is not that modern man is seeking to do
evil, as the Christian apologist G. K. Chesterton observed many years ago. “The modern
world is not evil; in some ways the modern world is far too good. It is full of wild and
wasted virtues.”26 Indeed, he says, modern man’s good heart is often just misapplied to a
24

Only a handful of pages refer to the Holy Spirit in Anders Nygren’s Agape and Eros (19301936) and in Gene Outka’s Agape: An Ethical Analysis (1972). A similar theme of not emphasizing the
Holy Spirit’s relationship to neighbor-love is found in two important books on the social visions of C. S.
Lewis and Søren Kierkegaard, namely, Gilbert Meilaender’s The Taste for the Other: The Social and
Ethical Thought of C. S. Lewis (2003) and C. Stephen Evans’s Kierkegaard’s Ethic of Love: Divine
Commands and Moral Obligations (2004). This lack of emphasis by these four authors does not of course
imply that the authors would disagree with the connection. My aim is not to contradict but instead to
harmonize with and to try and bring perhaps a missing ingredient (the Holy Spirit) into the discussion.
25

See Acts 8:17-24.

26

G. K. Chesterton, Orthodoxy (San Francisco, CA: Ignatius, 1995), 35.

7

different place and so the virtues are misplaced (or mislabeled). “The modern world is
full of the old Christian virtues gone mad.”27 To apply Chesterton’s insight to neighborlove via government, it is that modern man loves by misguided means. The good virtue
of neighbor-love has “run wild” and is “out of place” to rest in the mistaken home of a
mass collective, a government, rather than being rooted in a relationship with its Source
(the triune God).
Modern neighbor-love now lacks an actual neighbor, a neighbor with a face. All
is groups: one group of politicians embodying “our neighbor-love” to another
dehumanized mass (The Poor, The Needy). It is impersonal crowd love. “Our neighborlove” becomes the more than 300 million citizens represented by 535 politicians in
Congress, nine Judges, one President, and millions of administrators. Surely neighborlove is better than being embodied in the external actions of distant politicians and
government employees. Yet in modern culture, “we” is an alias for government. But
government is a “they” and not a “we,” as Lewis reminds us, for to call government “we”
is “a dangerous figure of speech” since it detracts from real, individual personhood.28
Furthermore, neighbor-love is far more than a product of legislation and in fact
cannot be fully embodied in a law. Perhaps governmental attempts to “love” are more
accurately called neighbor-need and not neighbor-love since officials who carry out the
legislation do not link the neighbor to a personal relationship with God—e.g., by praying
together, by telling the neighbor about Jesus, by inviting the neighbor into a community

27

Ibid.
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C. S. Lewis, “Dangers of National Repentance,” in C. S. Lewis, God in the Dock: Essays on
Theology and Ethics, ed. Walter Hooper (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1994), 190: “By a dangerous figure
of speech, he calls the Government not ‘they’ but ‘we’.”
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of believers, by letting the neighbor sense the radiance of the Holy Spirit. Godless
neighbor-love is not willing a person’s best interests (to love and be loved by God).
Neighbor-need is incomplete and often merely addresses external, bodily needs, but real
Christian neighbor-love also includes providing love to a person’s spirit (the core) as
generated by love for God. As a pastor explained to the New York Times, the secular
world separates these as “missionary work” and “aid work,” but these are in fact “one
thing, not two separate things.”29
In addition to promoting an incomplete neighbor-need, U.S. citizens live in a
culture where politics is like a religion. Consequently, politicized neighbor-love—the
processed, packaged, computerized, manufactured, put-through-a-committee neighborlove—is now too often seen as fulfilling the commandment. It is not a true substitute.
Neighbor-love means to help the neighbor connect to God, just as the one who loves is
connected to God. But this is impossible with impersonal masses or collectives. As
Kierkegaard said: “the personal God cannot be the middle term in an impersonal
relationship.”30 “I have never read in Holy Scripture this commandment: You shall love
the crowd,” writes Kierkegaard. “[T]o love the crowd . . . is the way to acquire tangible
power, the way to all kinds of temporal and worldly advantage.”31 Loving the crowd is
politics, not neighbor-love from God. Lewis said: “Christians are Christ’s body, the

29

David Rohde, “Mix of Quake Aid and Preaching Stirs Concern,” New York Times, January 22,
2005, sec. A, p. 1. The pastor was Jimmy Seibert, senior pastor at Antioch Community Church in Waco,
Texas. The voluntary and privately supported outreach by ACC was in response to the death and
destruction by an earthquake and tsunami in Indonesia, Sri Lanka, India, and Thailand that began on
December 26, 2004 (UTC).
30

Søren Kierkegaard, The Point of View, ed. and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1998), 111. Emphasis is Kierkegaard’s.
31

Ibid.
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organism through which He works.”32 It is personal, individualized neighbor-love, but
groups are impersonal. Real love has a living voice.
The obligation to love the neighbor calls to each individual: you shall love your
neighbor. It cannot be outsourced. Facilitating government to love is not neighbor-love;
nor is standing above all the action and looking down as a supervisor. Playing manager
is not neighbor-love; nor is playing cheerleader. It cannot be accomplished by using
government as “the middleman,” as if vicarious love was real love. The command says
you. Sider believes “paying taxes is one important way we love our neighbors.”33 With a
Kierkegaardian, needling-humor response, one might tease this idea. Is the 1040 tax
form really The Form of Neighbor-Love? And is the 1040EZ “easy love”? Is Tax Day
really Neighbor-Love Day? Does Sider expect a working man to look at his pay stub, see
all the taxes taken, and then proclaim: “I loved my neighbor”? Where is the relationship
with an actual neighbor? But all tongue-in-check kidding aside, Sider is being perfectly
logical given the notion that we can use government to love. If neighbor-love can be
impersonal, forced, and godless, then the Social Gospel is right. But if not, then faith in
government to love needs to be reconsidered.
1.3 Three Replies
With the four key terms and the ideal of neighbor-love defined above, we can
now return to the central question—Does a limited government limit neighbor-love?—
and respond to the critique of inconsistency. Having reviewed their writings, Lewis and
Kierkegaard do not directly answer this exact charge of inconsistency which says, “Yes,
32

C. S. Lewis, Mere Christianity (New York, NY: HarperCollins, 2001), 64.

33
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limited government does in fact limit neighbor-love,” but I detect at least three replies
they could make, three replies we can extract and develop from their writings, and also
link to similar versions from other writers: (1) the Argument from Corruption, (2) the
Argument from Force, and (3) the Argument from the Holy Spirit. I shall use all three
replies throughout the essay and also pay close attention to developing the third reply
since I believe it may be worth special consideration. I suggest the third reply grows
forth from their shared view of the Trinity and their shared criteria of neighbor-love as
supernatural and personal. In order to introduce the basic structure of all three replies, I
shall summarize them now, insert a few other scholars, and quote Lewis and Kierkegaard
more fully in later chapters.
1.3.1 The Argument from Corruption
The first reply to the critique that limited government limits love is simple but
important: sin hinders love. It makes an inductive conclusion (probable, usually, most of
the time):
1. All men are corrupt.
2. Political power inclines the corrupt to be even more corrupt.
3. Thus government cannot love (in most cases).
4. And therefore a limited government does not limit neighbor-love (in most
cases).
For those who hold a strong view of moral depravity and the “wretchedness of man
without God,” this is a popular argument.34 The first premise (“All men are corrupt”) has
impacted scholars who once believed in the essential moral goodness of man and hoped
34

Blaise Pascal, Pensées, trans. A. J. Krailsheimer (London, UK: Penguin Books, 1995), 4 (no. 6).
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for progress by socialism and psychology. “I see now,” said formerly agnostic British
philosopher C. E. M. Joad, “that evil is endemic in man, and that the Christian doctrine of
original sin expresses a deep and essential insight into human nature.”35 In “Up From
Liberalism,” Richard Weaver shares that he once thought the idea of original sin was
funny: “I know that in my period of jejune optimism the concept of original sin seemed
something archaically funny. Now . . . there is no concept that I regard as expressing a
deeper insight into the enigma that is man.”36 Weaver goes on to say that original sin “is
the rock upon which nine tenths of the socialist formula for universal happiness splits. . . .
It would be more realistic for the reformers to start with the old assumption that the heart
of man is desperately wicked and that he needs external help in the form of grace.”37
Humanum est errare.
Striking a somber and serious tone, the Argument from Corruption says the
following statement as a general rule is simply not true: “Closeness to power heightens
the dignity of all men.”38 Since Original Sin39 (solidarity in sin) contaminates each man,
and since each man often possesses a desire to make others in his own image, the reverse
35

“The New Boy,” Time, March 15, 1948, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article
/0,9171,779723,00.html. For other examples, see George H. Nash, The Conservative Intellectual
Movement in America Since 1945 (Wilmington, DE: Intercollegiate Studies Institute, 2008), 85-125.
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Richard M. Weaver, “Up From Liberalism,” Modern Age, vol. 3, no. 1 (Winter 1958-1959): 2829. See also Nash, 90-91.
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Ibid., 29.
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Theodore H. White, The Making of the President 1960 (New York, NY: HarperCollins, 2009),
12. First published in 1961 by Atheneum House, this book won the Pulitzer Prize. Cf. George
Stephanopolous, All Too Human: A Political Education (New York, NY: Little, Brown and Company,
1999), 6.
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Ultimately, sin means death, physically and spiritually; it is a separation from God’s love. The
Apostle Paul explains the essence of the concept of Original Sin (inherited sin) in Romans 5:12: “Therefore
as sin came into the world through one man and death through sin, and so death spread to all men because
all men sinned.”
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is more often true: “Power tends to corrupt . . . ,” said Lord Acton. “There is no worse
heresy than that the office sanctifies the holder of it.”40 The corrupt can control, crush,
and humiliate people. It is libido dominandi, the lust to dominate others, as Augustine
warns us on the opening pages to City of God.41 Christianity guards against political
enthusiasms because it knows that all persons are contaminated by lusts; it suspects evil
even in a man with an impressive external image and in a woman with external beauty.
As a catalyst that releases one’s true nature, power tends to reveal the evil more
clearly; power tends to “make ugliness uglier,” writes Chesterton.42 As Lewis says,
“Have we discovered some new reason why, this time, power should not corrupt as it has
done before?”43 Kierkegaard labels government “a necessary evil . . . rather than a
good.”44 “Above all, rescue Christianity from the state . . . [I]t teaches Christianity the
most loathsome bad habits.”45 Due to Original Sin virtually no man is virtuous enough to
inculcate virtue into another man, especially those who have the greatest desire to do so.
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Lord Acton, Letter to Bishop Mandell Creighton of the Church of England, April 5, 1887, in
John Emerich Edward Dalberg-Acton, Essays on Freedom and Power, sel. Gertrude Himmelfarb (New
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Pagans, trans. Henry Bettenson (London, UK: Penguin Classics, 1984), 5.
42

G. K. Chesterton, Robert Browning (London, UK: Macmillan, 1914), 123.

43
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The Argument from Corruption also reports the number of deaths by government
or democide, as professor R. J. Rummel calls it. The sobering historical fact is that in the
twentieth century alone, those who held the reigns of political power killed more than
262 million people under their rule, far more than those killed in war.46 This Argument
notes the dark ironies of history: those who rule with responsibility to protect life, liberty,
and property end up murdering, enslaving, and robbing: those who rule with the vague
promise of love often in reality bring the opposite, ruthless result.47 In contrast to many
intellectuals who believe an enlarged state is a way to greater happiness, history says
otherwise. “The state had proved itself an insatiable spender, an unrivalled waster,” says
historian and former socialist Paul Johnson. “It had also proved itself the greatest killer
of all time.”48 The Argument from Corruption highlights three things: incompetence,
greed, and death by government. We find the Argument in Lewis and Kierkegaard, as
well as in scholars such as Joad, Weaver, and Johnson who formerly held high faith in
government.

46

R. J. Rummel, “New Estimate of 20th C. Democide as 262,000,000,” December 12, 2005,
http://democraticpeace.wordpress.com/2009/04/07/new-estimate-of-20th-c-democide-as-262000000. Since
his original estimate in 1994, R. J. Rummel, Professor Emeritus of Political Science at the University of
Hawaii and a former nominee for the Nobel Peace Prize, has updated his estimate of what he terms
“democide”—i.e., murder by those in government—for the twentieth century to be 262,000,000 persons.
He writes, “Note that democide is any murder by government, and includes genocide, politicide, massacres,
mass murder, extrajudicial executions, assassinations, atrocities, and intentional famines.” Rummel offers
a comparison: “Just to give perspective on this incredible murder by government, if all these bodies were
laid head to toe, with the average height being 5 feet then they would circle the earth ten times. Also, this
democide murdered 6 times more people than died in combat in all the foreign and internal wars of the
century.” Emphasis is Rummel’s. See also R. J. Rummel, Death by Government (New Brunswick, NJ:
Transaction, 1994).
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Paul Johnson, Modern Times: The World from the Twenties to the Nineties (New York, NY:
HarperPerennial, 1992), 783.
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1.3.2 The Argument from Force
Does a limited government limit neighbor-love? A second reply to those who say
a limited government limits love says: force cannot spread love. The force of
government cannot generate neighbor-love. It offers a deductive conclusion:
1. No man can be forced to love thy neighbor.
2. Government is essentially force.
3. Thus government cannot force a person to love.
4. And therefore, in this way, a limited government does not limit neighbor-love.
For those who believe love requires freedom and consent, this is a popular argument.
Love by definition requires a free choice; it respects a person’s will.49 Yet force from
government often violates a person’s will.50 Unjust force can dehumanize the neighbor,
says Simone Weil: “To define force—it is that x that turns anybody who is subjected to it
into a thing. Exercised to the limit, it turns man into a thing in the most literal sense: it
makes a corpse out of him.”51 Since government’s essence is force, i.e., a type of
coercion often against a person’s will, and love cannot be forced, a theoretical
Government of Neighbor-Love or a Department of Neighbor-Love would by definition
contradict its own name.
49

By free choice, I mean essentially what Robert George defines as “(1) the choice to do it is
between (or among) alternatives considered in deliberation, and (2) both (or all) of those alternatives are
really possible in the sense that only the choosing itself settles which alternatives will be realized.” See
Robert P. George, The Clash of Orthodoxies: Law, Religion, and Morality in Crisis (Wilmington, DE: ISI
Books, 2007), 32. Christianity considers free choice a gift from God, but a gift that can be used to accept
His presence or to reject Him. The gift of neighbor-love from God can be rejected by the gift of free
choice. A gift can reject a gift.
50

Later (in Section 7.1) I maintain that while force can indeed dehumanize a person into a slave or
corpse or thing, as Simone Weil says, force in the form of a just punishment can also respect one’s
personhood by respecting one’s free will. Desert respects choice, an essential element in personhood.
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Simone Weil, The Iliad, or The Poem of Force (Wallingford, PA: Pendle Hill, 1956), 3.
Emphasis is Weil’s.
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The Argument from Force says supporting the virtue of love does not necessarily
mean supporting the vast scale of political power to try and impose it. The Argument
acknowledges that while legitimate coercion and just punishment can come “out of the
barrel of a gun,”52 love does not—that is to say, making men loving by manipulation,
intimidation, and coercion can be a lyric of tyranny. “War is Peace. Freedom is Slavery.
Ignorance is Strength.”53 And now “Manipulation is Love: We are helping you to
become more loving.” On this view, people are raw material to mold, give incentives,
“motivate,” and “help” from a distance. In less extreme form, the Social Gospel hopes to
have a society that “makes bad men do good things” by government compulsion.54
But if it goes beyond enforcing basic, pre-established, God-rooted natural rights
such as life, liberty, and property, this Social Gospel method may violate the anti-meddler
command found in Holy Scripture: “[L]et none of you suffer . . . as a busybody in other
men’s matters.”55 Lewis and Kierkegaard stand against this meddler, busybody method
of trying to improve us and spread love to others. Lewis strongly opposes those who
“want to improve all our neighbours by [government] force.”56 “Of all tyrannies a
tyranny sincerely exercised for the good of its victims may be the most oppressive. It
may be better to live under robber barons than under omnipotent moral busybodies. . . .
52

Cf. Mao Tse-tung, “Problems of War and Strategy” (November 6, 1938), Selected Works, vol.
II, p. 224 as cited in Quotations from Chairman Mao Tse-tung, second edition (Peking, China: Foreign
Languages Press, 1972), 61: “Every Communist must grasp the truth, ‘Political power grows out of the
barrel of a gun.’”
53
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[T]hose who torment us for our own good will torment us without end for they do so with
the approval of their own conscience. They may be more likely to go to Heaven yet at
the same time likelier to make a Hell of earth.”57
Kierkegaard wrote in his journal, “[T]o be improved by living in the state is just
as doubtful as being improved in a prison.”58 “[T]hat the goal of the state is to improve
men—is obviously nonsense.”59 The goal is also dangerous: “[P]olitics is egotism
dressed up as love, is the most frightful egotism, is Satan himself in the form of an angel
of light. . . . [This egotism as politics is a] released demon, passes itself off as love and,
while it is leveling everything, demands to be worshipped and idolized as love.”60 At this
extreme of “manipulation is love,” the method is condescending; it is dehumanizing
because it lacks a person’s consent; it is “playing God,” as if government operatives were
the source of virtue. While government power can change external behavior, it cannot
change internal character—and that is the fountainhead from which love springs forth.
Regrettably, politicized neighbor-love can undermine genuine neighbor-love.
First, people only have a limited amount of time, energy, and money to give to others,
and if the government saps these resources, little remains. Second, politicized neighborlove diminishes personal responsibility. A large government weakens the character of
citizens by taking over responsibilities that individuals must hold in order to mature; each
person must learn to take care of himself and then to love his neighbor, but these
responsibilities are undercut when the government does them. Making similar points,
57
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Dennis Prager, a Jewish theologian and visiting fellow at Stanford’s Hoover Institution,
asks: “Why take care of your fellow citizen, or even your family, when the government
will do it for you?”61
Third, the Argument from Force warns that a politicized neighbor-love
undermines a community because it is a fake community; it is a caricature, an ersatz of
neighbor-love. Redistributing social goods by force is simply not the same as voluntary
love because it fails to respect consent (permission). It is soulless and hollow. It is
forced socialization and a forced “community of love” is not love but mere unity, and
mere unity is often mere conflict and violence. To reword an old proverb, artificial unity
comes from the love of power, but organic community comes from the power of a shared
love.62 Or put similarly, theologian A. J. Conyers says “organization is not, in itself,
community.”63 Since love assumes freedom, the Argument from Force says only the free
can live in community. And only with freedom present first, can genuine community
then flourish.
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1.3.3 The Argument from the Holy Spirit
Does a limited government limit neighbor-love? A third reply to the critique that
a limited government does in fact limit love is more unique and intriguing (at least to my
mind). It claims that neighbor-love is divine love, and persons can have access to divine
love because persons have direct access to God: a capacity for God dwelling within, or
what Augustine calls capax Dei.64 More specifically, “a capacity for God” really means
“a capacity for the Holy Spirit,” in contrast to the more generic and ambiguous term
“God” as well as the more abstract Greek notion of “The Good.”
The Argument from the Holy Spirit also claims that one cannot love thy neighbor
without first loving God, that living the second commandment depends upon obeying the
first commandment. As Jesus of Nazareth told a Pharisee lawyer, “You shall love the
Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your mind. This is
the great and first commandment. And a second is like it, You shall love your neighbor
as yourself. On these two commandments depend all the law and the prophets.”65 We
first love God; then we receive the Holy Spirit; and then—and only then—can we
properly love thy neighbor.
We must put first things first. C. Stephen Evans writes, “Certainly, Kierkegaard
does not believe that it is possible to love other people apart from a God-relationship.”66
Love of God and neighbor are “like two doors that open [and close] simultaneously,”
64

Augustine, De Trinitate 14.8.11: “For it is His image by the very fact that it is capable of Him,
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esse potest. Augustine, On the Trinity: Books 8-15, ed. Gareth B. Matthews, trans. Stephen McKenna
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19

Kierkegaard says.67 Lewis affirms, too: “I cannot learn to love my neighbour as myself
till I learn to love God.”68 We do not love toward the neighbor because we are not first
of all in Love, inside the presence of the Holy Spirit who is Love.
As the source of divine love indwelling within our souls, the Holy Spirit gives us
the freedom to overcome selfishness and love thy neighbor consistently and steadfastly.
But seen as a collective entity, or social body, or Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s “public
person,” government lacks this capacity (capax Dei). This third reply to the critique that
limited government limits neighbor-love offers a deductive conclusion:
1. Only a person indwelled with the Holy Spirit can love thy neighbor.
2. Government is not a person.
3. Thus government cannot love (embody love, be love incarnate).
4. And therefore a limited government does not limit neighbor-love.
The Argument from Corruption says that even if government can exhibit some type of
neighbor-love it is often hindered from doing so due to sin. But the Argument from the
Holy Spirit says that government as a collective entity is incapable of loving thy neighbor
because it has no capacity for the source of divine love. Government as a whole, or
government qua a secular group, or government as an abstract noun, or even the
personification of government, lacks a faculty for the infusion of the Holy Spirit;
collectivistic views about government fail to have access to neighbor-love.69
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There are two additional points to make about the Argument from the Holy Spirit.
First, the Holy Spirit is of utmost importance to Lewis and Kierkegaard. Lewis says that
knowing the Trinitarian nature of love and having the presence of the Holy Spirit inside
us “matters more than anything else in the world.”70 The Holy Spirit is the source of
love, he says, and gives us an insider Presence.71 Becoming a loving person by being
intimately related to Him is more important than merely following rules, for God wants
more than correct external action.72 “We might think that God wanted simply obedience
to a set of rules: whereas He really wants people of a particular sort.”73 Kierkegaard says,
“Finally the Spirit also brings love. Elsewhere I have tried to show what cannot be
sufficiently stressed and never made clear enough, that what we extol under the name of
love is self-love, and that the whole of Christianity becomes confused for us when we do
not pay attention to this.”74 To free us from self-love, this Argument says the Holy Spirit
brings true love to our innermost being in order to love others. He changes us at our root.
He is our supreme Soulcrafter.

70

Lewis, Mere Christianity, 176.

71

C. S. Lewis, Letter to “Mrs. Lockley,” September 2, 1949, in C. S. Lewis, The Collected Letters
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Second, neighbor-love and the Holy Spirit are inextricably linked. We can love
thy neighbor via the love of the Holy Spirit because the Holy Spirit is essentially divine
love. “God is love.”75 Neighbor-love is not a human, man-made love; it grows only
grounded in the soil or presence of the divine Holy Spirit.76 Thus neighbor-love uprooted
from the Holy Spirit grows unloving.77 Neighbor-love without the Holy Spirit separates
that which is to be united: like a body without a soul; like works without the nourishment
of prayer; like seeking the works of God’s hand without seeking God himself. The Spirit
of Love infuses those who are open to reception, and having made a spirit-to-Spirit
connection, these individuals have “the fire within”78 as the concomitant result of the one
who said, “for [The Holy Spirit] dwells with you, and will be in you.”79 Infusion comes
from the Latin word infundere (to pour into), as Thomas Dubay notes, and this type of
infusion is the “secret inflow” of divine love into the soul.80 This is how saints are made
and how saints are able to love others. The ultimate model of neighbor-love is Jesus of
75
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Nazareth who was “full of the Holy Spirit,” and if we are to live as Jesus, then the
Imitation requires the Infusion.81 “Did you receive the Holy Spirit when you believed?”
asks the Apostle Paul.82
In question form, the Argument from the Holy Spirit would wonder: “If it is true
that a person cannot love others properly and steadfastly without the Holy Spirit, then
why should one expect a non-person (a government) to be able to love others? If
government does not have access to the source of neighbor-love, is it really true that
unlimited government unlimits neighbor-love?” If this line of reasoning is sound, a
hypothetical syllogism forms: the Holy Spirit links to neighbor-love, and neighbor-love
links to how we define the roles of Church and State. If A impacts B, and B impacts C,
then it can be said that A impacts C: or here, the Holy Spirit (“A”) impacts neighbor-love
(“B”), which in turn impacts how we define Church-State relations (“C”). Within a
society in desperate need of divine love, to which of these two places—the Church or the
State—can people turn for the greatest things in the world?
1.4 The Leap as Non Sequitur
These three arguments—the Argument from Corruption, from Force, and from the
Holy Spirit—constitute the foundation of a reply to the critique of inconsistency. The
critique of inconsistency says a small, limited government is incompatible with the moral
obligations of neighbor-love; neighbor-love requires more government, not less. In reply,
the three arguments say: neighbor-love is indeed social, but neighbor-love is not political,
and therefore, Take no leap of faith in government to love thy neighbor.
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Luke 4:1: “And Jesus, full of the Holy Spirit, returned from the Jordan, and was led by the
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Spirit.”
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This first theme of “no leap” above summarizes the practical problems of an
ambitious government trying to love thy neighbor, as extracted from the writings of
Lewis and Kierkegaard: it cannot due to sin; force cannot make someone loving; and it
does not have access to the Holy Spirit, the source of neighbor-love. Requiring the
government to love thy neighbor has practical problems. But perhaps there is a logical
problem, too; is there an illogical association of love with government?
The actual words of the command to love thy neighbor call an individual to love.
It uses the second-person singular tense for you. (See Section 4.3 for detailed
grammatical analysis.) But for those who want government to abide by the command,
they leap from the application of the command to the individual to the application of the
command to a government (a collective). This is the logical fallacy of the non sequitur.83
The conclusion for government to love thy neighbor does not follow necessarily from the
command for individuals to love thy neighbor. It is a non sequitur because it is a material
fallacy of meaning, of not understanding the concept of neighbor-love as supernatural
(from the Holy Spirit) and personal. The jump from the individual (the personal) to a
large group (a government) is not only practically unwise; it is also logically unjustified.
A collective is not a person; it cannot do exactly what a person can do because the
properties of an individual and a collective differ. The examples of neighbor-love in
Holy Scripture are of an individual loving in personal ways—whether it be Jesus of
Nazareth, a disciple, an apostle, or the Good Samaritan. They use their own hands. It is
83

In a similar theme to what this essay labels “the logical fallacy of the non sequitur” in regards to
the individualistic feature of the grammar of the command to love thy neighbor onto the collectivistic idea
of a government, Joel McDurmon calls “the unwarranted jump from the Bible’s mandate for personal
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not faceless. Fueled by the Holy Spirit, the outpouring of divine love has humanity and
personality. The premise that a government can perform the same level of divine
neighbor-love has yet to be established by those of the Social Gospel who advocate
politicalized neighbor-love.
I quickly grant that a secular collective can perform impersonal, external acts of
justice that can be expressions or examples of an underlying love of concern by some
individual members. I see no contradiction between internal motives of neighbor-love
and external acts of justice (giving what is due), as long as justice does not violate other
commands such as Thou shalt not steal, which assumes private property, and Thou shalt
not murder, which assumes a value on human persons. For instance: a group of
government agents motived by an internal love of neighbor who then end chattel slavery
by force is an external act of justice and protects the slave’s natural right to liberty (what
is due to him). The heroic group of abolitionists led by William Wilberforce (1759-1833)
to end chattel slavery in the British Empire is an example of this. But acts of justice are
not identical (tautological) to neighbor-love. Neighbor-love goes beyond justice.
Neighbor-love connects the neighbor to a relationship with the God who loves him.84
1.5 Low State, High Church
We need to pause briefly here in order to clarify our options regarding ChurchState relations. Who deserves our hope for progress, the Church or the State? Who
deserves our hope for a society in need of the power of love? Using a template as a way
to help organize, we can establish four categories. Given these two key variables—the
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For more on the difference between neighbor-love and justice, see Section 7.1. For more on
William Wilberforce and Christians in politics, see Section 7.9. On mediating structures, see Section 7.19.
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Church and the State—there are only four logical options, as Avery Dulles points out.85
Dulles categorizes this way:
(1) Neoconservatism is optimistic of both the State and the Church.
(2) Traditionalism is pessimistic of the State but optimistic of the Church.
(3) Liberalism is optimistic of the State but pessimistic of the Church.
(4) Radicalism is pessimistic of both the State and the Church.
Thus our four options with high meaning optimistic and low meaning pessimistic:86
(1) Neoconservatism:87

High State

High Church

(2) Traditionalism:

Low State

High Church

(3) Liberalism:

High State

Low Church

(4) Radicalism:

Low State

Low Church
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Statecraft as Soulcraft: What Government Does (New York, NY: Touchstone, 1983), 12, 22, 23. Will also
asserts that conservatism must challenge the notion that the inner life of man is off limits to government.
See Will, 20, 22, 24.
To cite another example, Irving Kristol, author of Neoconservatism: The Autobiography of an Idea
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than in the Tory nostalgia of, say, Russell Kirk.” See Irving Kristol, “The Neoconservative Persuasion:
What It Was, and What It Is,” Weekly Standard, vol. 8, no. 47, August 25, 2003, 24.
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Lewis and Kierkegaard favor the classic view of Traditionalism—(2) Low State, High
Church. The Low State feature questions the honesty and competency of the government
to hold vast power to engineer social progress. But the High Church feature says hope
arises with access to divine love.
1.6 Method, Intentions, Structure
The general method of this essay is similar to that found in social and political
philosophy, e.g., clear key terms, true premises, and sound inferences via natural reason,
and I also aim to incorporate supernatural insights from Holy Scripture since Lewis and
Kierkegaard do as well. Philosophy is man going up to God, as the saying goes, and
Holy Scripture is God coming down to us. I aim to employ a balance of “going up” and
“coming down,” like a Jacob’s Ladder of ideas. I also sprinkle examples from American
culture within the essay in order to appeal to those readers who, like myself, enjoy
learning about the journey of these United States of America.
Academically, I hope the argument harmonizes and serves as a bridge between
two books to which I am indebted—a book on Lewis’s social thought, The Taste for the
Other (2003) by Valparaiso University ethicist Gilbert Meilaender, and Kierkegaard’s
Ethic of Love (2004) by Baylor University philosopher C. Stephen Evans. These two
books use the widely recognized writings from Lewis and Kierkegaard; and I aim to
expand the sources of data by emphasizing Lewis’s personal letters (three volumes)88 and
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Kierkegaard’s personal papers (six volumes).89 Also on an academic note, I hope my
argument, which includes the importance of the Holy Spirit, honors the request of
theologians, such as Hans Urs von Balthasar, who urge scholars to look closer at the
power of love in saints that transforms societies, a beautiful and captivating power that is
sometimes called “the living flame of love”90 or “the fire within.”91
The essay aims to be faithful, as the French philosopher Gabriel Marcel says, to
“the first and perhaps the only duty of the philosopher,” the duty “to defend man against
himself: to defend man against the extraordinary temptation towards inhumanity.”92
Inhumanity here means isolating us from the transcendent source that makes us truly
human and allows us to “be linked to each other by a real bond only because, in another
dimension, they are linked to something which transcends them and comprehends them
in itself.”93
To the reader who may hold a more optimistic view of larger government, I
acknowledge that the traditional view of a limited government presented here is not the
most popular of our modern American culture. But I ask the reader to know that I too
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want to live in a society where neighbor-love reigns,94 where people recognize each other
as fellow members of the humanum genus, as bearing the immortal image of God, and
love each other for the sake of God rather than using each other for some other means.95
God loves us all. And so we also share a commitment to Christian equality in ontological
worth that says boldly and clearly: “Every man is the brother for whom Christ died.”96
Though our methods may differ, we share a common goal at heart. Hopefully we can
agree that no essay or intellectual reflection on love gives a person enough power to love
consistently and steadfastly. One intention of this essay is to point hearts to where that
power resides. “Come unto Me.”
A political theory of the separation of love and state grows forth from a rich
history of the ethics of love, and (as this essay hopes to show) has two able defenders and
spokesmen in Lewis and Kierkegaard. In recent years, there has been a renewed
interested in divine command ethics, a theory which links ethics to God as the origin and
starting point of goodness; goodness emanates from God’s will.97 More specifically, one
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key example of divine command ethics is the command to love others or “Thou shalt love
thy neighbour as thyself.” It is a well-known command, but few know that in the Old
Testament it ends with “I am the LORD.”98 As many have noted, it is a commandment
directly from God, in contrast to purely secular reasoning or good advice. Many scholars
believe that neighbor-love has political dimensions. At the same time, there has also
been interest in Lewis and Kierkegaard, two of the best commentators on this
command.99 But no one has yet compared their views on the political implications of
neighbor-love, nor has any one suggested that the Holy Spirit plays a major role in how
we define Church-State relations.
Let me provide the order and overall structure of the essay. Chapter Two
highlights the Social Gospel and explains the problem of limited government versus
unlimited love more fully. It lays out the problem of inconsistency: unlimited love in the
individualistic realm versus limited government in the political realm. Chapter Three is
entitled “Low State” and gives evidence for the Argument for Corruption and the
Subjectivism,” in C. S. Lewis, Christian Reflections, ed. Walter Hooper (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1994), 79: “Are these things right because God commands them or does God command them because they
are right?”
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MacSwain, Introduction, in The Cambridge Companion to C. S. Lewis, ed. Robert MacSwain and Michael
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in the Writings of C. S. Lewis,” in C. S. Lewis as Philosopher: Truth, Goodness, and Beauty, ed. David
Baggett, Gary R. Habermas, and Jerry L. Walls (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2008), 154-57. For a
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Argument from Force. It explains two main political roads by which people take in view
of the command to love thy neighbor. Does neighbor-love authorize a larger government
or call for a smaller government? Chapter Four is entitled “High Church.” It defines
what neighbor-love is, profiles key features of the command to love thy neighbor, links
these traits to the Holy Spirit, and explains how these impact one’s view of Church-andState.
Chapter Five focuses on Lewis’s writings (where I have sought to keep his
English spelling of words such as “neighbour”), and Chapter Six focuses on
Kierkegaard’s writings. What are their views on the relationship of neighbor-love and
government? The chapters answer this main question by submitting the same nine
questions to each author. Their answers hold a high level of similarity. Questions 1
through 4 provide definitions of the key term neighbor-love:
1. Is Neighbor-Love a Grace?
2. Who Is “My Neighbor”?
3. Does Divine Love Purify Natural Love?
4. Can Love Be Commanded?
Questions 5 through 7 provide definitions of the key term government:
5. Is Government Divinely Ordained?
6. Does Original Sin Limit Government?
7. Does the Natural Moral Law Limit Government?
Questions 8 and 9 provide the social vision of their definitions:
8. Is the Religious Collective Supreme?
9. Is a Small Society Beautiful?
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Chapter Seven answers objections to the theory of the separation of love and state, and
Chapter Eight offers a conclusion and ethical implications for future thought.
1.7 Why It Matters
Why study neighbor-love? “What difference does it make?” asked the pragmatist
William James, for this is the test of any essay.100 No one doubts that the issue of
neighbor-love is far more than a philosophical exercise, but few know that the true
importance of neighbor-love relates to what Jesus said to his disciples just before his
Ascension. The Apostles asked, “Lord, will you at this time restore the kingdom to
Israel?”101 That is, will you now establish the political reign of love? Where is the
political revolution? They wanted “the political goods” and “the earthly manna” and “a
political Messiah.” But the apolitical102 Jesus gave them something far more valuable.103
Jesus replied (in part): “[Y]ou shall receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon
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you; and you shall be my witnesses in Jerusalem and in all of Judea and Samaria and to
the end of the earth.”104 Once the Holy Spirit entered their souls, these notoriously
scared, cowardly, all-too-human, self-serving Apostles were transformed by “divine
power”105 and became “partakers of the divine nature”106 as each personally “changed
into his likeness from one degree of glory to another; for this comes from the Lord who is
Spirit.”107 They had divine love, or Divine Love had them.
Then they set out on foot and became legendary as “men who have turned the
world upside down.”108 They joined the ranks of those heroic few “of whom the world
was not worthy,”109 and their deaths bear witness that they found a love worth more than
all material comforts. “For the Kingdom of God does not mean food and drink but
righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy Spirit.”110 Fueled by the Spirit of Love, they
were willing “to suffer, to endure all things, to be sacrificed in order to save this unloving
world.”111 Their deaths tell the world that they found a love worth more than their own
lives.
Jesus’ answer and the lives of the Apostles testify to the insight that the earthly
manna of political freedom comes by seeking heavenly manna (which Lewis and
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Kierkegaard both agreed).112 Seek God first.113 Aim at worldly political kingdoms and
you receive little, temporary progress. But aim higher, at unity with God, at becoming
like God, and personal transformation occurs; and then you shall receive the greatest
power the world has ever known. “Ye shall receive power.” The reason is simple but
stark. Only good people build good societies, and unless the Holy Spirit builds a good
person, those who attempt to build a society without the Holy Spirit labor in vain.114 The
collective is healthy only as a by-product of loving individuals, and individuals are loving
only as a by-product of becoming infused with Love Himself.
The idea can be (and has been) paraphrased as “Public love presupposes private
love,” or “Public virtue presupposes private virtue,” or “A good government derives from
a good culture, not vice versa—since man creates government before government
influences man.” The point is that love begins with the individual before it spreads to
society; the imitation of Jesus presupposes the infusion of the Holy Spirit.115 These ideas
support the notion that “social salvation” depends upon personal salvation. As Jesus told
religious leaders of extortion and rapacity, “First clean the inside of the cup and the plate,
that the outside also may be clean.”116 Or as Saint Thomas Aquinas noted long ago:
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“Consequently the common good of the state [society, community] cannot flourish,
unless the citizens be virtuous.”117
The individualistic and inside-out approach requires the Holy Spirit as the source
of love, as the one thing needful, the unum necessarium of progress toward a loving
society, and so secular political projects of progress, aka “neighbor-love,” without the
Holy Spirit may be nearing the onramp to an unloving society. Before we can understand
the politics of love, we must first establish a certain type of metaphysics: the higher
dimensions of reality do not destroy the lower dimensions of reality but perfect them by
“taking them up.” The supernatural perfects the natural, or “grace perfects nature,”118
and thus a person who first loves his heavenly Father perfects loving his earthly neighbor.
Before we love thy neighbor, God’s love makes each individual more alive: Gloria Dei
vivens homo.119 He makes us more alive by healing and transforming our own love, our
very essence. God is love, a perfect love—this is “the thesis of Christianity,” says
Kierkegaard, and one implication is that “he loves me—Amen!”120

117

Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 92, a. 1, ad 3; quotations in this essay are from the
translation by the Fathers of the English Dominican Province, in The Summa Theologica of St. Thomas
Aquinas, second and revised edition (London, UK: Benziger Brothers, 1920).
118

Ibid., I, q. 1, a. 8, ad 2: “[G]race does not destroy nature, but perfects it.”

119

“The glory of God is man fully alive.” Irenaeus, Adv. haeres. 4.20.7; the translation comes
from the Catechism of the Catholic Church: Modifications from the Editio Typica (New York, NY:
Doubleday, 1997), 86 (no. 294): For “the glory of God is man fully alive; moreover man’s life is the vision
of God: if God’s revelation through creation has already obtained life for all the beings that dwell on earth,
how much more will the Word’s manifestation of the Father obtain life for those who see God.” Cf.
Irenaeus, Five Books of S. Irenaeus: Against Heresies, trans. John Keble (Oxford, UK: James Parker,
1872), 369: “For the glory of God is a living Man, and the life of man is to see God. For if that revelation
of God which is by the creature imparts life to all who live on the earth, much more that manifestation of
the Father which is by the Word imparts life to such as see God.” See also the advice from Howard
Thurman to Gil Bailie in Gil Bailie, Violence Unveiled: Humanity at the Crossroads (New York, NY:
Crossroad, 1995), xv: “Don’t ask yourself what the world needs. Ask yourself what makes you come alive,
and go do that, because what the world needs is people who have come alive.”
120

Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. II, 147-48 (no. 1446).

35

The perfection of our individual nature by the supernatural is the fulfillment of an
ancient promise from our Heavenly Father who knows His sons and daughters have been
captured and wounded in an evil world. The promise is a rescue: “I will give you a new
heart, and put a new spirit in you . . . . And I will put my Spirit in you and move you to
follow my decrees and be careful to keep my laws.”121 (Jesus of Nazareth promised the
coming of the Holy Spirit, too.122) Christians understand this indwelling of “my Spirit”
as a power transfer of God Himself into a person’s soul that perfects and redeems. As
sanctifier, the Holy Spirit is the maker of saints, The One Who Makes Us Holy, the One
who breaks the chains of addiction to sin, and they often called Him “The Holy Ghost,”
“Paraclete,” or in Celtic Christianity “The Wild Goose” because of the wild and
unpredictable personality and anti-worldly virtues.123 Others call Him “The Hound of
Heaven.”
Since God is love, and since the soul is capable of knowing and uniting with God
(capax Dei) in deep intimacy, this indwelling is an empowering to live the life of love. It
is a divine infusion into our souls. “Create in me a clean heart, O God,” cries a man who
wants to become a pure and loving person.124 The word used for create is bara’ in
Hebrew, and it is a type of creation that can only come from God. As one Bible
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Ezekiel 36:26-27 (NIV).
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John 14:15-17: “If you love me, you will keep my commandments. And I will ask the Father,
and he will give you anther Counselor, to be with you for ever, even the Spirit of truth, whom the world
cannot receive, because it neither sees him nor knows him; you know him, for he dwells with you, and will
be in you.”
123

Some scholars and translations describe the Holy Spirit as the Spirit of Truth, Advocate,
Intercessor, Teacher, Helper, and Comforter.
124

Psalm 51:10-12: “Create in me a clean heart, O God, and put a new and right spirit within me.
Cast me not away from your presence, and take not your holy [sic] Spirit from me. Restore to me the joy
of your salvation, and uphold me with a willing spirit.” See also Psalm 104:30: “When you send forth your
Spirit, they are created.”

36

commentary explains, the word bara’ “is a verb used exclusively of God. Man could not
reach up to the powers inherent in this word, for it describes full miracle. By the
sovereign, originative power of God something absolutely new was brought into
being.”125 What is new is a heart of love because God gives himself into our souls. The
core of the life of love is to love God and to love thy neighbor, and this essay is a small
part of the story of how the ancient promise was and is fulfilled, and what in the world it
has to do with Church-State relations.
The first theme presented at the beginning is Take no leap of faith in government,
and the second is like unto it: Imitation requires infusion. On these two themes hang the
entire essay.
125

Kyle M. Yates, Sr., Commentary on Genesis, in Charles F. Pfeiffer and Everett F. Harrison,
eds., The Wycliffe Bible Commentary (Chicago, IL: The Moody Bible Institute, 1990), 2. See also Pfeiffer,
514: “The psalmist beings (vv. 7-9) by asking for external cleansing. Purging with hyssop and washing are
related to ritual acts. With the plea for a newly created heart and a renewed steadfast spirit, his emphasis
shifts to inward cleansing.”
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CHAPTER TWO
A New Avatar of Love?
“Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.” We stand under eternal judgment for
how we love others, says the Judeo-Christian tradition, for love is the ultimate test of a
person. “At the twilight of our lives, we will be judged by how we have loved,” writes
Saint John of the Cross.1 Saint Augustine says amor meus pondus meum—my love is my
weight, my identity, and thus my destiny.2 Love is a person’s essence: amo ergo sum. It
is the heart of our existence and gives our souls ontological solidity. Without love, the
Apostle Paul notes, a person is a shell, empty, “nothing.”3 He clears all mental cobwebs
and distractions: “The only thing that counts is faith expressing itself through love.”4 To
fail at becoming a loving person is to fail at life. In fact, the person who does not love
“remains in death”—that is, he dies and decays on a spiritual, physical, and psychological
level.5

1

St. John of the Cross, Dichos de Luz y Amor (Sayings of Light and Love) 57: “When evening
comes, you will be examined in love. Learn to love as God desires to be loved and abandon your own
ways of acting.” See St. John of the Cross, Sayings of Light and Love, in The Collected Works of St. John
of the Cross, trans. Kieran Kavanaugh and Otilio Rodriguez (Washington, DC: ICS Publications, 1979),
672.
2

Augustine, Confessions 13.9.16. See The Confessions of St. Augustine, ed. John Gibb and
William Montgomery (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1908), 410. The actual order of
words in Augustine’s Latin is: pondus meum amor meus. Cf. Augustine, Confessions, second edition,
trans. F. J. Sheed (Indianapolis, IN: Hackett, 2006), 294-95: “My love is my weight: wherever I go, my
love is what brings [i.e., carries] me there.”
3

I Corinthians 13:1-3: “If I speak in the tongues of men and of angels, but have not love, I am a
noisy gong or a clanging cymbal. And if I have prophetic powers, and understand all mysteries and all
knowledge, and if I have all faith, so as to remove mountains, but have not love, I am nothing. If I give
away all I have, and if I deliver my body to be burned [as a martyr], but have not love, I gain nothing.”
4

Galatians 5:6b (NIV). Cf. Romans 14:23b: “[F]or whatever does not proceed from faith is sin.”

5

I John 3:14.
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But for those who want life, all real living is loving.6 Love grounds us now in this
earthly life through trials and tribulations, and allows us to experience the joy of Eternal
Love.7 The strength of love, say all the saints, lets us one day stand before the
welcoming smile on God’s face.8
It follows as a corollary that if the eternal fate of a person is linked to love, then
the earthly fate of a society is linked to the amount of love knitted between its citizens.
For citizens of goodwill, loving thy neighbor is the desired social order for health and
life. Above all, it is the ordo amoris, for a good society is one where neighbor-love
reigns. Government, as an agent of order, is commonly recognized as a factor in the
health of a society. Any theory, then, that poses to divorce the principle of neighbor-love
from the government—on grounds that it does not have access to the source of neighborlove—deserves a critical review. The future of an individual and a society turns in large
measure on the answer to the crucial social question of the fons et origo of neighbor-love.
Our love is our fate. At stake too is the present definition of our society’s moral identity,

6

Cf. Martin Buber, I and Thou, second edition, trans. Ronald Gregor Smith (London, UK:
Continuum, 1958, 2004), 17: “All real living is meeting.” Cf. Søren Kierkegaard, Works of Love, ed. and
trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1995), 375: “[T]o
love people is the only thing worth living for, and without this love you are not really living.”
7

Romans 8:11: “If the Spirit of him who raised Jesus from the dead dwells in you, he who raised
Christ Jesus from the dead will give life to your mortal bodies also through his Spirit who dwells in you.”
8

Matthew 5:8: “Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see God.” Saint Augustine says we
would trade the whole world in order to see God’s face. It is our deepest desire, he argues by way of a
thought experiment; it is even more important than any earthly delight or being permitted to do any sinful
act. See Augustine, “Psalm CXXVIII: Exposition: A Sermon to the People, on the day of St. Felix the
Martyr,” Expositions on the Book of Psalms, 128.9, in St. Augustine, Expositions on the Book of Psalms,
vol. VI, trans. Members of the English Church (Oxford, UK: John Henry Parker, 1857), 39-40: “If God
should come and speak unto us with His Own Voice . . . and should say unto man, Thou wishest to sin: sin;
do whatsoever pleaseth thee . . . . [But] only thou shalt never see My Face. . . . Why is your heart stricken? .
. . See how ardent is that clean fear, that true love, unmixed love. . . . [I]f ye train your hearts toward this
one thing, and fear to lose this one thing only, ye will not envy earthly delights, and ye will hope for that
true happiness, and will be in His Body to Whom it is sung, Blessed are they that fear the Lord, and walk in
His ways.” Emphasis is Augustine’s.
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and the unity among our fellow citizens. “For love means union.”9 Love binds. Love
means link. Love is unity, though, sadly, not all unity is love.10
Is loving thy neighbor the purpose of government? Few people would object to
more ethics in politics, but is loving thy neighbor to be included in this call for ethics?
The command can only apply to four possibilities: (1) individuals but not collectives; (2)
collectives but not individuals; (3) both individuals and collectives; or (4) neither
individuals nor collectives. But if all people of goodwill agree that the injunction applies
to individuals, and if what is good for human individuals is also good for a group of
human individuals (e.g., a collective government), then does not the commandment to
love thy neighbor apply also to government? Or is government exempt from the scope of
this command? Is it reasonable to think that social policy has nothing to do with
neighbor-love? Surely option (3) is true, many will say. Again, should government love
thy neighbor?
2.1 The Social Gospel
Yes, our government should seek to love thy neighbor, reply many Americans, just
as one former U.S. President yearned “to have a nation with a government . . . as filled
with love as are the American people.”11 Loving thy neighbor is a fiduciary
9

Joseph Wilhelm, “Heroic Virtue,” The Catholic Encyclopedia, vol. 7 (New York, NY: Robert
Appleton Company, 1910), http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/07292c.htm.
10

Unfortunately, not all contact is kinship. “[C]ontact is more often collision than reconciliation,”
says G. K. Chesterton. While love means unity, unity does not always mean love. Even after humans
realize the brotherhood and sisterhood between one another, quarrelling or much worse often occurs. G. K.
Chesterton, “On the Relations between the Races,” in G. K. Chesterton, The Collected Works of G. K.
Chesterton: The Illustrated London News, 1911-1913, vol. xxix, ed. Lawrence J. Clipper (San Francisco,
CA: Ignatius, 1988), 141.
11

As cited in Chapter One, Jimmy Carter said, “Let me close by saying to you what I have said to
audiences all over America in the past sixteen months. All I want is the same thing you want, to have a
nation with a government that is as good and honest and decent and competent and compassionate and as
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responsibility of government, on this view. We are to love the good of entire persons—
“the well-being of their soul, their body and their community”12—and this ought to
include government programs as practical expressions of our love.
The influential Social Gospel movement also says Yes.13 As the most popular
and prominent theologian at the beginning of the twentieth century, Walter
Rauschenbusch argued that the personal and individual dimension of neighbor-love was
not enough for a progressive, evolving society and that it was too “simple” and only for
“the good old times.”14 “[T]he old advice of [individual] love breaks down.”15 In
addition to a personal love, modern society needs a “socialized love” and “a new avatar

filled with love as are the American people.” See Jimmy Carter, “The Issue Is Faith,” a speech to the
California State Senate, Sacramento, California, May 20, 1976, in Jimmy Carter, A Government as Good as
Its People (New York, NY: Simon and Schuster, 1977), 82-83.
In Why Not the Best? (1975), Carter wrote that after reading founding documents of the United
States and the Bible “you discover other words like honesty, integrity, fairness, liberty, justice, courage,
patriotism, compassion, love—and many others which describe what a human being ought to be. These are
also the same words which describe what a government of human beings ought to be. . . . There is no
legitimate reason why government should not represent the highest possible common ideals and
characteristics of the people who form and support it. Its example should be inspirational and not
embarrassing. Its hopes and aspirations should mirror those of its finest subjects. Equity and fairness
should be basic and unquestioned. Are these characteristics impossible to achieve? No. They should be
the least that we demand.” See Jimmy Carter, Why Not the Best?: The First Fifty Years (Nashville, TN:
Broadman Press, 1975), 116, 136. Emphasis is Carter’s.
12

John R. W. Stott, Decisive Issues Facing Christians Today (Old Tappan, NJ: Revell, 1990), 19:
“Therefore if we truly love our neighbors, and because of their worth, desire to serve them, we shall be
concerned for their total welfare, the well-being of their soul, their body and their community. And our
concern shall lead to practical programs [i.e., government programs and policies].”
13

For an overview of the Social Gospel in the late nineteenth century and early twentieth century,
see Charles Howard Hopkins, The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Protestantism, 1865-1915 (New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1940). Hopkins notes that the Social Gospel is “America’s most unique
contribution to the great ongoing stream of Christianity,” and he chronicles the “plentiful . . . records of the
rise of social Christianity” with more than 1,500 items utilized in his research with a supplementary
bibliography (vii). For a critique of recent versions of the Social Gospel, see Joel McDurmon, God versus
Socialism: A Biblical Critique of the New Social Gospel (Powder Springs, GA: American Vision, 2009).
14

Walter Rauschenbusch, Christianizing the Social Order (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press,

2010), 44.
15

Ibid.
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of love”—that is, the new avatar of love being government.16 Rauschenbusch hopes for
“institutions of love” and states that love “is the foundation of all our institutions.”17
Others today support this agenda. Writing in Newsweek, former presidential
speechwriter and senior fellow of the Council of Foreign Relations Michael Gerson
heralds “A New Social Gospel” of more activism through a “politically progressive
evangelicalism” that is “not allergic to government.” He states, “Politics, at its best, has
the goal of serving your neighbor.” His ambitious and optimistic view of government is
clear. He yearns for “a global focus” and “global health” and dreams of a movement “to
rally around . . . a series of great moral objectives that would benefit America and the
world.” This “new evangelism” should “emulate the manner of its Founder [Jesus of
Nazareth].” As he travels around the nation, Gerson shares that “on campuses from
Wheaton to Harvard” the prime model to young Christians “is nearly unanimous: Bono,”
who is the lead singer of the rock-and-roll band U2.18 Believing that government can
love thy neighbor, Bono (pronounced bon-oh) lobbies government officials in
Washington with words such as these: “We can’t choose our neighbors anymore. We
can’t choose the benefits of globalization without some of the responsibilities, and we
should remind ourselves that ‘love thy neighbor’ is not advice: it is a command.”19

16

Ibid.

17

Ibid., 262.

18

Michael Gerson, “A New Social Gospel,” Newsweek, vol. 148, no. 20, November 13, 2006, 40-

43.
19

Bono, remarks at Africare’s Annual Bishop Walker Awards Dinner, October 24, 2002,
Washington, D.C. as quoted in Jim Wallis, God’s Politics: Why the Right Gets It Wrong and the Left
Doesn’t Get It (New York, NY: HarperCollins, 2005), 199. See also Wallis, God’s Politics, 379n4.
Bono’s real name is Paul David Hewson.
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Professor Tony Campolo nicely summarizes the agenda of the Social Gospel’s
religious influence on government: “Declaring that there are more than 2,000 verses of
Scripture that call us to express love and justice for those who are poor and oppressed, we
promote legislation that turns biblical imperative into social policy.”20 In sum, the Bible
says we are to love thy neighbor; thus we should have laws that enforce loving thy
neighbor. And therefore the social organizing institution of government can and should
abide by the principle of loving thy neighbor. In fact, neighbor-love via government in
action is a way to help solve the problems of class, race, gender, and ethnic conflict. On
this view, it is a path or government blueprint for future progress and a way to bring relief
to a suffering world, lacrimae rerum.
At its heart, the Social Gospel believes in “a special mission to apply Christian
values to every social institution in America”21 or the “application of the teaching of
Jesus and the total message of the Christian salvation to society, the economic life, and
social institutions . . . as well as to individuals.”22 “The real task of the social gospel,”
says historian Charles Howard Hopkins, “was the formation of the law of love in terms
equal to the demands of modern society.”23 The Social Gospel sought to use force to

20

Tony Campolo, Red Letter Christians: A Citizen’s Guide to Faith and Politics (Ventura, CA:
Regal, 2008), 24.
21

Christopher H. Evans, “Introduction: Public Theology and Economic Equality: Reconsidering
Walter Rauschenbusch’s Christianizing the Social Order,” in Rauschenbusch, xiii. Some examples of
those who support such a view of the Social Gospel include Tony Campolo, Michael Gerson, Timothy
Keller, Martin Luther King, Jr., Shailer Mathews, Walter Rauschenbusch, Ron J. Sider, James Skillen, and
Jim Wallis.
22

Shailer Mathews, “Social Gospel,” in Shailer Mathews and G. B. Smith, A Dictionary of
Religion and Ethics (New York, NY: Macmillan, 1921), 416.
23

Hopkins, 325-26. John D. Rockefeller, Sr. provided the central funding of the movement’s
projects in late nineteenth century, and later his son John D. Rockefeller, Jr. continued the funding in the
early twentieth century by donating millions of dollars. Albert F. Schenkel, The Rich Man and The
Kingdom: John D. Rockefeller, Jr., and the Protestant Establishment (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press,
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implement socialism (e.g., concentrated power in a few elites, a redistribution of wealth
arranged by force, communal property, central planning), which they believed
corresponds to the law of love.24 Its motto is perhaps “Christianizing the Social Order,”
which means “bringing it into harmony with the ethical convictions which we identify
with Christ.”25 Stated more bluntly, it means putting the works of love into society
usually by wielding the force of law. While its leading spokesman Rauschenbusch
“forcefully defended socialism as the most desirable (and Christian) economic system,”
its social implications of love are wider than economics.26 No one doubts whether
neighbor-love has social implications to a society (“all of us”) at large; the question is
whether neighbor-love is political. I wish to call it Government Neighbor-Love.
To this mindset of Government Neighbor-Love, limited government is nearly
equivalent to limiting the flow of love to citizens and hindering progress initiated by an
ever-larger government: it is government’s job to follow God’s call to love others—a
divine policy, we might say—and this in turn increases goodness (progress). Limited
government is a levee on love, thus love and limited government conflict and clash, on

1995). Schenkel refers to this type of giving toward the goals of the Social Gospel as “the unique role of
modernist religion” in John D. Rockerfeller’s life, in contrast to traditional religion and modern secularism.
See, for example, Schenkel, 2-3, 52-53, 133-35.
24

Hopkins, 326.

25

Rauschenbusch, 125.

26

Evans, “Introduction: Public Theology and Economic Equality: Reconsidering Walter
Rauschenbusch’s Christianizing the Social Order,” xxiv. See also Rauschenbusch, 419-29 for examples of
“socializing property,” that is, having the government seize control of what was formerly private property.
Hopkins writes that Rauschenbusch’s “fully developed gospel went far toward socialism” and described his
gospel as “essentially socialistic.” See Hopkins, 318, 324. Another Social Gospel publication entitled The
Kingdom stated plainly that “the only true economic and political outcome of Christianity is socialism.”
See Hopkins, 197.
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this view, which is usually on the qui vive for limits to love; limited government is almost
a heresy and treason to love.
2.2 Can a Christian Disagree with the Social Gospel?
Should government seek to love thy neighbor? The answer appears to be No from
two renowned Christian voices who favor a separation of love and state: as a normative
guideline, neighbor-love requires a limited and curtailed government that does not seek to
love. But a No answer would appear to be a rather shocking and inhumane error. It
would seem to be ignoring indigent people and God’s “preferential option for the poor.”27
They seem to ignore “the quartet of the vulnerable”—the poor, the aliens, the widows,
the orphans28—and seem not to realize God’s loving character as “Father of the fatherless
and protector of widows.”29 By the time the reader’s eyes have reached this place in the
essay, no doubt many thousands of innocent people will have starved to death. Those
who say No seem to shirk their binding moral duty in a hardhearted manner and to
abandon the neighbor in suffering. Is this not the mean, cold-blooded inhumanity
Scripture warns us to avoid?30
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Latin American Bishops, “Poverty of the Church,” Medellín, Colombia, September 6, 1968,
para. 9: “The Lord’s distinct commandment to ‘evangelize the poor’ ought to bring us to a distribution of
resources and apostolic personnel that effectively gives preference to the poorest and most needy sectors
and to those segregated for any cause whatsoever, animating and accelerating the initiatives and studies that
or already being made with that goal in mind. We, the bishops, wish to come closer to the poor in sincerity
and brotherhood, making ourselves accessible to them.” Emphasis added. See also, for example, Gustavo
Gutiérrez, A Theology of Liberation: History, Politics, and Salvation, revised version, ed. and trans. Sister
Caridad Inda and John Eagleson (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 1988), xxv-xxviii, 171-74. Cf. Ivan Illich, “The
Seamy Side of Charity,” America, vol. 116, no. 3 (January 21, 1967): 88-91.
28

Nicholas Wolterstorff, Justice: Rights and Wrongs (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,

2008), 79.
29

Psalm 68:5. See also Deuteronomy 10:17-18. For more on indigent people, see Timothy
Keller, Generous Justice: How God’s Grace Makes Us Just (New York, NY: Dutton, 2010), 1-9.
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Matthew 24:12: “And because wickedness is multiplied, most men’s love will grow cold.”
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As first-tier writers for Christianity, C. S. Lewis and Søren Kierkegaard are
respectively perhaps the greatest Anglican and Protestant minds in history. Yet they
appear to breach the commandment “Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself” because
both men appear to make the same error by employing two different standards: one for
individuals who are bound by the command to love, and one for the government (a
secular collective) which is not to seek to love thy neighbor. The dilemma is clear.
Lewis and Kierkegaard write about loving one another in deeply powerful and arresting
ways, and they have inspired many to live a life of love with an abundant and noble
selflessness. Our love is to be limitless, they say. We cannot love the neighbor too much.
A suffering love will win the world. And yet these same men also strongly support a
tightly restricted range of power for government, i.e., a small, minimal, and reactionary
government. They were adamant about defining the boundaries of politics as nothing
praeter necessitatem, that is, nothing beyond a necessary evil. Our politics is to be
limited, they say. Principled limitations on our government are good and necessary.
Thus they are boundless and big-hearted and liberal givers, and at the same time they are
sharply limited and staunchly conservative restrictors.
But, critics say, the command does not exempt government, and Lewis and
Kierkegaard therefore seem to be selective moralists and inconsistent. They are absolute
about love in one sphere of life and relativistic in another sphere. For on one hand, these
two men call for love among individuals—a one-by-one, person-to-person, face-to-face
love—but on the other hand they do not give a call for collective love via government
social programs, a corporal and group love. How is this not a double standard?
Neighbor-love cannot be confined to non-political realms, and ignoring the government’s
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active role in the communal dimension of society is an inconsistency that (as quoted
earlier), according to scholar David R. Law, results in a view of neighbor-love that is
“politically naïve,”31 “underdeveloped,”32 “unscriptural,”33 and “unchristian.”34 In a
more formal form the inconsistency objection might say: (1) Pursuant the command to
love thy neighbor, neighbor-love is to be expressed in both the individual dimension as
well as the collective dimension. (2) In the collective dimension, government social
programs can be expressions of our neighbor-love. (3) Lewis and Kierkegaard do not
readily embrace government social programs. Therefore, (4) Lewis and Kierkegaard do
violate the command to love thy neighbor.
If this critique of inconsistency is true, then it is ironic that two of the greatest
writers on neighbor-love in history have failed to see its full political expression. They
appear to have committed a major oversight by failing to see the vast political dimension
of neighbor-love. They appear blind. They appear to have put abstract principles ahead
of loving actual human persons. They indeed appear to have a love as cold as ice. They
appear uncompassionate and heartless.
Why do Lewis and Kierkegaard take this view? Can our love be limitless if our
government is limited? Does limited government limit love? Does unlimited
government unlimit love? If Christianity is a religion of love, can a loving person favor
31

David R. Law, “Cheap Grace and the Cost of Discipleship in Kierkegaard’s For SelfExamination,” in Robert L. Perkins, ed., International Kierkegaard Commentary: For Self-Examination
and Judge for Yourself!, vol. 21 (Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 2002), 138, 139. As stated in
Chapter One: “Law specifically refers to Kierkegaard’s apparent blindness to the political dimension of
neighbor-love, but such a critique can be applied to C. S. Lewis’s view of love-and-government as well
since both share a similar view of limited government.”
32

Ibid., 138.
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Ibid., 140.
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Ibid., 140, 141.
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limited government? Can neighbor-love be politicized? Can it be institutionalized? If
government is organized force, does love depend upon force? Is force love? Is neighborlove the type of thing that can be implemented by force? Is a reign of love possible via
government? Can government love? Can government dispense love? By its very design
of organized force, can it love? And if so, should it? Is government-love equivalent to
neighbor-love?
2.3 The Separation of Love and State
This chapter sets up the problem of inconsistency and introduces the reader to the
Social Gospel as well as to Lewis and Kierkegaard. In the following chapters, I hope to
show that there is not an inconsistency and to defend the Lewis-Kierkegaard individualist
model of neighbor-love and its political expression of requiring a small government.
Perhaps it is the “liberal” love of Lewis and Kierkegaard that makes their politics so
“conservative.” Perhaps it is the high requirement of generous, abundant neighbor-love
and the high value of the neighbor that makes them want to protect the neighbor from the
government by keeping it small and limited. My defense shall be primarily what
logicians call “a negative defense” since I hope to remove the undercutting defeater of
inconsistency.35 Yet my defense shall also be “a positive defense” since I shall attempt to
build a case for the model they give us. Thus an “offense” and a “defense” are present.
The perceived inconsistency problem we find specifically in Lewis and
Kierkegaard links us directly into a general and more perennial ethical question. Put in
broad terms, there appears to be a conflict between limited government and unlimited
35

For an introduction to the two basic forms of direct defense, see Francis J. Beckwith and J. P.
Moreland, Preface, in Francis J. Beckwith, Politics for Christians: Statecraft as Soulcraft (Downers Grove,
IL: IVP Academic, 2010), 22-23.
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neighbor-love. It would appear that limited government does indeed violate the
command to love in the minds of those who frequently associate neighbor-love with an
expansive government and to those who place faith in government to embody love or be
an earthly manifestation of God’s love.
In defending Lewis and Kierkegaard, I argue that as a normative guideline loving
thy neighbor calls for a limited government that seeks only natural happiness rather than
supernatural joy and love. And in doing so, this model of limited government protects
Christianity and neighbor-love. Just as Christianity should not be propped up via state
power—i.e., Christianity should not be on welfare from the government—so too should
neighbor-love not be propped up via state power. Propping up or politicizing or
“welfarizing” Christianity and neighbor-love compromises both. I wish to call this view
of political philosophy the Separation of Love and State.
2.4 Love and the Restorationist View
Love has four common dimensions, says Anders Nygren: self-love (amor sui),
neighbor-love (amor proximi), a person’s love to God (amor Dei), and God’s love to
man.36 Our concept of love frames what we think about many things: God, marriage,
what it means to be human, and even how we set the parameters for the size and scope of
government. Our idea of love shapes our idea of power and the ways we wield it. In
U.S. culture, the desire to love thy neighbor is often used to justify a growth and
expansion of government’s reach over far more than a quarter billion people, but one aim
of this essay is to show how neighbor-love might require a theory of limited government,
36

See, for example, Anders Nygren, Agape and Eros, trans. Philip S. Watson (Philadelphia, PA:
The Westminster Press, 1953), 211, 548. In addition to these four, we could add two more. Per C. S.
Lewis, we could add a love for things sub-human, such as the earth’s minerals, rocks, plants, and animals,
as well as a love for pure-spirit persons who are above man, such as angels.
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per Lewis and Kierkegaard, with two key features: (1) separating the church from the
control of the government, and (2) placing primacy on the church over the government by
asserting that the government is not to intrude on the functions of the church.37 (There is
some evidence for an inverse relationship and thus in some respects the theme of the
larger the government, the smaller the church is true.38) The church is not subservient to
the state. They rank the religious collective higher than the secular collective; that is,
they rank the Mystical Body of Christ,39 “a body of thinking members,”40 a non-manmade body, higher than the secular collective entity, what some call “the State” or
“Society,” or use a warmer and trendier collective term such as “community,” or “federal
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Thomas Aquinas writes that the Church has “the power of curbing earthly princes.” See
Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae II-II, q. 12, a. 2, ad 1. Another translation says the Church “has the
authority of curbing secular rulers.” This power struggle between the church and the government is
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state. The much more real danger is that the state will take over the functions of the church,” write Peter L.
Berger and Richard John Neuhaus. See Peter L. Berger and Richard John Neuhaus, To Empower People:
From State to Civil Society (Washington, DC: AEI Press, 1996), 189.
See also Emil Brunner, The Divine Imperative, trans. Olive Wyon (Philadelphia, PA: The
Westminster Press, 1947), 448, 458, 459: “No sphere on earth provides a better playground for the Satanic
element than the power of the State. . . . It is not the duty of the State itself to engage in economic activity,
or to establish marriage or to carry on scientific work, or the work of education. . . . The modern State has
destroyed almost all the autonomous forms of community which were known both in antiquity and in the
Middle Ages.”
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The phrase “the larger the government, the smaller the church” is similar to Dennis Prager’s
motto “the bigger the government, the smaller the citizen.” For examples of this inverse relationship
between church-and-government, some research supports the claim that the more government assumes the
role of welfare services, the less people attend church. People can receive the services from a secular
source, and therefore government welfare hurts the church. See Anthony Gill and Erik Lundsgaarde, “State
Welfare Spending and Religiosity: A Cross-National Analysis,” Rationality and Society, vol. 16, no. 4
(2004): 399-436. The abstract reads, “Churches historically have provided social welfare. As governments
gradually assume many of these welfare functions, individuals with elastic preferences for spiritual goods
will reduce their level of participation [with churches] since the desired welfare goods can be obtained from
secular sources.” See also Jonathan Gruber and Daniel M. Hungerman, “Faith-Based Charity and Crowd
Out During the Great Depression,” Journal of Public Economics, vol. 91, nos. 5-6 (2007): 1043-69. The
authors calculate “benevolent church spending fell by 30% in response to the New Deal.”
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For Holy Scripture references on the Body of Christ, see, for example: Romans 12:4-5; I
Corinthians 6:15, 12:27; Ephesians 1:22-23, 5:28-32; and Colossians 1:24, 2:19.
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Blaise Pascal, Pensées, trans. A. J. Krailsheimer (London, UK: Penguin Books, 1995), 107 (no.

360).
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family”41 (as some government agencies refer to themselves in modern American
culture), or use the first-person plural such as “We,” “Us,” or “Our.”42 Similar usages of
“We owe it to ourselves” or “We’re all on the same team” or “Our collective spirit
(Geist) is more important than any one individual.” While it is true that all of humanity is
like a worldwide family deeply united and “made of one blood,”43 there is also a
hierarchy within in terms of who has welcomed and invited more of God’s presence and
likeness. From highest to lowest, the order of ranking is first the religious collective (the
Church), then the individual, and then the secular collective (e.g., the government) last.
In sum, both writers support the separation of love and state (government), which
stands in contrast to many Americans who long for “a government . . . filled with love.”44
This view of a loving government tends to be more conventional, popular, and rather
established. The more radical view is the traditional view. Founding Father James
Madison, the primary author of the Constitution of the United States, wrote: “Charity is
no part of the legislative duty of the government.”45 Lewis and Kierkegaard seem to
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George Bennett, “FEMA’s Use of the Term ‘Federal Family’ for Government Expands Under
Obama,” Palm Beach Post, September 1, 2011, http://www.palmbeachpost.com/storm/femas-use-of-termfederal-family-for-government-1808751.html.
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To cite one example, Joseph Sobran says the word “we” appears many times in John Rawl’s
Political Liberalism (1993). An online search confirmed that “we” appears hundreds of times. Perhaps it
often means merely the author and the reader, but it also seems to be used to represent all people in society.
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Acts 17:26 (KJV).
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See Jimmy Carter cited above (n11).
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Elliot’s Debates, vol. 4, Second Edition, The Debates in the Several State Conventions on the
Adoption of the Federal Constitution. Together with the Journal of the Federal Convention, Luther
Martin’s Letter, Yates’s Minutes, Congressional Opinions, Virginia and Kentucky Resolutions ’98-’99 and
Other Illustrations of the Constitution, in Four Volumes. Collected and Revised from Contemporary
Publications. “On the Memorial of the Relief Committee of Baltimore, for the Relief of St. Domingo
Refugees,” House of Representatives, January 10, 1794, http://memory.loc.gov/cgibin/query/D?hlaw:1:./temp/~ammem_91Wo::. The text reads: “Mr. MADISON remarked, that the
government of the United States is a definite government, confined to specified objects. It is not like the
state governments, whose powers are more general. Charity is no part of the legislative duty of the
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favor the traditional view and the notion that solutions are local and inside a person’s
heart, rather than grand notions of “a worldwide good-neighbor policy,” “systematic
change,” “global initiatives,” and “the politics of planetary management.”46 Harvard’s
William C. Clark’s admission of “experimental politics” in “planetary management” is an
example of a leap of faith in government. But as a strong general guideline, Lewis and
Kierkegaard do not promote socialism, i.e., a wide-reaching government, central
planning, collectivization, communal property, government control of the means of
production, redistribution of wealth. They believed a more fundamental battle was “at
home,”47 said Lewis, and “in the living room,”48 said Kierkegaard. These are primary
schools of love.
In terms of a more current American understanding of church-state separation,
both men share several agreements with the Restorationist view, where government and
church are separated, and where the government (a) possesses only “primarily
protectionist duties such as law enforcement, military defense, conduct of foreign
relations, and assuring public health and safety”; (b) is a minimalist government “limited
to containing the excesses of immorality”; and (c) holds no direct “authority over the

government. It would puzzle any gentleman to lay his finger on any part of the Constitution which would
authorize the government to interpose in the relief of the St. Domingo sufferers.” See also President
Grover Cleveland’s rejection of compassion by government in Chapter One (n61).
46

Globalists, such as William C. Clark of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, support the
agenda “to engage over the foreseeable future in a frankly experimental politics of planetary management.”
See William C. Clark, “The Politics of Planetary Management,” Environment, vol. 31, no. 7 (1989): 2.
47

C. S. Lewis, “The Sermon and the Lunch,” in C. S. Lewis, God in the Dock: Essays on
Theology and Ethics, ed. Walter Hooper (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1994), 285.
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Søren Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript to Philosophical Fragments, vol. I, ed.
and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1992), 465.
Hereafter this book shall be referred to as Postscript.
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affairs of the church.”49 This view sees man and the Church as far more important than
merely gears in the State’s supervisory system of control.
2.5 Why Lewis and Kierkegaard?
These two political features—no state church and a modest state—cannot be
easily dismissed since both Lewis and Kierkegaard were no doubt formidable, possessed
remarkable rhetorical gifts, and abide near the core of Christian writing. After receiving
three consecutive First Class qualifications as a student at Oxford University,50 Lewis
taught English literature at Oxford University and then served as the Chair of Medieval
and Renaissance Literature at Cambridge University from 1954 until his retirement in the
summer of 1963. He often wrote in defense of Christianity and many regard him as the
most effective apologist of the twentieth century. “He was a first-class thinker,” says
philosopher Antony G. N. Flew who frequently attended weekly meetings of the Socratic
Club at Oxford University, a Christian philosophy and theology club that Lewis served as
president since its first meeting in 1942 until he went to Cambridge.51
Lewis’s books, about sixty in number, are versatile in range and bring a lucid and
crisp style to debate “in the plainest possible English.”52 The power of his simple writing
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Carl H. Esbeck, “Five Views of Church-State Relations in Contemporary American Thought,”
Brigham Young University Law Review, vol. 1986, no. 2 (1986): 398-99.
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Lewis received First Class qualifications in Classical Honour Moderations (1920), Literae
Humaniores (1922), and English (1923). See Robert MacSwain, Introduction, in The Cambridge
Companion to C. S. Lewis, ed. Robert MacSwain and Michael Ward (New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press, 2010), 5.
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“From Atheism to Deism: A Conversation Between Antony Flew and Gary R. Habermas,” in
C. S. Lewis as Philosopher: Truth, Goodness, and Beauty, ed. David Baggett, Gary R. Habermas, and Jerry
L. Walls (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2008), 38. On the Socratic Club that began on January 26,
1942, see C. S. Lewis, “The Founding of the Oxford Socratic Club,” in Lewis, God in the Dock, 126-28.
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C. S. Lewis, “Unreal Estates,” in C. S. Lewis, On Stories and Other Essays on Literature, ed.
Walter Hooper (San Diego, CA: Harvest, 1982), 150.
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style can be deceptive and easily underestimated. (“Clarity is power.”53) His books have
sold more than 100 million copies placing Lewis among the most popular and highest
selling authors in history.54 And millions more are sold each year. In addition to his
books, his popularity increased with a movie about his life, Shadowlands (1993), as well
as an appearance on the cover of Time magazine on September 8, 1947 with the subtitle
reading: Oxford’s C. S. Lewis / His Heresy: Christianity.55 His central concern was the
same as Christianity’s: “what really matters is those little marks or twists on the central,
inside part of the soul which are going to turn it, in the long run, into a heavenly or a
hellish creature.”56
Preceding Lewis by a century, Kierkegaard was “a kind of poet and
philosopher,”57 as he described himself, a first-tier thinker whose influence “has been
incalculable.”58 Few would doubt he ranks as the top intellectual of the nineteenth
century, and today he has been “joyfully embraced”59 by thinkers from various
perspectives. (U.S. President Franklin D. Roosevelt recommended Kierkegaard’s writing
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1967-1978), 158 (no. 2649). The journals consist of six volumes published from 1967 to 1978.
58

C. Stephen Evans, Kierkegaard: An Introduction (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press,
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to a staff member in order to explain why a person becomes a Nazi.60) It is, however, as
a Christian writer that the Lutheran Dane saw himself: “the authorship, regarded as a
totality, is religious from first to last.”61 His self-description of “religious” is itself very
funny since Kierkegaard is anything but “religious,” if we understand the word according
to modern experiences of deadness, solemn attitudes, emasculated wimps, and utterly
boring and never-ending church services. But Kierkegaard is thoroughly unreligious; he
is hilarious, fearless, creative, so human, and full of valor. He is alive; he has a wild
spirit. What modern “religious man” is like this? Against the emasculated stereotypes in
modern American culture, I suggest Kierkegaard is perhaps the most unreligious
Christian writer most people today have ever encountered.
“I have been born a genius for two things: to be a secret agent and to be a courtier
[of God].”62 He dedicated his life to “smuggling Christianity back into Christendom”63
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War,” in Foundations of Kierkegaard’s Vision of Community: Religion, Ethics, and Politics in
Kierkegaard, eds. George B. Connell and C. Stephen Evans (Atlantic Highlands, NJ: Humanities Press,
1992), 229-30n12. Bellinger discovered “an extraordinary quotation from Franklin Roosevelt.” During
World War II, Roosevelt came to know Howard A. Johnson, a young Kierkegaard scholar, who encouraged
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in Frances Perkins, The Roosevelt I Knew (New York, NY: The Viking Press, 1946), 148. Perkins writes,
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He was looking at me, nodding his head, and, I thought, following my report, but suddenly he interrupted
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demons. Kierkegaard gives you an understanding of what it is in man that makes it possible for these
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(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1998), 6. Emphasis is Kierkegaard’s.
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Søren Kierkegaard, Practice in Christianity, ed. and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1991), 36: “As a result, if something must be done, one must
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by creatively communicating religious truths in ways logical argument alone cannot do.
This is usually called “indirect communication” and was employed by Kierkegaard often
via posing as an innocent and harmless pseudonymous author so as to be able to slip past
a person’s defenses against Christianity incognito. To remove illusions or lies from
another person, he often claimed self-humiliation (e.g., “I am not a Christian in the
strictest sense . . . .” or “I am not a very good Christian . . . .”) in order to be a humble
servant to the one he was trying to help. To slip past a person’s defensive ego, he also
often used humor and irony; such a method is compatible with the ancient theme of the
dancing, silly fool being the only one in the kingdom who can creatively tell the ruthless
King the hard truth about himself without being executed. That is, only one with his pen
dipped in humor and irony can survive without a reader’s king-sized ego being offended.
(Perhaps in current American culture, it is the comedian who can get away with telling
the President hard truths.) This is in part how Kierkegaard sought to awaken and kindle a
passion for God.64
Late in his life, Kierkegaard wrote more directly and many upbuilding discourses
in order to awaken a person’s passion for Jesus. But for most of his life, he was “like a

Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. VI, 70 (no. 6271): “The second part [of a collected works of his own writings]
would be called ‘An Attempt to Introduce Christianity into Christendom’ and below: poetic—without
authority.” See also Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. II, 410 (no. 2021).
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Cf. Dallas Willard, “Jesus the Logician,” Christian Scholar’s Review, vol. 28, no. 4 (Summer
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hearers. This understanding only comes from the inside, from the understanding one already has. It seems
to ‘well up from within’ one. Thus he does not follow the logical method one often sees in Plato’s
dialogues, or the method that characterizes most teaching and writing today. That is, he does not try to
make everything so explicit that the conclusion is forced down the throat of the hearer. Rather, he presents
matters in such a way that those who wish to know can find their way to, can come to, the appropriate
conclusion as something they have discovered—whether or not it is something they particularly care for.”
Emphasis is Willard’s.
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spy in a higher service”65 living inside Christendom, a term which for Kierkegaard meant
Apostate Christendom, or “Christians only in imagination,”66 or “nominal Christians,”67
or Christians who are so in name only (CINOs). “They live in esthetic or, at most,
esthetic-ethical categories.”68 Therefore the “Christian world [i.e., Christendom] is still
continually offended by the actual Christian.”69
Similarly, Lewis calls the fakes “semi-Christians”70 who compromise and water
down Christianity to appeal to culture by way of a “Christianity-and-water” agenda.71 A
belief in Jesus makes no real difference in how they live. Lewis too was a kind of spy
toward these people as part of the “re-baptising England.”72 He wanted England to be a
home of God’s goodness and so he wanted to play his part in “the evangelisation of
England,” noting that modern minds were so unfamiliar with Christianity that “any
amount of theology can now be smuggled into people’s minds under the cover of
romance without their knowing it.”73 Both Lewis and Kierkegaard were missionaries.
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2.6 Similarities
At least twenty other similarities between Lewis and Kierkegaard appear from
even a surface glance. Both possessed an alert sense for fun and humor, and they were
not afraid to insert laughter, humanity, and personality into their writings.74 Both
traveled very little, yet both loved to walk.75 Both had harsh, domineering, and eccentric
fathers. Both endured piercing wounds by the death of their mothers. Lewis’s mother
died when he was nine, and Kierkegaard’s mother died when he was twenty. Both were
the last born of their families, and both remained bachelors most of their lives—except
for Lewis’s rather brief marriage of four years late in his life to Joy Davidman Gresham,
and Kierkegaard’s engagement to Regina (sometimes spelled “Regine”) Olsen that he
broke off after about a year, an event that would haunt him with deep pain the rest of his
life.76
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Both hated politics. They had a “divine discontent” with the reigning faith in
government; they knew demagogues were dangerous and plentiful. Both had affection
for their surrounding homelands of England and Denmark but did not deeply trust their
government—“a necessary evil,” they labeled it. Both agreed with Socrates that an
individual was already corrupt if he sought power over other people. “In a city of good
men, if it came into being, the citizens would fight in order not to rule, just as they do
now in order to rule.”77 But even though they hated politics and tried to keep away from
daily political quarrels and trivia, they knew a lot about the foundations of politics
because politics is a branch of ethics, and both men knew about ethics.
Both men are known and unknown—known for other things, such as children’s
literature for Lewis and existentialism for Kierkegaard, but unknown for their important
social and political ethics. Both men possessed the uncanny gift of dovetailing sharp
intellectual bite with arresting existential bite, the logical with the personal. Among all
the writers in history, Lewis and Kierkegaard mixed high levels of all three
transcendentals—truth, goodness, and beauty; or intelligence, virtue, and creativity.78 It
is a rare combination.
Both were deeply offensive. As old-fashioned traditionalists, they offended the
followers of modern Hegelian thinking that believes Christianity is one step toward
something higher. They refused to “go beyond” Christianity, as Peter J. Kreeft writes, or
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see their philosophies as simply “informed” by Christianity.79 They never pretended they
were not Christians. Lewis presented the vision of “mere Christianity,” the set of old
orthodox beliefs “common to nearly all Christians at all times,”80 and Kierkegaard
presented in dramatic and artistic form “the old familiar text handed down from the
fathers.”81 Anchored in the past, they still believe the ancient beautiful truths; they
believe in the Old Faith, for old ideas can still be true today.82 By not cowering to
popular, politically correct ideas of alleged progress, they were fearless renegades and
“PC-resistant.” Their old views have a way of remaining new and shattering to
fashionable trends. They were Eternal Rebels.83
Both understood the limits of human reason without the power of divine grace,
and the importance of appealing to our desire to move and awaken our hunger for Jesus.
Lewis critiques the “incurable intellectualism” in his work, for example.84 Both
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emphasized the importance of imagination in man (as did Pascal who called it “the
dominant faculty”85) since images impact our will’s ability to live Christianly. Lewis
notes that the baptism of his own imagination was instrumental in his conversion to
Christianity,86 and Kierkegaard said, “Imagination is what providence uses to take men
captive in actuality [Virkeligheden].”87 Both knew that the core visions and passions in a
man’s will (or heart) could tragically die or become corrupted while he still lived.
Both men stood against a fallacy of progressivism: “change means progress,”88 as
often found in Hegelian notions of inevitable, automatic, and necessary progress,
including the belief that a ruler could align himself with the will of the future and thus
reach the highest stage of history. The good is rooted in time, Hegelian historicism
claims, whereby “studying the past we can learn not only historical but meta-historical or
transcendental truth.”89 By doing so, a dramatic ruler ought to lead the nation to
important Progress by sweeping change. In contrast, both Lewis and Kierkegaard wanted
quieter times. Kierkegaard thought government should be limited to mundane things
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“such as public security, water, lighting, roads, pavement, etc. etc.”90 Lewis quipped that
someone should start a Stagnation Party, “which at General Elections would boast that
during its term of office no event of the least importance had taken place.”91 Progress,
they thought, comes only by aligning with God’s goodness and love and not by
“chronological snobbery.”92 Epistemologically, Hegelianism aims for a godlike
understanding of human history, a “God’s Eye View,”93 and to access “the secrets of
providence” in terms of Absolute Spirit.94 But both men were “more human” and
skeptical about what we can know; epistemology is linked to inner spiritual and moral
virtues of a person, they said. When it comes to Hegelian ideas of theological, political,
and epistemological Progress, Lewis and Kierkegaard stand side by side athwart that
speeding train yelling Halt.95
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C. S. Lewis, Letter to his Brother, March 21, 1940, in Lewis, The Collected Letters of C. S.
Lewis, vol. II, 369. Emphasis is Lewis’s.
92

Lewis, Surprised by Joy, 207. Lewis defines the term “chronological snobbery” as “the
uncritical acceptance of the intellectual climate common to our own age and the assumption that whatever
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Hilary Putnam, Reason, Truth, and History (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press,

1998), 74.
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For a helpful and clear summary, see Sylvia Walsh, Kierkegaard: Thinking Christianly in an
Existential Mode (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2009), 53. Hegel posits three stages of God
(“divine spirit”) in history. Absolute spirit was in art, religion, and philosophy (its highest form).
Subjective spirit was in the soul, consciousness, and mind. Objective spirit was in the social and political
order (family, society, and its highest form, the state). Walsh says for Hegel the Holy Spirit was “the cultus
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The well-known image comes from author William F. Buckley, Jr. (1925-2008). See William
F. Buckley, Jr., “Publisher’s Statement,” National Review, vol. 1, no. 1, November 19, 1955, 5: National
Review “stands athwart history, yelling Stop, at a time when no one is inclined to do so, or to have much
patience with those who so urge it.” For Kierkegaard, see Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. I, 218 (no. 536):
“They [Hegelians] would like to give it the twist: the race had grown beyond Christianity. I think it is just
the opposite: the race has grown backward.” For Lewis, see C. S. Lewis, “The World’s Last Night,” in C.
S. Lewis, The World’s Last Night and Other Essays (San Diego, CA: Harvest, 1988), 100-1: “We have
been taught to think of the world as something that grows slowly towards perfection, something that
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Both shared an affinity for the common man or the working, middle class. Both
believed God could be the only point of true connection between individuals (the “middle
term”) and not the public or the government. Both shared an admiration for the maverick
French philosopher Blaise Pascal (1623-1662).96 Like Pascal, Lewis showed common
ground among all Christians regardless of denomination, and Kierkegaard has been called
“The Pascal of the North.”97 As Pascal deflated the high view of reason from Descartes,
Kierkegaard deflated Hegel’s high view of reason and government; reason itself is from
God, but actual human reasoners are rarely godly. Of particular note for this essay is
their agreement with Pascal about the root of evil being primarily inside a person rather
than in social systems, for these “social systems” are merely other men, other people just
like us. Pascal wrote, “We have established and developed out of concupiscence
admirable rules of polity, ethics and justice, but at root, the evil root of man, this evil
stuff of which we are made is only concealed; it is not pulled up.”98 Both men believed

‘progresses’ or ‘evolves.’ Christian Apocalyptic offers us no such hope. It does not even foretell . . . a
gradual decay. It foretells a sudden, violent end imposed from without; an extinguisher popped onto the
candle, a brick flung at the gramophone, a curtain rung down on the play—‘Halt!’”
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C. S. Lewis scholar Peter J. Kreeft writes, “Lewis evidently read and admired [Pascal], though
he quoted from him only sparsely.” See Peter J. Kreeft, “C. S. Lewis’ Argument from Desire,” in Peter J.
Kreeft, Heaven: The Heart’s Deepest Longing (San Francisco, CA: Ignatius), 211. The kinship of Pascal
and Kierkegaard is well established. See, for example, Denzil G. M. Patrick, Pascal and Kierkegaard: A
Study in the Strategy of Evangelism, vol. II (London, UK: Lutterworth Press, 1947), 315-17. Kierkegaard
argued against Hegel, just as Pascal has argued against Descartes. Denzil Patrick says these four men
represent “essentially two types of mind.” Descartes and Hegel represent a unilinear mind, wanting a
scientific, systematic, orderly, crisp, cut-and-dry, methodic philosophical system. (I call this “left-brain”
thinking.) But the other type of mind as found in Pascal and Kierkegaard finds no fulfillment in such
systematic thought; there is a part of reality that cannot be put into human thought form. Patrick calls this
type of mind dimensional (and I call it “right-brain” thinking). “If there is one feature common to Pascal
and Kierkegaard as against Descartes and Hegel, it is their inescapable sense of the split in reality” (i.e.,
some part of reality cannot be systematized). See Patrick, vol. II, 385-86.
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the greatest problem in the world was not suffering: but sin, for sin eternally separates an
individual from God.
Both believed in versions of the Argument from Desire, an argument that posits,
“No natural desire is in vain,”99 and thus points to Heaven as the fulfillment of the
deepest longing in every person that nothing in this world can satisfy. It is a potent
argument for God’s existence that aims to “awaken your faith”100 by inveigling a
person’s core of desire rather than utilized the force of logic to impact the more-surface
mental realm. Unlike many modern theologians, both believed in Hell as well as angels
and demons. Both were devout lovers of God and man. Both established deep
connections with readers. The words of Lewis and Kierkegaard strike deep chords in
people’s hearts; and it is by touching such “chords of wonder and mystery and hope” that
they baptize the reader’s imagination for the cause of Christianity.101
It is worth noting that these two men did not influence each other. As mentioned,
Lewis lived during the twentieth century and Kierkegaard during the nineteenth. Lewis
wrote in a letter soon before his death, “Have you read him [Kierkegaard]? I haven’t or
hardly at all.”102 In fact, in two places Lewis says he “can’t read” Kierkegaard. This
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puzzled me, but in a personal letter to the author Kreeft offers a reasonable explanation.
Kreeft is a Lewis scholar and a philosopher who describes Kierkegaard as “to my mind
the greatest Protestant thinker of all time.”103 He suggests, “I think CSL just didn’t enjoy
reading SK because his style is so un-British.”104 After surveying Lewis’s writings, I
find Lewis mentioning Kierkegaard only seven times.105 And given that Kierkegaard
lived before Lewis, Kierkegaard did not know or write about Lewis at all. Nearing the
end of his life, Lewis sums up his relationship with Kierkegaard: “Kierkegaard still
means almost nothing to me.”106
Yet working independently, these men arrived at similar conclusions about
neighbor-love and Church-State relations. From our current place along the timeline of
103
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history, we can look back to see that they formed a united front against a common,
timeless political adversary: the divinization and deification of political power, a
perennial and reincarnated temptation of the Tower of Babel—i.e., man’s ostensible
progress and efforts to resolve evils without God. Historian Will Durant writes, “The
warm enthusiasm of Francis Bacon [‘knowledge is power’ and ‘the conquest of nature’]
had inspired all Europe . . . with unquestioning confidence in the power of science and
logic to solve at last all problems, and illustrate the ‘infinite perfectibility’ of man.”107
Many still believe in salvation by education and by politics.108 But the deification of
government is at its root an addiction to power, as the next chapter aims to explain.
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The next chapter focuses on faith in political power but for an example of “salvation by
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CHAPTER THREE
Low State:
Evidence for the Arguments from Corruption and Force
3.1 Two Roads
Many people know this ancient command, “You shall love your neighbor as
yourself,”1 and yet many good and honorable people who passionately share the concept
of loving thy neighbor, suddenly and sharply divide into two divergent roads when we
inquire about the political implications of neighbor-love: one view hopes to expand
government in the name of neighbor-love, and the other hopes to limit government in the
name of this same love.
For the first view, the command to love thy neighbor endows the government with
a wide mandate to cure social ills, correct and care for citizens, and alleviate suffering.
By succoring the needy, the state2 (government) exists to embody our love for one
another, and this love, via an active and ever-expanding state, manifests itself in

1

As noted in Chapter One, Holy Scripture mentions the commandment to love thy neighbor eight
times: Leviticus 19:18b, Matthew 19:19, Matthew 22:39, Mark 12:31, Luke 10:27, Romans 13:9, and
Galatians 5:14. In James 2:8, the command is called “the royal law”: “If you really fulfil [sic] the royal
law, according to Scripture, ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself,’ you do well.” For modified
versions of the commandment, see I Peter 1:22, I John 4:21, and II John 1:5.
2

By state, I here mean government and not nation or society. Thus it is possible to be optimistic
about one’s nation and society overall, but not optimistic toward one’s government since government is
merely a subdivision of the nation or social body. State can be defined two ways, as a nation or as a
government. (1) State can mean a nation—as in a nation-state, e.g., “the State of Great-Britain,” as The
Unanimous Declaration of the Thirteen United States of America (1776) says in its final paragraph, or “a
nation or territory considered as an organized political community under one government,” as the New
Oxford American Dictionary defines it. (2) State can mean a government—as in “the civil government of a
country,” as the New Oxford American Dictionary says. Dr. Samuel Johnson’s Dictionary of the English
Language also supports this distinction. Both the 1785 and 1822 editions say state can mean “the
community; the commonwealth; the publick” as well as a “mode of government” or “civil power” or “a
government: monarchical.”
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overarching social projects that improve our society and remedy social injustice toward
minorities, children, the poor, and the environment. This betterment includes meeting
needs: comforting, educating, healing, and disciplining citizens, as well as providing
forms of social insurance such as employment and income. Such acts of government
intervention aim to unite us as a loving community, to raise our consciousness, and to
cultivate moral habits. The state is essentially limitless.
For the second view, loving thy neighbor means limiting the power of the state
because the state often harms the individual. Accordingly, the raison d’être of the state is
much simpler and consists essentially of protecting only the most basic rights and virtues
by executing wrath on those who do evil. The state exists in a defensive posture as a
guardian, peacekeeper, and preserver of ordinary ways of life; it is modest and respects
boundaries to the private and inner life.3 Government is not irrelevant to the life of
natural virtue, but it does not seek supernatural virtue. It is loving to protect the neighbor
against those who wish to use government toward supernatural ends of shaping loving
persons. Natural virtue here means protection, order, and peace against criminals; it does
not mean forced association; it does not mean using Hegelian force to settle
disagreements. As a servant to the individual and family, the state should not aim to
make us good, bring out the best in us, save us from ourselves, or claim a role as leading
moral tutor or a surrogate father. Inculcating, “sharing and caring,” and being a

3

Cf. Thomas Aquinas notes “the purpose of government, which is peace; for peace and the unity
of his subjects are the purpose of the one who rules.” See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Contra Gentiles
4.76.4; the quotation comes from the translation by Charles J. O’Neil in Saint Thomas Aquinas, Summa
Contra Gentiles (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1975), 291. Aquinas also writes, “The
chief concern of the ruler of a multitude, therefore, is to procure the unity of peace.” See Thomas Aquinas,
De Regimine Principum 1.2.17; the quotation comes from the translation by Gerald B. Phelan in Thomas
Aquinas, On Kingship: To The King of Cyprus (Toronto, Canada: The Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval
Studies, 1949), 11.
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subcontractor of dispensing God’s love are not roles of government. The state is
essentially limited.
These are two political roads of neighbor-love.4 Prima facie, the two views, then,
agree on the same principle of loving thy neighbor, but differ on the application of the
principle. It would appear to be a misunderstanding. In reality, however, I suggest we
have here two different underlying concepts of what love means, for two contradictory
conclusions cannot both be true.
In American politics, those who take the second road—limiting government in the
name of loving thy neighbor—are sometimes held suspect and viewed as not sufficiently
progressive since progress is often associated with increasing and expanding state
power.5 Utilizing the government as a natural conduit and instrument of love to our
friends and neighbors who are literally a partial reflection of God (imago Dei6), our

4

Cf. Michael Oakeshott, On Human Conduct (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1975), 232:
“Is it [the government] a nomocratic or teleocratic engagement, or an equivocal mixture of the two?”
5

By progress, I simply mean a customary definition of the rise of goodness or the reduction of
badness. C. S. Lewis writes, “Progress, for me, means increasing goodness and happiness of individual
lives.” See C. S. Lewis, “Is Progress Possible? Willing Slaves of the Welfare State,” in C. S. Lewis, God in
the Dock: Essays on Theology and Ethics, ed. Walter Hooper (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1994), 311.
Other uses of progress abound. In American culture, progress is often associated with things: (1) in
science, new technologies which increase man’s power over nature; (2) in biology, Darwinian notions of
evolution; and (3) in ethics and politics, Hegel’s dialectic where his “objective spirit,” i.e., the mind’s
ability to generate, project, and create realities externally, eventually climaxes into the powerful mega-state.
Philosopher Richard Rorty holds such a view—“a Hegelian hope,” he calls it—and thus his logical
conclusion and advocating for a strong world government.
6

From Christianity, five points need to be made about imago Dei (Genesis 1:26-27; 9:6). (1) Each
individual is made in the image of Jesus Christ, who is God. Imago Dei, the image of God, means Imago
Christi, the image of Jesus Christ. See II Corinthians 4:4. (2) Each individual’s purpose (telos) is to be
united with God, and therefore this purpose gives man dignity: we are to be like Jesus Christ, who is united
with the Father. (3) Each individual is an I, a spirit, just as God is the One who said His name was I AM, or
I AM WHO I AM. See Exodus 3:14. (4) Each individual is a finite individual, and is therefore a finite
reflection of God, who is infinite. (5) The Judeo-Christian concept of imagio Dei (in the image of God) can
be contrasted with the concept of logos spermatikos (the divinely rational seed), which comes from a type
of pantheism where each person possesses a part of God. See, for example, Louis P. Pojman, “On Equal
Human Worth: A Critique of Contemporary Egalitarianism,” in Equality: Selected Readings, ed. Louis P.
Pojman and Robert Westmoreland (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1997), 296.
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common Creator,7 seems virtually taken-for-granted and almost beyond debate.8 Many
Americans yearn for “a government . . . filled with love,” as one Nobel Peace Prize
winner and former U.S. President proclaimed.9 Government should embody our love;
government should pursue the objectification of neighbor-love. Yet sensitive and
insightful people ask to make room for discussion. There are two renown and eloquent
Christian intellectuals who share significant commonalities with this second road, the
English don C. S. Lewis and Danish philosopher Søren Kierkegaard, respectively perhaps
the finest Anglican mind and the finest Protestant mind in history.10 By placing Lewis

7

Cf. Malachi 2:10a: “Have we not all one father? Has not one God created us?” Acts 17:26
(KJV) refers to all human persons as “made of one blood.” The origin of all human persons is God, says
Christianity and Judaism.
8

Regarding the neighbor as a personification of Jesus Christ, Baylor philosopher Robert C.
Roberts writes, “The defining proposition for agape as an emotion is this: S is wonderful because S
personifies Jesus Christ and is loved by him; may S’s true interests be promoted.” See Robert C. Roberts,
Emotions: An Essay in Aid of Moral Psychology (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2003),
294. Emphasis is Roberts’s.
9

See Chapter Two for the original citation that is reproduced here for reader convenience. Jimmy
Carter said, “Let me close by saying to you what I have said to audiences all over America in the past
sixteen months. All I want is the same thing you want, to have a nation with a government that is as good
and honest and decent and competent and compassionate and as filled with love as are the American
people.” See Jimmy Carter, “The Issue Is Faith,” a speech to the California State Senate, Sacramento,
California, May 20, 1976, in Jimmy Carter, A Government as Good as Its People (New York, NY: Simon
and Schuster, 1977), 82-83.
In Why Not the Best? (1975), Carter wrote that after reading founding documents of the United
States and the Bible “you discover other words like honesty, integrity, fairness, liberty, justice, courage,
patriotism, compassion, love—and many others which describe what a human being ought to be. These are
also the same words which describe what a government of human beings ought to be. . . . There is no
legitimate reason why government should not represent the highest possible common ideals and
characteristics of the people who form and support it. Its example should be inspirational and not
embarrassing. Its hopes and aspirations should mirror those of its finest subjects. Equity and fairness
should be basic and unquestioned. Are these characteristics impossible to achieve? No. They should be
the least that we demand.” See Jimmy Carter, Why Not the Best?: The First Fifty Years (Nashville, TN:
Broadman Press, 1975), 116, 136. Emphasis is Carter’s.
10

While this essay appeals, I hope, to Anglican and Protestant readers, it is possible that Catholic
readers may also resonate with some of the themes because of the Catholic tones in both Lewis and
Kierkegaard. Concerning Kierkegaard, he was a Protestant but often had critiques of Luther as well as
certain strands of Protestantism, as can be found in his Journals. For example, in 1854 he wrote in his
journal, “Protestantism is completely untenable. It is a revolution brought about by proclaiming ‘the
Apostle’ (Paul) at the expense of the Master (Christ).” In that same year he called Protestantism “total
nonsense.” Protestant theologian Karl Barth abandoned an early enthusiasm for Kierkegaard in his career
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and Kierkegaard side by side, we can see that they form an impressive political alliance
that has gone largely overlooked and unnoticed.
3.2 Allies: Lewis and Kierkegaard
On the last page of his book on the ethics of love, Baylor philosopher C. Stephen
Evans notes a similarity between Lewis and Kierkegaard.11 This is the only mention of
Lewis in the book and Evans points out that both men share a vision for how our love for
God in heaven is the animating energy for the political expressions of our neighbor-love
here on earth. I wondered if a stronger and more substantial political alliance might be
possible, and so I began looking for connections between the two men.
I discovered that they shared two key political characteristics as expressions of
their love for others. First, both favored separating the church from the state. Lewis, a
professor of English literature at both Oxford and Cambridge, was also a beloved and
immensely popular Christian apologist. He made it clear that although he was a
Christian, he detested theocracy, that is, those who rule in the name of “Thus saith the
Lord.” Such a government “lies, and lies dangerously,” he said, since government is not

because he believed that following Kierkegaard would lead him to Rome. Kierkegaard considered the
Epistle of James one of his favorite books, although Martin Luther held a low view of the book. Thus
Catholic readers may find Kierkegaard thought of interest, even though he questioned, for example, infant
baptism. (For more, see Kierkegaard’s relationship to Catholicism in the work of Erich Przywara, SJ.)
Lewis was Anglican, but he has also been described as “Anglo-Catholic.” His secretary Walter
Hooper believed that Lewis would have joined the Catholic Church. Thus Catholic readers may find this
essay beneficial to them as well. See, for example, Joseph Pearce, C. S. Lewis and the Catholic Church
(San Francisco, CA: Ignatius, 2003), 166. As an aside, I use the term English don rather than British don to
describe Lewis because, as Lewis writes, “[T]here is love of home . . . [that] is, for us, a love of England . .
. . Only foreigners and politicians talk about ‘Britain’.” See C. S. Lewis, The Four Loves (San Diego, CA:
Harvest, 1988), 23.
11

C. Stephen Evans, Kierkegaard’s Ethic of Love: Divine Commands and Moral Obligations
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2004), 332. According to the index, this is the book’s only
mention of C. S. Lewis. Lewis specifically lists the conversion of the Roman Empire by the Apostles, the
accomplishments of the Middle Ages, and those Evangelicals who abolished the slave trade.
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the voice of God but merely “a makeshift.”12 Just like other organizations, it consists of
“wicked men like the rest of us.”13 “Theocracy is the worst of all possible governments”
because its ambitious objectives are transcendent, spiritual, and “very strongly ethical”
and often go awry—death and harm result.14 (Theocracy here means ecclesiastical
authorities in charge of the government, and he rejected it even though in medieval times
a church state had fairly strict limits on it powers.15) Theocracy, he says, uses the Lord’s
name in vain conceit.16 Furthermore, looking to history, we find that invoking the
Kingdom of Heaven often brings the Reign of Hell. “Of those who work injustice in
politics many say they are building the Kingdom of God.”17 For these reasons, Lewis
opposed the formation of “a Christian Party” in politics and advised politically concerned
Christians, “He who converts his neighbor has performed the most practical Christianpolitical act of all.”18
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Lewis, “Is Progress Possible?” in Lewis, God in the Dock, 315.
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C. S. Lewis, “Membership,” in C. S. Lewis, The Weight of Glory and Other Addresses (New
York, NY: HarperCollins, 2001), 169.
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C. S. Lewis, “Lilies That Fester,” in C. S. Lewis, The World’s Last Night and Other Essays (San
Diego, CA: Harvest, 1988), 40.
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Oxford historian R. W. Southern notes that the medieval church leaders controlled the state but
(1) had “very limited power of initiative,” and (2) “were less prone to violence, even against unbelievers,
than the people whom they ruled.” These two traits existed because those in power “were reminded that
the misuse of their authority on earth would be rewarded by an eternity of punishment.” Also, a policestate was not possible, says Southern, because the medieval church state “had no police. It had no
dependable army.” Because of this lack of coercion, it mostly focused on “village lechers, drunkards, and
adulterers” and often resorted to excommunication as a punishment. See R. W. Southern, Western Society
and the Church in the Middle Ages (London, UK: Penguin, 1990), 18-20.
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Exodus 20:7: “You shall not take the name of the LORD your God in vain; for the LORD will not
hold him guiltless who takes his name in vain.”
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C. S. Lewis, Letter to Don Giovanni Calabria, August 10, 1948, in Lewis, The Collected Letters
of C. S. Lewis, vol. II, 868. Emphasis added. Lewis wrote the letter in Latin.
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Kierkegaard was a dazzling, electric, and wildly cunning philosopher who lived in
Copenhagen, Denmark. He was in the sight of many citizens “a half-mad eccentric”19
whose writing is both poetic and devastating. He viewed himself differently.
“Essentially I am a poet, a genius. . . . I am being used by the hand of a higher Power.”20
He began each day with a prayer of thanks to God, and then wrote; and then ended each
day with a prayer of thanks to God.21 He was a warrior poet who unsheathed his pen. He
was a poet because of his rich, colorful, and creative style of writing that is full of
personality, irony, and wit. He touches regions of the human soul few writers have the
skill to awaken, and he does it all with a serious fun. He was a warrior because of his
mission to spread Christianity in large part by “getting Christianity to drop a whole mass
of nominal Christians.”22 For example, at the end of his life, he waged a famous struggle
against ecclesiastical politics to abolish the state Church in Denmark, which he thought
mocked true Christianity and inoculated the people from a personal relationship with
Jesus Christ.23 “The religious situation in the land is: Christianity . . . does not exist,” he
wrote.24 This is clear “when the New Testament is placed alongside” the words of
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Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. VI, 14 (no. 6168).
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Søren Kierkegaard, The Diary of Søren Kierkegaard, ed. Peter Rohde (New York, NY: Citadel
Press, 1988), 140 (no. 175).
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Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. VI, 14 (no. 6168).
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See, for example, Bruce H. Kirmmse, Kierkegaard in Golden Age Denmark (Bloomington, IN:
Indiana University Press, 1990); and John W. Elrod, Kierkegaard and Christendom (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1981).
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Søren Kierkegaard, The Moment and Late Writings, ed. and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna
H. Hong (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2009), 35.
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pastors such as Bishop Peter Mynster, the leading voice.25 Favoring sedition, he was the
intellectual spearhead against the state Church until his death, refusing even on his
deathbed to take communion from a state pastor: “[P]astors are civil servants of the
Crown and have nothing to do with Christianity.”26
For both writers, then, the church was not to be subordinate to state control; the
church, as primary and independent, does not answer and need to justify itself to the state.
The church should not be held accountable to the state’s class of bureaucrats. The church
is not a servant to the state, and politicizing the church by way of an entanglement with
the state hurts the church.
In addition to favoring a separation of church-and-state, the second political
characteristic that both men shared was a small role for government. Both lacked a
trumpet call for government activism and expansion. They were leery about wielding
tools of raw power over and against individuals. They knew that government is
essentially force and so the larger the government, the larger force played a role in
people’s lives. But if force and love are contradictories (in the sense that no person can
be forced to love), then love cannot be forced since love grows from within, rather than
from the outside. For Lewis and Kierkegaard, neighbor-love does not grant the
government with an extensive mission to embody and dispense love. Thus a limited
government view calls into question a cherished feature of our modern society—man’s
quest for political power, i.e., modern man’s golden optimism and strong faith in
government, which often dominates our media headlines and animates many people’s
25
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high political hopes. (The modern Enlightenment age was “an obsession with power,”
says A. J. Conyers,27 in contrast to medieval life, which comprised “one of the most
loosely organized societies in history,” as Robert Nisbet says, and where many strongly
opposed political centralization.28) The politics of Lewis and Kierkegaard were more
than preferences about “organized religion” (the Church) and “organized force” (the
government); their politics revealed how they see human nature and fundamental
concepts of reality.
3.3 Dethroning Secular Collectivism
Lewis and Kierkegaard fought against the divinization of politics. Like in ancient
times where the rulers believed they were gods,29 modern politics was sometimes the new
religion, and the government was its idol. On this secular view “the state is transcendent
and embraces ultimate values and reality,” describes Robert Linder.30 Or as G. K.
Chesterton put it, “Once abolish the God, and the Government becomes the God.”31 Both
Lewis and Kierkegaard confronted modernity’s addiction to political power, to faith in
violence, government’s propensity to apotheosis, and they wanted to defend Jesus as the
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“only Sovereign, the King of kings.”32 They sought to dethrone politics from its
unworthy mantle which took place on a wide scale in the seventeenth century where we
find “the rise of the nation-state” and consequently “a powerful state and a lonely
individual.”33 They held a distrust and alienation from the modern state as a source of
moral and spiritual leadership, and their call for a small government was a revolution of
love. The state does not hold divine status, on their view, and it is not the highest source
of moral authority or improvement. Kierkegaard rebelled against the government that
“recognizes nothing above itself but has every individual under it.”34 Lewis too rebelled
against those who placed “the highest power in the State . . . [to] be wholly free to
legislate and incessantly engaged in legislation.”35 A government accountable to a
higher, natural moral law rooted in God’s unchanging nature should satisfy; it does not
need to keep legislating (“improving”) new areas of our daily lives. (See Section 3.10 for
practical examples.) As semi-recusants, their views threaten modern ambitions of state
power and the striving, insatiable drive to “build a great society” via government.36
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Lewis and Kierkegaard believe in the power of God and His Church as the
greatest force for good in history, and so they would not agree with those who say, “[O]ur
nation has a unique place in the world. We are the greatest force for good on earth. We
chart history’s course.”37 As theoreticians of power, they questioned the warrant for state
power over things such as religion, art, education, and the family. Monitoring attitudes
and personal habits were of course no business of the government. These were to be
state-free zones, since such dangerous intrusions often seek to meddle into personal life.
Supporters see the heroic efforts of Lewis and Kierkegaard as a template for resisting the
state power of collectivism, the placing of the secular collective higher than the
individual (i.e., giving the group priority over the individual). The government was made
to serve man; man was not made to serve the government.
Examples of collectivism abound. These include those who advocate a Social
Gospel (as profiled in Chapter Two) of economic equality and redistribution, and who
embrace a theory of “suprahuman institutions” such as the government.38 Walter
Rauschenbusch, the leading voice of the socialist Social Gospel, often speaks of “a vast
collective will,”39 “the collective intelligence,”40 “the great collective sins,”41 and “the
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common mind.”42 He calls the political life “this brother” and says “he is a newly saved
sinner” as if it were a person.43 Such ideas of the government as a “suprahuman
institution” can be traced back to Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778) and Georg
Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831), for example, and in the United States to Harvard
philosopher Josiah Royce, who wrote in the early twentieth century when the Social
Gospel began to become popular:
In particular he—the individual member—may love his community as if it were a
person, may be devoted to it as if it were his friend or father, may serve it, may
live and die for it . . . to treat the community as if it were a sort of super-personal
being, and as if it could, in its turn, possess the value of a person on some higher
level. One who thus loves a community, regards its type of life, its form of being,
as essentially more worthy than his own . . . nobler than himself.44
The similarity to Rousseau is evident. Rousseau writes, “Each of us puts his person and
his power in common under the supreme direction of the general will.”45 The general
will is vox populi vox dei, which according to Rousseau is new entity: “a collective
body,” a “self” with a “will,” and he calls it a “public person.”46
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Other figures in history have their own formulations, and social critic Albert Jay
Nock has nicely summarized four collectivistic thinkers. Hegel’s formulas include “the
State incarnates the Divine Idea upon earth” and “the State is the general substance,
whereof individuals are but accidents.” Benito Mussolini’s formula says, “Everything for
the State; nothing outside the State; nothing against the State.” Johann Gottlieb Fichte’s
formula is “the State is the superior power, ultimate and beyond appeal, absolutely
independent.” Adolf Hitler’s formula says, “The State dominates the nation because it
alone represents it.”47 As a fifth example, one can add the Communist collectivist
formula: “Man exists for the State; the State does not exist for man”—which is true in
practice as 100 million dead bodies attest,48 although in theory Marxism hoped the
government would eventually wither away and evaporate after man’s evolution into the
harmony of brotherhood (e.g., a classless society). A sixth and final example is from
Aristotle: “For even if the end is the same for a single man and for a state, that of the state
seems at all events something greater and more complete whether to attain or to preserve;
though it is worth while to attain the end merely for one man, it is finer and more godlike
to attain it for a nation or for city-states.”49 History lacks no examples of collectivism,
including examples of Presidents of the United States.50
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From the Christian view, however, Rousseau and others confuse the secular
collective with the religious collective: the Body Politic has been confused with the Body
of Christ. In the secular realm, there is a spirit or “team spirit” among them, but the spirit
is not literally a person, according to Christianity; the secular spirit does not have
essential properties often associated with personhood such as will, or consciousness, or
imagination, or the ability to question and wonder, or to appreciate beauty and art, or to
laugh at funny things.51 Person here means someone “with a natural, inherent capacity
for performing personal acts.”52 One of these “personal acts” would include the natural
capacity to self-reflect, a capacity dubbed by Harry G. Frankfurt as “reflective selfevaluation.”53 Since it lacks this ability to self-reflect (a type of consciousness), the
collective society or state is not intrinsically more valuable than a person. As J. Ellis
McTaggart of Trinity College in Cambridge, England argued, “Compared with worship
of the State, zoölatry is rational and dignified. A bull or a crocodile may not have great
intrinsic value, but it has some, for it is a conscious being. The State has none.”54 While
the interrelations among persons are in fact real, they are not as real as a person. The
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State lacks a state of consciousness and therefore cannot be “the corporate reason of the
community,” as Thomas H. Huxley thought.55
However, Christians are literally part of Jesus, a person with a will and
consciousness; they are the Body of Christ, as Scripture says. “Saul, Saul, why do you
persecute me?” Jesus asks a grave enemy of Christians, before the enemy became a
heroic saint.56 “Truly, I say to you, as you did it to one of the least of these my brethren,
you did it to me,” Jesus tells a crowd in a parable about the goats and sheep.57 According
to the Christian tradition, the Church is not a group or an organization or even a church in
the usual sense of those words. It is far more than a merely human institution. The
Church is “in the exact sense of the popular phrase, like nothing on earth,” writes G. K.
Chesterton.58 The Church is an extension of the Incarnation, the Body of Christ, with
Jesus as the invisible Head: “He is the head of the body, the Church.”59 Christians belong
to Him; He does not belong to them. “If we all fell dead suddenly, the Church would still
somehow exist in God,” summarizes Chesterton.60
This particular religious collective of Christianity is a type of collective that is the
real person of Jesus, God the Son. Lewis says that “the whole mass of Christians are the
physical organism through which Christ acts—that we are His fingers and muscles, the
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cells of His body. . . . Christians are Christ’s body, the organism through which He
works.”61 In two swift sentences, Kierkegaard gives the correct hierarchy, with the
secular collective lowest, then the individual, and then the religious collective as life in
God: “A crowd is an abstraction, which does not have hands.”62 “Christianity does not
join [i.e., unite] men together—no, it separates them—in order to unite every single
individual with God.”63
By contrast to the Social Gospel and other key political philosophers in history,
Lewis and Kierkegaard reject the secular government as a suprahuman institution. It is
the fallacy of misplaced personhood, or what Alfred Whitehead calls “mistaking the
abstract for the concrete.”64 The secular collective has no will, the power to choose and
to love, and the will is part of what makes a human person made in God’s image since
God has a will. A secular collective does not have the presence of the Holy Spirit.
Individuals in turn should serve the religious collective, which is the Body of Christ,
since Christ is God—our Creator, the Father who loves us, the most real person, and the
absolute person who grounds all reality and bestows worth. The Holy Spirit, on the
Christian view, enters into people’s souls,65 and is the Spirit (i.e., life, love, power,
energy, and gifts) of the Body of believers.66
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Like Augustine before them, for Lewis and Kierkegaard there are only two eternal
cities in life, and the City of God (civitas Dei) is more sacred than the City of Man (or
City of the World, civitas mundi).67 (Sacred here means God-like or connected to God.)
All humans are divided between those who are made in God’s image versus those who
are sons and daughters of God. This division is what theologians call the once-born
versus the twice-born, or those born physically (everyone) versus those born physically
and also born spiritually.68 On this template, then, there are basically two types of
people, two types of natures. (This religious view of man also sees God as our origin and
an eternal union with God as our telos, in contrast to a materialistic view, which sees
matter as the source of individuals and death as the mere end.)
Such a template of “the two cities” relates to the politics of Platonism,
Aristotelianism, and Nominalism. Platonism often prioritizes the common good (the
Forms, the universals). Aristotelian politics often prioritizes the balance between the
common good and the private good. Nominalism often prioritizes the individual and
private good.69 This aforementioned template from Christianity agrees with Platonism’s
elevation of the universal if the universal is religious (and not secular); but it agrees with
Nominalism’s elevation of the individual if the universal is secular. The religious
67
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collective is higher than the secular collective because one is closer to God. “The one
city [the City of Man] loves its own strength shown in its powerful leaders; the other says
to its God, ‘I will love you, my Lord, my strength.’”70
3.4 The Lust to Rule
Instead of seeing the state as a leader of citizens, the state was often the bête
noire for Lewis and Kierkegaard. “The government ye shall have always with thee,” they
seem to say as a regrettable and sad reality in a fallen world. In fact, writing against the
government is perhaps the most sour and critical writing we find among these men. They
hold a dark-and-grim Augustinian view of the government, which makes the concept of
“the loving government” almost an oxymoron since the high-ranking people in
government often possess a lust for controlling others, libido dominandi.71 Obviously,
the ability to acquire force does not necessarily mean one has the ability to use it well, for
the power-hungry are corrupt if they hunger to make other people in their own image by
manipulation, micromanaging, and intimidation.
70
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Knowing this lust for control in some people, Lewis said, “We hear too much of
the State. Government is at its best a necessary evil. Let’s keep it in its place.”72 The
phrase at its best strikes the ear as particularly noteworthy. “All rulers lie,” he wrote
bluntly.73 Rather than see government as a moral tutor, he unflatteringly compared
politics to the workings of our entrails as if the state was the digestive system in the
social body, not the head or heart. “A sick society must think much about politics, as a
sick man must think about his digestion.”74 Political infatuation is a sign of sickness; an
overly-politicized society is a sign of decay. He detested “omnipotent moral
busybodies,”75 those types who crave power and “want to improve all our neighbours by
[government] force.”76 In fact, Lewis agreed with Rousseau that the modern concept of
the state, which embodied “the social spirit,” was the greatest enemy to Christianity.
When a State claims to be an “omnicompetent government,” it will treat Christianity
as an enemy. Like learning, like the family, like any ancient and liberal
profession, like the common law, it [Christianity] gives the individual a standing
ground against the State. Hence Rousseau, the father of the totalitarians, said
wisely enough, from his own point of view, of Christianity, Je ne connais rien de
plus contraire à l’esprit social.77
The all-powerful and godless State does not want to compete with a rival loyalty to God.
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Lewis was clear that it is a great error when “religion is confused with politics.
For, above all other spheres of human life, the Devil claims politics for his own, as
almost the citadel of his power.”78 One example of this citadel of evil power is of course
That Hideous Strength (1945) and in fiction form tells the story of technocrats who build
society rooted in purely human science and reason. In modern lingo, “Let’s build a
smarter planet.” “That Hideous Strength has been unanimously d****d by all
reviewers.”79 The title comes from Sir David Lyndsay’s Ane Dialog, which describes the
Tower of Babel (man’s attempt to play God): The Shadow of that Hyddeous Strength /
Sax Myle and More It Is of Length. The book illustrates Lewis’s support for limited
government and shows that a division of power is Lewis’s solution to arrogant, greedy
technocrats, just as God’s solution to centralized power (The Tower of Babel) was to
confuse people into many languages and to spread people to different areas of the Earth.80
(God also warns Israel against having a king, a form of centralized power.81) The book
demonstrates the dangers of placing hope in a secular salvation via politics. As Lewis
echoes this theme of danger in other writings, hell draws near when “meetings,
pamphlets, policies, movements, causes and crusades, matter more to him [a citizen] than
prayers and sacraments and charity.”82
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In a nearly identical mindset, Kierkegaard believed that politics was a dangerous
path for Christianity. “Science and politics,” he wrote, “are the two detours [i.e., false
paths] for Christianity, and the latter is the more dangerous because it can become so
popular.”83 Lewis would predict a demonic dovetailing of science and politics—a
“scientific politics,” we might call it, or “scientific socialism,” as Friedrich Engels
labeled it—in his That Hideous Strength and The Abolition of Man, where politics is run
by occult and power-hungry scientist. Such faith in science and faith in government
result in evil.
Kierkegaard believed that just as reason needed to be put in its proper place (after
Hegel elevated it too highly), so too did politics need to be reprioritized properly and
lowered. Faith in government had become a widespread and massive disease in the soul.
Power had become everything in the nineteenth-century ideology of nationalism. “In
these times everything is politics. The viewpoint of the religious is worlds (toto caelo [a
whole heaven]) apart from this, just as the starting point and ultimate goal are also worlds
(toto caelo) apart, since the political begins on earth in order to remain on earth, while the
religious, taking its beginning from above, wants to transfigure and then to lift the earthly
to heaven.”84 He scolds “the impatient politician.”85 Politics and the modern faith in
government can be comical (a sad comedy) because of man’s misplaced “infinite
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passion”86 for God and heaven into earthly things, he also explained, and so “politics is
the parody in the development of the world.”87
Like Lewis, Kierkegaard was wary toward those who love power—those
ambitious, conniving, venal, megalomaniac, secretive, skullduggery, choleric types with
grand political visions who aim to control people by amassing power. They are often
ruthless Pharisees who may win arguments but not people’s love, who may impose
external behavior but crush hearts. The “power seeker”88 seeks dependency upon
themselves; and mischief follows. “The human mind so often aspires to might and
power,” wrote Kierkegaard, and with the rise of government, power has since become a
treasured commodity to be bought and sold.89 Bribery, intimidation, and blackmail are
all too common in the netherworld of politics. In more recent U.S. politics one official
noted, “[I]n Washington . . . ruining people is considered sport.”90 In ancient days, thirty
pieces of silver could once buy the crucifixion of a man, and today the secret police or
“opposition research” can uncover a great deal about a man’s moral failures and damage
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him mentally and emotionally. Elsewhere Kierkegaard said: “Above all, rescue
Christianity from the state . . . [I]t teaches Christianity the most loathsome bad habits.”91
A low and pessimistic view of the state is clear. “[T]o be improved by living in the state
is just as doubtful as being improved in a prison,” he wrote in his journal.92 He lists the
three common errors Christianity has adopted from Hegel: “That the state in a Christian
sense is suppose to be what Hegel taught—namely [1] that it has moral significance, [2]
that true virtue can appear only in the state (something I also childishly babbled after him
in my dissertation), [3] that the goal of the state is to improve men—is obviously
nonsense.”93 The state is “a necessary evil . . . rather than a good.”94
3.5 Defensive Politics
Lewis and Kierkegaard were not men to spend time strategizing with how they
could acquire and operate the “might and power” of the state’s machinery in order to
coerce others toward so-called Higher Purposes or semi-utopians, which to them were
often ambitions gone awry or thinly veiled guises for a hold on power. For example, they
reject the optimism for government-led “higher righteousness”95 and “an organized
brotherhood”96 found in Social Gospel advocates such as Walter Rauschenbusch: “A
Christian social order makes bad men do good things. It sets high aims, steadies the
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vagrant impulses of the weak, trains the powers of the young, and is felt by all as an
uplifting force which leaves them with the consciousness of a broader and nobler
humanity as their years go on.”97
In contrast to such Uplifters, Lewis and Kierkegaard believed that using the
government for higher goals often draws people of lower character. Using the force of
the government was a regrettable last resort, done in a heavy-heart manner, and a
symptom of a weak and ill society. They were closer to “state-haters,” and they did not
see the state as worthy to be a Soulcrafter. They rejected, we might say, flying the flags
of faith, hope, and love in government, which is in essence coercion, a web of
bureaucracy, and raw power. (Essence here means a way of existing.) Their view of
common corruption in government distinguishes them from to those of the Social Gospel
who do not see corruption in government as the norm but as “an aberration.”98 This
tame, limited, and restricted view of government also puts Lewis and Kierkegaard in
contrast to those who agree with a limitless state, such as Huxley: “I do not see how any
limit whatever can be laid down as to the extent to which, under some circumstances, the
action of Government may be rightfully carried.”99 A limitless government is a
totalitarian government.
If we can say that Lewis and Kierkegaard had a politics, I suggest we call it a
defensive politics—similar in thinking to a defensive war or an armed peace—which is a
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way of protecting innocent people and an attempt to keep power out of the hands of those
who most grasp for it. Or perhaps we can label their view natural politics in contrast to
supernatural politics (just as there is a category for natural theology in contrast to
studying divine theology). Thus, we find a limited government that exists to forbid
serious vices and protect basic and the most important moral laws.100 The government is
essentially reduced to a police function, or like a sewer that separates the harmful from
society. It is a defensive politics against greedy and overly ambitious officials. “We
must save the world from those who are trying to save the world,” as the saying goes.
A defensive politics places Lewis and Kierkegaard in contrast to nearly all
Enlightenment philosophers who obsessed with acquiring and expanding political
power—Scientia propter potentiam101—and in contrast to modern Social Gospel
advocates who also focus on government and see the powerful institution as “a gift from
God, not an invention of Satan” in order for them to employ it for the Kingdom of
Heaven.102 They also stand in contrast to both modern liberals and modern conservatives
in the United States who share little in common but the underlying premise to wield state
power toward their agendas, usually toward the welfare state (“common good”) or the
warfare state (“common defense”), respectively. While government itself in theory may
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be neither good nor evil, Lewis and Kierkegaard show no evidence for seeing the
government in actual practice as avatar, divine teacher, or “a divinely ordained
institution.” If anything, they consider it more likely to be “a snake pit” or “a
demonically ordained institution.” Reformed Protestant theologian H. Emil Brunner
(1889-1966) would agree: “No sphere on earth provides a better playground for the
Satanic element than the power of the State.”103 Rather than finding in government a
humble spirit of stewardship, the serpents of usurpation and ultra vires are all too
common. Defense is necessary.
3.6 That Caricature of Religion
Yet such usurpations and “divinely ordained” quests to improve Earth via active
government power are the logical result of modern man’s unmet desire for Heaven, for
God’s intimate presence. The restless heart is infatuated with the lust of power, and the
modern emphasis with political power is really a disguised thirst for the eternal and an
intimate relationship with God, according to Lewis and Kierkegaard. Politics taps and
arouses our innate desire for Heaven. In fact, many people carry a mental list of desired
laws and social programs for government to enact in hopes of a better society.
On the view of Lewis and Kierkegaard, modern politics relates strongly to the
Argument from Desire, which says that we have a desire for God that can only be
fulfilled by God. Religion means a lived relationship with God, according to
Kierkegaard, but “the whole modern mentality can be reduced to that d****d caricature
103
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of religion, which is represented by politics.”104 With a touch of hope he prophesized,
“[N]ow everything appears to be politics but will turn out to be a religious movement.”105
Those who seek strong government action to implement love on Earth are in fact looking
for God. Likewise, Lewis wrote, “When they want to convince you that earth is your
home, notice how they set about it. They begin by trying to persuade you that earth can
be made into heaven.”106 “Almost our whole education has been directed to silencing
this shy, persistent, inner voice; almost all our modern philosophies have been devised to
convince us that the good of man is to be found on this earth.”107
On the religious view, in contrast, the insatiable thirst for Heaven is to propel us
toward union with God, not government, and not to try and become God. It is the
religion of politics: “The real parallel to much modern political poetry is . . . merely pious
poetry concerned with (ugh!) ‘religion’”108—as distinct from a lived relationship with
God and enjoying His presence. (Heaven here means essentially God’s presence.) The
reply to modern man is that the state is not transcendent; it is not the highest moral
source; it does not embrace ultimate reality. It cannot satisfy the deepest human longing.
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3.7 “Their Blood Cries Out”
A divinization of the state—the allure of its colossal strength and power as
expressed in its technology, violence, taxation, war, surveillance, psychological
intimidation, and “its attempt to solve all problems independently of God or His Church,”
as Paul M. Quay describes it109—is an entirely logical fruit from the underlying traces of
the Religion of Humanity, i.e., the Enlightenment’s culte de l’humanité, which views
man as the highest source of moral authority.110 This is Thrasymachus reincarnated:
might is right, sheer will makes good, and “muscular methods” for social reform follow
logically.111 This is “the great sin” of pride: one who rejects a dependency upon God.112
Without God, the next best option is man, for without faith in man is despair.
Soviet Communists, who favor an atheistic view of reality, are often cited as one modern
example of the love of power in the name of “universal brotherhood” or “equality.”
“They were drawn to the Great Experiment by its magnitude and seeming strength.
109
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Under the guise of a nobly selfless dedication they were, in fact, identifying themselves
with Power.”113 But equality and brotherhood really meant death, the death of nearly 100
million people. Progress for communism really meant persecution of millions more.114
Historians find evidence for execution by “firing squad, hanging, drowning, battering . . .
gassing, poisoning, ‘car accidents,’” forced labor, reeducation camps, and starvation
since Communists often distributed food based upon which citizens pledge proper
allegiance to the government.115 The quest for equality and brotherhood by the Red
Terror often means arrest—the “sharp nighttime ring or the rude knock at the door. The
insolent entrance of the unwiped jackboots of the unsleeping State Security
operatives.”116 Arrest by the secret police, as Alexander Solzhenitsyn wrote, is “a
breaking point in your life, a bolt of lightning which has scored a direct hit on you . . . an
unassimilable spiritual earthquake. . . . [T]hey hiss at you: ‘You are under arrest.’ . . .
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‘Me? What for?’ And this is a question, which though repeated millions and millions of
times before, has yet to receive an answer.”117 Innocence will not save you.
In addition to the Bolshevik Revolution, the Religion of Humanity animated the
blood and death of the French Revolution, Chairman Mao’s “Great Leap Forward,”118
and the National Socialist Revolution. The common denominator among these
revolutionaries who wish to “build a new society” is Man’s fascination with the state’s
masculine strength—that is, his own strength—rather than a feminine receptivity to union
with the power of love from the Holy Spirit.119 Here, faith in government is faith in
merely man’s violence or threat of violence.
“[U]bi Lenin, ibi Jerusalem,” wrote the East German Communist Ernst Bolch.120
This City of Man “loves its own strength shown in its powerful leaders.”121 As
Shakespeare penned, “O momentary grace of moral men, / Which we more hunt for than
the grace of God!”122 In a soft form, the Religion of Humanity—sometimes called
humanism (man as God)—ignores a personal relationship with the triune God and sees
Him as mostly irrelevant, if He exists. As theologians note, this is a shift from
theocentric to anthropocentric, from humanity being divinized by Divinity to humanity

117

Ibid., 3-4. Emphasis is Solzhenitsyn’s.

118

During Mao’s famine, about 45 million people died between 1958-1962, says Frank Dikötter.
See Frank Dikötter, Mao’s Great Famine: The History of China’s Most Devastating Catastrophe, 19581962 (New York, NY: Walker, 2010), x.
119

Quay, 79.

120

“Where Lenin is, there is Jerusalem.” Ernst Bolch, The Principle of Hope, vol. 2, trans. Neville
Plaice et al. (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1959), 610.
121

Augustine, De Civitate Dei 14.28. See Augustine, Concerning the City of God Against the
Pagans, 593: “The one city [the City of Man] loves its own strength shown in its powerful leaders; the
other says to its God, ‘I will love you, my Lord, my strength.’”
122

William Shakespeare, The Life and Death of King Richard III, Act 3, Scene 4, Lines 100-1.

96

being divinized by humanity. In a hard form, the Religion of Humanity denies that God
exists and denies that we are living in our heavenly Father’s world. The world can be
understood in atheistic terms of empiricism, rationalism, and science-ism. “We must
complete the vast intellectual operation commenced by Bacon [i.e., empiricism],
Descartes [i.e., rationalism], and Galileo [i.e., the scientific method or science-ism],” said
the French philosopher Auguste Comte who coined the term “The Religion of
Humanity.”123 Government was the vehicle to implement this religion of humanity
whose baptized version was the Social Gospel and its cheering via the motto “enthusiasm
of humanity.”124
Also from our perspective along the timeline, we can see that Lewis and
Kierkegaard had good reasons to be concerned about man’s possession of massive state
power. The monopoly of power over millions of citizens results in harm and death. As
noted in the Introduction, scholar R. J. Rummel estimates the number of people murdered
by those in governments during the twentieth century alone to be 262 million men,
women, and children. This is six times more than those people killed in all twentiethcentury wars.125 The government is the most deadly institution (“weapon”) in history,
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and government operatives often killed innocent people with ordinary and
unsophisticated technology such as hammers and machetes, as well as the methods
described above. “Their blood cries out.”126
Today the weapons are far more sophisticated, and while inanimate objects are
not in themselves evil, power in the hands of man armed with the state’s weaponry
unmasks and brings out the character of human nature.127 Abusus non tollit usum is true,
and Lewis and Kierkegaard were not anarchists (defined literally as “without rulers,” or
defined practically as “without a sovereign power”). Government must exist, we might
say, if for no other reason than to answer evil. They affirm the regrettable reality of
government force in society and thus are not what we might call “political pacifists,”
which would say that coercion is never used by the government. It differs from (a)
physical pacifism (which scorns physical force) as well as (b) spiritual pacifism (which
fails to see prayer as a weapon against demons). But it is worth noting that the building
of the City’s Tower (“Society”) comes at great cost to many recalcitrant individuals, as
“failure to comply” often results in streams of blood rather than streams of love.128
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History seems to vindicate the view that the concentrated political power in the hands of
ordinary men often results in mass murder.
We now return to the thesis question: Does a limited government limit neighborlove? As seen in this chapter, the blood that cries out offers evidence for the Argument
from Corruption (introduced in Chapter One):
1. All men are corrupt.
2. Political power inclines the corrupt to be even more corrupt.
3. Thus government cannot love (in most cases).
4. And therefore a limited government does not limit neighbor-love (in most
cases).
By affirming the truth of the Argument, Lewis and Kierkegaard offer us a doublebarreled challenge to the widely held enthusiasm by modern man on both the Left and the
Right—a faith, glorification, and servility toward the modern state’s ability to control our
collective destiny for “a better tomorrow” and usher us toward a “rendezvous with
destiny.”129 This is the idol of History, they say, and similar to the belief in the
malleability and perfectibility of man by man. They challenge modern man’s faith and
hope in statecraft to love. They refuse to make a leap of faith in government. They
question modern man’s faith and hope in giving stronger power to government via its two
main actions of welfare and warfare programs:130 that is to say once again, they defy the
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“central argument”131 of progressivism: “that government should use centralized powers
for reform.”132 Modern man, they claim, has become too uxoriously wedded to faith in
welfare-warfare statecraft to shape human nature for good and to solve problems. Too
much stock has been placed in government and politicians.133 Government is no shining
beacon of hope, and it should not be glamorized. Most deeply, the idolization of politics
is merely another version of man idolizing man since man elects those in power, just as
man makes his own idols to worship.134 Man worships man. Kierkegaard will even say
that politics is a form of man trying to love himself, a form of egotistical self-love. Man
loves man. Lacking an intimate relationship with the Holy Spirit, politics seeks to
medicate and drug the ego. Politics is the starving-for-love ego as a public institution.135
Consequently, Lewis and Kierkegaard were not keepers of the res publica nor
were they supporters of the “addiction of self-determination.”136 They wish to wean
people away from a reliance on politics as the bridge to fulfill the holy longing for
betterment and the way things ought to be. They agree with the cold-blooded realists—

131

Goldman, 86.

132

Ibid.

133

While other international and historical examples exist, in recent U.S. culture many powerful
people placed great hope and faith in Barack Obama, who was became President of the United States in
2009. For quotations, see Chapter Four “Obamessiah” in David Freddoso, The Case Against Barack
Obama: The Unlikely Rise and Unexamined Agenda of the Media’s Favorite Candidate (Washington, DC:
Regnery, 2008), 59-78. See also, for example, Michael Kelly, “Saint Hillary,” New York Times Magazine,
May 23, 1993.
134

See, for example, Papirer IX B 24 n.d., 1848 as quoted in Søren Kierkegaard, The Book on
Adler, ed. and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1998), Supplement, 319: “Obedience is given only to the one whom people themselves have established,
somewhat as the idol-worshiper idolizes and worships the god he himself has fashioned—that is, people
obey themselves, people idolize themselves.”
135

John Elrod calls it “the institutionalization of egotism.” See Elrod, 306.

136

Goldman, 449.

100

pessimists and cynics—that man is incorrigibly depraved, wicked, and vile. But they also
agree with the uplifting optimists—idealists and dreamers—who hold a grand vision of
goodness, the reign of love, and the birth of a new man. The bridge between these two,
however, is the love of the Holy Spirit, not the sword of government force.
3.8 Love vs. Force
Does a limited government limit neighbor-love? Lewis and Kierkegaard, I
suggest, say No. This chapter entitled “Low State” seeks to provide evidence for the No
answer by way of the Argument from Corruption and the Argument from Force
(introduced in Chapter One). These two arguments aim to support the conclusion of
holding a pessimistic (“low”) view of government. Having examined the Argument from
Corruption above, we turn now to the Argument from Force:
1. No man can be forced to love thy neighbor.
2. Government is essentially force.
3. Thus government cannot force a person to love.
4. And therefore, in this way, a limited government does not limit neighbor-love.
Is this argument sound? The second premise, (2) Government is essentially force (or
organized force), is true by definition (see Section 1.1); the third and fourth statements
are merely logical corollaries of the first and second. Thus in order to show that the
argument is sound we need to show why the first premise is true, (1) No man can be
forced to love thy neighbor.
Love here means to want another person’s very best life. Force here means to
execute one’s will upon another person. There is a difference between love and force,
and in one way they are contradictory. In Disappointment With God: Three Questions
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No One Asks Aloud (1988), Christian author Philip Yancey explains how “[p]ower can do
everything but the most important thing: it cannot control love.”137
In a concentration camp, as so many witnesses have told us, the guards possess
nearly unlimited power. By applying force they can make you renounce your
God, curse your family, work without pay, eat human excrement, kill and then
bury your closest friend or even your own mother. All this is within their power.
Only one thing [i.e., “the most important thing” as defined above] is not: they
cannot force you to love them.138
There is a limit to force. Forcing an act of love against a person’s will is not love since
force compromises genuineness. True love requires a true choice of the will because love
by definition cannot be externally forced. Thus love is radically powerless unless there is
consent, explains theologian Frederick Buechner, but love is also radically powerful
because it alone can pierce the human heart, a person’s center. “Of all powers, love is the
most powerful and the most powerless. It is the most powerful because it alone can
conquer that final and most impregnable stronghold which is the human heart. It is the
most powerless because it can do nothing except by consent.”139 And it is in a person’s
heart where the real enemy of neighbor-love resides; selfish pride is the enemy. This is
where the Holy Spirit takes aim.
Again, force here means “to execute one’s will upon another.” But if love
requires a free choice, a person cannot be forced to love against his will, for not even an
omnipotent God can force us to love Him. “Merely to override a human will . . . would
137
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be for Him useless. He cannot ravish. He can only woo,” explains Lewis.140 At the core
of our being, Lewis writes, we either say to God, “Thy will be done” or God says to us,
“Thy will be done.”141 God wants to be united with individuals, which requires a free
choice of the will or what Buechner referred to above as “by consent.” Force, however,
is a type of violence and “violence causes involuntariness,” notes Thomas Aquinas.142
Compulsion is against the will. But love requires an act of the will; a forced act of love is
still unloving, against one’s will.
Therefore forced love and compulsory charity, as understood as externally
pressured by government agents with weapons, are contradictions in terms. Government
is usually understood as essentially force, “a monopoly of organized force.” Government
love is forced love. Forced love is not true love. Thus, government cannot love. The
sword—or artillery, in modern language—of government cannot spread true love.143 All
Inquisitions, whether religious or secular, fail to implement true love. They only institute
a compulsory society.
Those who favor an expanding state are interested in force, which was a central
focus of the modern age: to “render ourselves the lords and possessors of nature,” as
René Descartes called it.144 The mottos derived from the ideas of Francis Bacon—
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“knowledge for power”145 and “the conquest of nature”146—and usually mean an attempt
to reduce pain. But for Lewis and Kierkegaard, the root problem in life was not reducing
pain but freeing people from the addiction of sin by the healing power of divine love.
Theologian A. J. Conyers summarizes the difference between the medieval and modern
mindset:
The Church is an institution whose authority derives most essentially from its
invocation of divine love and its power to engender human love. The modern
age, however . . . based itself upon power—power in the new nation states, power
in its economic organization of things, power in the new idea of science as that
through which men became “the masters and possessors of nature.”147
Politics is force, and force is a type of violence, and to adapt a saying, “Those who live
by politics shall die by politics.”148
3.9 Love and Liberty
Can the concept of neighbor-love justify such a small government? The concept
of neighbor-love is often used to justify the growth of government to care for people—
e.g., funding health care, increasing welfare to the poor, redistributing wealth by raising
taxes, fighting diseases in foreign lands, financing education and so forth. On this view,
neighbor-love awards the state with a broad mission for works of love, as explained
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above. But, in summary, perhaps there may be good reasons for the reverse to be true:
the command to love thy neighbor justifies a more limited form of government, i.e., a
type of separation of love-and-state.
(1) The Argument from Force says that love requires freedom; love respects one’s
freedom to choose, and the freedom to choose requires a limited government. To love
our neighbor means recognizing that they deserve the freedom of choice; to love our
neighbor means they must have the possibility of developing into a loving person rather
than having the government do a “loving act” for them. To ask (again) the question from
theologian Dennis Prager, “Why take care of your fellow citizen, or even your family,
when the government will do it for you?”149 Critics of government, such as Conyers and
Joseph Sobran, point out that the modern state diminishes the ties of moral obligation to
our family and neighbor, but increases the ties to itself by taxation, “services,” and
surveillance—and yet no opt out or eject button or divorce is possible from the
government. There is no escape. There is no place to run. Membership is for life. A
large government gives incentives for a person not to love themselves or others since
government will provide for needs. Liberty and love, then, assume a small state.
I have little doubt that Lewis and Kierkegaard would agree with more current
versions of their concerns for “crowd-love” found in the poetry of Robert Frost, “I have
none of the tenderer-than-thou / Collectivistic regimenting love / With which the modern
world is being swept,”150 as well as illustrated in George Orwell’s chilling novel 1984
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where the most sinister and evil department in the state was The Ministry of Love.151
While sounding pleasant in abstract theory and often using impressive paraphernalia, this
view says it would in reality be unfavorable for the government to say to its citizens: “We
love you.” Lewis and Kierkegaard would share a lack of enthusiasm and euphoria for
such eerie forces of Organized Love, an industry of love stationed from a centralized
command center that downwardly imposes its supposed public services of compulsory
and state-mediated charity. In the same spirit in which modern socialists object to The
Invisible Hand of Adam Smith’s marketplace, many anti-socialists would object to a
government’s armored Fist of Love.
(2) In addition to the Argument from Force, a second reason Lewis and
Kierkegaard would justify a small government in the name of neighbor-love is because
they knew all too well what great power in the hands of mere, fallen man can do. (I have
called this the Argument from Corruption.) The lust for power is ultimately bloodthirsty,
and as described above, too often in history a man armed with power hurts and kills
others—the “death by government” (R. J. Rummel) of 262 million. A small government
limits power and thus helps to protect the neighbor against political harm.
These two arguments to justify a small government—respecting one’s freedom,
and protecting the neighbor from harm from the government—are relevant today. Lewis
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was English and lived primarily during the twentieth century. Kierkegaard was Danish
and lived during the nineteenth century. But as the next two sections show, their ideas
engage, first, the present state of government in the United States, and second, the present
scholarship from modern day prominent Americans.
3.10 Our Era of Government
Professor Charlotte A. Twight traces the growth of government in the United
States. “The shift from personal autonomy to dependence on government is perhaps the
defining characteristic of modern American politics.”152 We live in an age where
government has a large role. We live in an age where many people expect to be taken
care of by welfare programs, which means they expect government to use force upon
someone else in order to redistribute wealth to them—government as care-giver. Tens of
millions of people receive checks from the government each month. Not only has
redistribution increased but so has government regulation. “[T]he scale and scope of
federal government intrusion today is without precedent in the United States. . . . [W]e
are no longer treated as adults by our government,” says Twight.153 It is rather Alexis de
Tocqueville’s forewarning of a government that seeks to keep citizens in “perpetual
childhood” and acts as “the sole agent and judge” of happiness.154
In terms of the welfare and warfare industries, the U.S. government is by far the
most powerful government in human history. “Together the social welfare bureaucracy
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and the military bureaucracy add up in the contemporary democratic United States to the
largest bureaucracy in the history of the world,” writes Robert Nisbet.155 Its magnitude is
unparalleled. It is right for a government to have virtual control over more than 300
million people? Is it right for so many people to be dependent upon government? Is it
right that the local, state, and federal governments collect more in taxes than citizens
“will spend on groceries, clothing, and shelter combined”?156 What is the proper scope of
government? Founding Father James Madison assured those skeptical about approving
the proposed Constitution that the powers of the new federal government would be “few
and defined” and “exercised principally on external objects [i.e., foreign affairs], as war,
peace, negotiation, and foreign commerce.”157 For example, there are only eighteen
powers in Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution assigned to the most powerful branch,
the Legislative Branch.158
The times have changed from the original vision. At the local, state, and federal
level, government now comprises more than 20 million employees.159 The federal
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government alone approves an annual budget of more than $3 trillion, has a budget
deficit of about $1 trillion, and has a debt of more than $15 trillion, in contrast to being
debt-free with a budget surplus of $19 million in 1836.160 Government spending has
become like a blank check. In fact, many see such spending as helping others rather than
a hindrance on an economy that could create jobs. Government does not create wealth,
but instead removes wealth from people by direct taxation, borrowing, and printing the
money (an inflation tax), and then applying a significant fee to pay the salaries of
government administrators. And yet many citizens believe in government spending.
“There is no more persistent and influential faith in the world today than the faith in
government spending,” writes economist Henry Hazlitt in the popular Economics in One
Lesson (1946). “Everywhere government spending is presented as a panacea for all our
economic ills.”161 But what is lost by government spending is the hidden and unseen
costs, says Hazlitt: the products, the goods, and the services that people never get a
chance to create because government eliminated this money out of the economy.
Families and businesses loose money. People have money removed from their hands.
Government spending makes many people poorer. (Government spending also hinders
the ability for individuals to do acts of charity if their resources are taxed.)
As part of government spending, improper payments are often made. In just one
year, the federal government sent $125 billion in improper payments to people who did
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not qualify for welfare benefits but still received money.162 Many programs are wasteful;
for example, one high-ranking official in charge of Medicare and Medicaid said there is
about 20 to 30 percent waste.163 The tax code is so immense and confusing that the IRS
commissioner does not do his own taxes: “I find the tax code complex so I use a
preparer.”164 Government spending funds massive spy agencies at both the foreign and
now the domestic level. “Some 1,271 government organizations and 1,931 private
companies work on programs related to counterterrorism, homeland security and
intelligence in about 10,000 locations across the United States. An estimated 854,000
people, nearly 1.5 times as many people as live in Washington, D.C., hold top-secret
security clearances.”165 The federal government owns thousands upon thousands of
buildings and almost 30 percent of the land in the United States.166 There is nothing “few
and defined” about the powers of the modern U.S. government.
Government regulation also shows its permeation into many small areas of life.
The U.S. Code of Federal Regulations is more than 100,000 pages long and estimated to
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be about 26 feet of shelf space. (Not even toilet bowl cleaning tablets escape its reach, as
I discovered recently when I turned the package over: “It is a violation of Federal law to
use this product in a manner inconsistent with its labeling.” As an historical inquiry, did
the Founders one day want the federal government to regulate toilet cleaners?) On a state
level, governments passed some 40,000 new laws in 2011.167 The sheer volume of both
federal and state regulation—the changing or evolution or “updating” of the laws—
contrasts sharply with Madison, the primary author of the Constitution: “It will be of little
avail to the people that the laws are made by men of their own choice if the laws be so
voluminous that they cannot be read, or so incoherent that they cannot be understood; if
they be repealed or revised before they are promulgated, or undergo such incessant
changes that no man, who knows what the law is today, can guess what it will be
tomorrow. Law is defined to be a rule of action; but how can that be a rule, which is little
known, and less fixed?”168
As many observers have documented, the government also regulates toilet water
levels, trans fat, smoking, the proper way to cough,169 kids’ lemonade stands,
professional baseball controversies, baby food, our own food supply,170 raw milk, water,
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dental plans, toys, mattresses, cell phones, “the unofficial American empire” across
Planet Earth with many hundreds of military bases in more than a hundred nations, outer
space exploration (“reaching for the stars”), private body parts underneath clothing via
scanners, our location by street cameras and drone planes, our private earnings, artificial
birth control, medical care, electricity, “smart energy meters” (which are like warrantless
surveillance),171 wearing bicycle helmets, the speed of bicyclers (one in my hometown
received a speeding ticket), seatbelts, incandescent lightbulbs, the time on our clocks, art,
radio, television, plastic grocery bags, what pastors can say from the pulpit, the political
activities of churches, what citizens can film of on-duty police officers, “welfare for the
rich” via hundreds of billions of dollars in bailouts, the money supply, the devaluation of
the dollar,172 the definition of marriage, and of course molding the minds of children by
government schooling—with sex education included in many government schools, as
well as the recent push to include views on homosexuality. Is all this really necessary?
Is any of it the reincarnation of the legalistic, micro-managing Pharisees?
Maybe some state and local governments can justify these regulations. But are
any of these items authorized for the federal government in the U.S. Constitution? Are
any of these among the eighteen powers listed in Article 1, Section 8? Did not Founding
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Father James Wilson state the undisputed idea that “everything which is not given is
reserved”?173—that is, everything not given to the federal government in the Constitution
is reserved for the state governments or the people. George Washington, who presided
over the 1787 Constitutional Convention, phrased it as “where the people evidently
retained every thing which they did not in express terms give up.”174 The Founders
codified this principle in the Tenth Amendment, and Thomas Jefferson called the Tenth
Amendment “the foundation of the Constitution” because it defines boundaries; it says
the Constitution lists all the powers of the federal government, and it chains government
to do no more.175 Even some forty years later the nationalist Daniel Webster admitted
this point of a restricted federal government. “I admit that it is a government of strictly
limited powers; of enumerated, specified, and particularized powers; and that whatsoever
is not granted, is withheld.”176 Yet the long list of usurped powers by today’s federal
government suggests that Jefferson’s original warning in 1791 to President Washington
has come true: “To take a single step beyond the boundaries thus specially drawn around
173
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the powers of Congress, is to take possession of a boundless field of power, no longer
susceptible of any definition.”177
Anti-abortionists point out that government has failed in its most elementary duty
to protect innocent persons. They say that the unborn are indeed human persons, and the
deaths of some 50 million unborn babies speak with “a silent scream.”178 To the outrage
of many, taxpayer money supports the abortion industry by way of government grants
worth hundreds of millions of dollars annually.179 For many of those babies that do
survive outside of the womb, the government stores their genetic blueprint in a database.
“The Government Has Your Baby’s DNA,” reports a CNN headline.180 “Since the
testing is mandated by the government, it’s often done without the parents’ consent,” says
the article.
Having sampled the views of Lewis and Kierkegaard, we can deduce what they
would say about government involvement in things from toilets to sex education to the
DNA of babies. Their views can help balance out an age of enthusiasm for politicians,
optimism in force, and government’s “boundless field of power.” Their views are more
compatible with the views of the Founding Fathers than with those in government today.
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3.11 Engaging Today’s Scholarship
Contemporary scholars engage in the perennial debate about the role of
government. Theologian A. J. Conyers, who agrees with Lewis and Kierkegaard on deidolizing government and reducing its reach due to its incompetence, greed, and killings,
says that our obsession with government coercion is central to “the crisis of modern
life.”181 Government has taken advantage of complexities and frictions in modern life in
order to grow the government. Sometimes this is done by a cry for “tolerance.” “For
more than three hundred years now, the term ‘toleration’ or ‘tolerance’ has served the
purpose of disguising the agenda of powerful states and centralized bureaucracies—those
great engines that help to produce a mass society.”182 In harmony with Conyers, I shall
add that government corruption means in part a greedy government that empowers the
political ruling class and its favored subsidiaries. In addition to calling for Tolerance, it
often seeks its own aggrandizement of power by wrapping itself in the idiom of The
Common Good or The Poor or The Children or The Environment or For Your Safety.
Such massive government also comes about in the name of “love,” Conyers says,
but government force “has become a distraction and therefore a hindrance in the
cultivating of genuine communities that nourish the human spirit.”183 The works of love
are not real love:
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[S]ince power (in terms of obligation, law, coercion, rule, organization) imitates
the works of love, and indeed has a role in giving them a “place” in which to
work, we are tempted to think it is a worthy substitute for love. It has the further
advantage of not having to appeal to the affections and the will of members of
society. It short-circuits the cultivation of the human spirit, and compels instead
the cooperation of people through the agency (at one level or another) of fear.184
Government’s power to organize is now the ersatz for love. It uses “techniques that
imitate the form of community but deny its substance. . . . [C]ommunity is not
organization, and organization is not, in itself, community.”185 Government organization
is unity without love.
But healing our society comes by love, Conyers explains, not by government
force and by making man dependent upon government.186 We have a choice between
force and love. “The actions and relationships of men and women are determined by
love, or they are determined by force.”187 And so “the question is open once more, ‘Shall
we heal a broken society through love, or through power [i.e., force]?’”188 Placing faith
in the love of Christianity, Conyers points to the data from the use of government force:
“more people [have] been killed by their own governments in this past century than in all
other times together.”189
In contrast to Conyers, historian Garry Wills and philosophers Noam Chomsky
and Richard Rorty champion a theory of centralism and strong government. Wills sees
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government is “a necessary good,”190 and he critiques the mistrust toward “central
power.”191 He calls “bogus” the view that a larger government means decreasing
freedom.192 Piecemeal government management over more and more of life is not a
concern for Wills. Chomsky and Rorty advocate for world government. Chomsky
supports the International Criminal Court, the World Court, the Kyoto protocols, letting
the United Nations “take the lead in international crises,” and surrendering the Security
Council veto.193 Rorty also puts high faith in world government agencies such as the
United Nations, and “hope[s] that the United States of America will someday yield up
sovereignty to what Tennyson called ‘the Parliament of Man, the Federation of the
World’.”194 (The United Nation was founded in 1945. Alger Hiss, an important official
in the Franklin D. Roosevelt Administration, was a leading mastermind and architect of
the United Nations. He held the post of Secretary-General.195)
In pursuit of social justice, says Rorty, the United States ought to join a world
government since “our nation remains unachieved.”196 Rorty believes in a progressive
evolution as a result of a world government where “everybody gets played off against
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everybody else. This should occur nonviolently if possible, but violently if necessary . . .
. The Hegelian hope is that the result of such struggles will be a new culture. . . . [It will
be] better because it will contain more variety in unity—it will be a tapestry in which
more strands have been woven together.”197
According to Wills, Chomsky, and Rorty, the solution to many problems is to
allow government to have a worldwide scope of power. It might be interesting to find
what is not within the scope of their view of government. (What is illegitimate?) A more
optimistic view of government would be difficult to imagine, and yet as popular as this
optimism in politics is today, Lewis and Kierkegaard do not share the vision for large
government. The title of this chapter “Low State” summarizes their pessimism in
government—pessimism because, as we have seen, the government is often corrupt and
because the government only has the power of force. They place their hope for progress
not in a world government but in the Church. The two-millennia-old Church has a divine
and enduring power that the United Nations does not. We turn to this mysterious power
in the next chapter “High Church.”
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CHAPTER FOUR
High Church:
Evidence for the Argument from the Holy Spirit
4.1 A Missing Variable
As introduced in Chapter One, the Argument from the Holy Spirit says: (1) Only
a person indwelled with the Holy Spirit can love thy neighbor. (2) Government is not a
person. (3) Thus government cannot love (embody love, be love incarnate). (4) And
therefore a limited government does not limit neighbor-love. My interest in the
Argument from the Holy Spirit began with an intuition that perhaps God’s love via the
presence of the Holy Spirit was relevant to discussions of Church-State powers. Perhaps,
I thought, there was another dimension of reality (literally) that could be factored into
Church-State discussions that usually only focus on the planes of the empirical, historical,
and rational.1 Had Church-State relations lost its Spirit, so to speak? I suspect such an
intuition grew from this simple argument I offer below:
(1) God is love.
(2) All that is not linked to God is death.2
(3) Therefore, only God’s love endures.
1

Later Thomas Dubay affirmed my intuitions about how easy it is for modern educated people to
miss the Holy Spirit. He writes, “Common folks instinctively grasp this [the presence of the Holy Spirit in
reality], while it easily escapes the more sophisticated, who often fail to comprehend what transcends the
tangible order of meeting and strategies and publicity campaigns.” See Thomas Dubay, Fire Within: St.
Teresa of Avila, St. John of the Cross, and the Gospel—On Prayer (San Francisco, CA: Ignatius, 1989), 2.
2

I adapt this premise from theologian George MacDonald who wrote, “[A]ll that is not God is
death.” George MacDonald, “The Fear of God,” in George MacDonald, Unspoken Sermons (Charleston,
SC: Bibliobazaar, 2006), 219. See also George MacDonald: An Anthology, ed. C. S. Lewis (New York,
NY: HarperCollins, 2001), 75 (no. 146). In the preface, C. S. Lewis writes, “I have never concealed the
fact that I regarded him as my master” (xxxvii). MacDonald was of course paraphrasing Paul’s writings in
Romans 5:12-21, 6:5-23, and I Corinthians 15:12-58.
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To the Christian mind, such an argument is ordinary. “God is love”3 means God
is complete love, Christianity says, and complete love requires three things: the “subject
of love, object of love, and act of love,”4 i.e., “the lover, the beloved, [and] the love”5 that
flows between them, which is so real and true in the relationship between the Father and
the Son that the love itself is the third person of the triune God, the Holy Spirit.6 Some
describe the Trinity, or tri-unity of God, as paternity, filiation, and spiration.7 To
diminish any of the three features would be to diminish God as less than complete love
itself and the Trinitarian doctrine of love, as understood by Anglicans, Protestants, and
Catholics. The term God usually means: (a) a divine being, (b) God the Father, or (c) the

3

I John 4:8: “He who does not love does not know God; for God is love.” See also I John 4:16:
“So we know and believe the love God has for us. God is love, and he who abides in love abides in God,
and God abides in him.” My understanding of this statement comes mostly from Peter J. Kreeft. See Peter
J. Kreeft, The God Who Loves You (San Francisco, CA: Ignatius, 2004), 56, 95. More technically and
accurately, Kreeft notes, the statement “God is love” means God’s essence is love (agape); it does not
mean that all love is God—that is the logical fallacy of the illicit conversion of an A proposition. In
seeking to follow medieval scholarship, essence means whatness, or that essential characteristic without
which God cannot be understood. Other attributes of God, e.g., justice, mercy, patience, power, and so
forth, flow from His essence of love. As scholars (such as Kreeft) have noted, nowhere else in Holy
Scripture does it say that God’s essence is anything other than love, though it does call Him just and
merciful and patient, but not justice itself, or mercy itself, or patience itself. Holy Scripture does, however,
call God love itself. For an example of the logical fallacy of the illicit conversion of an A proposition, see
Jewish theologian Dennis Prager of American Jewish University, who writes, “For if God is love, then love
is God, and we are literally confronted with a god other than God, the very definition of a false God.” See
Dennis Prager, “You Shall Have No Other Gods,” Ultimate Issues, vol. 2, no. 1 (Winter 1986): 6.
4

Peter J. Kreeft, The Philosophy of Jesus (South Bend, IN: St. Augustine’s Press, 2007), 29.

5

Søren Kierkegaard, Works of Love, ed. and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1995), 121.
6

C. S. Lewis, Mere Christianity (New York, NY: HarperCollins, 2001), 172-77. See also
Catechism of the Catholic Church: Modifications from the Editio Typica (New York, NY: Doubleday,
1997), 76-77 (no. 257); Peter J. Kreeft, Catholic Christianity: A Complete Catechism of Catholic Beliefs
Based on the Catechism of the Catholic Church (San Francisco, CA: Ignatius, 2001), 41; Kreeft, The God
Who Loves You, 96; and Peter J. Kreeft, Fundamentals of the Faith: Essays in Christian Apologetics (San
Francisco, CA: Ignatius, 1998), 185.
7

See, for example, Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I, q. 40.
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triune God, God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Spirit. Here I refer to the last
usage.
While such thoughts are customary for most Christians, what may not be as
familiar are these logical corollaries:
(4) All institutions not linked to God’s love will soon fail.
(5) We want enduring church-state institutions rooted in a stable foundation.
(6) Therefore, church-state institutions should be linked to God’s love.
If we add a few clarifying premises, some of the major steps will be in place.
(7) God’s love often manifests itself by the presence of the Holy Spirit.8
(8) The Holy Spirit is the link to God’s love; i.e., He connects us to love because
He is love itself dwelling inside of souls.9
(9) Therefore, the presence of the Holy Spirit matters in church-state relations.
Is the above argument true? How does the Holy Spirit relate to institutions? Is God’s
presence in us a power we need to factor into the power structure of church and state? Is
“the logic of personal relations” with the Spirit of love relevant to the logic of political

8

Romans 5:5b: “God’s love has been poured into our hearts through the Holy Spirit who has been
given to us.” Here heart means core, center, spirit, and the deepest place in a person; it does not mean
merely surface emotion and cannot be reduced to a feeling. See also II Corinthians 3:17: “Now the Lord is
the Spirit, and where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is freedom.”
9

Ibid. See also Ephesians 3:14-21: “For this reason I bow my knees before the Father, from
whom every family in heaven and on earth is named, that according to the riches of his glory he may grant
you to be strengthened with might through his Spirit in the inner man, and that Christ may dwell in your
hearts through faith; that you, being rooted and grounded in love, may have power to comprehend with all
the saints what is the breadth and length and height and depth, and to know the love of Christ which
surpasses knowledge, that you may be filled with all the fulness [sic] of God. Now to him who by the
power at work within us is able to do far more abundantly than all that we ask or think, to him be glory in
the church and in Christ Jesus to all generations, for ever and ever. Amen.” Emphasis added. See also
Colossians 1:27: “To them God chose to make known how great among the Gentiles are the riches of the
glory of this mystery, which is Christ in you, the hope of glory.”
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power?10 I wish to make an important note about premise (4)—All institutions not linked
to God’s love will soon fail. The key term is linked. It is important to distinguish the
type of link to the Holy Spirit that a person is capable of (capax Dei) in contrast to the
type of link an institution—a non-person such as a government—is capable of. An
institution lacks capax Dei, and therefore it lacks the capacity to have the Holy Spirit
work through it as a divine outpouring of love.11 It lacks a heart or a “womb.” The
implication is that a secular government cannot manifest divine love. And therefore a
theory of the separation of love and government ought to be considered as plausible.
Nevertheless, the implications of divine love for the Church as well as a single
individual remain rich. The Holy Spirit is what philosopher Peter J. Kreeft of Boston
College calls “the secret of the Church . . . the reason for her staying power, her enduring
through the centuries of persecution, her saints and martyrs, her profundity of doctrine,
her infallibility and consistency throughout two thousand years.”12 The Holy Spirit is
“the missing ingredient” in nominal Christians today.13 Kreeft opines, “I think it is
largely the lack of this intimacy in the lives of most Christians that leads them into the
cults, the New Age movement, and Oriental religions, all of which offer this experiential,

10

C. S. Lewis, “On Obstinacy in Belief,” in C. S. Lewis, The World’s Last Night and Other
Essays (San Diego, CA: Harvest, 1988), 30.
11

As cited in Chapter One: Augustine, De Trinitate 14.8.11: “For it is His image by the very fact
that it is capable of Him, and can be a partaker of Him.” The Latin reads: Eo mens est imago Dei, quo
capax Dei est et particeps esse potest. Augustine, On the Trinity: Books 8-15, ed. Gareth B. Matthews,
trans. Stephen McKenna (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 148.
12

Peter J. Kreeft, You Can Understand the Bible: A Practical Guide to Each Book in the Bible
(San Francisco, CA: Ignatius, 2005), 208-9.
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Kreeft, Fundamentals of the Faith, 141.
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personal, subjective dimension, but without the objective truth.”14 The Holy Spirit, he
says, is “gently but powerfully moving men and women to breathe God’s spiritual air,”
the breath of life and love.15 Scripture states a clear dividing line: “Any one who does
not have the Spirit of Christ does not belong to him [Christ].”16 Faith in Christ results in
the presence of the Holy Spirit. (Faith here means heart-faith, which involves an
acceptance of the heart’s union with God, in contrast to an intellectual-faith, which
involves merely intellectual assent.17) The Holy Spirit, Kreeft continues, distinguishes
those who have access to the power of supernatural love from those who merely believe
God exists (and other creedal propositions).18 These are the three stages of love:
acquaintance, friend, and lover; or outside, alongside, and inside.19 This is the opening of
the soul from knowledge about (savoir) to knowledge by experience and acquaintance
(connaître),20 from Credere Deum esse to a more intimate form of Credere in Deum, as
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Peter J. Kreeft, Making Choices: Practical Wisdom for Everyday Moral Decisions (Cincinnati,
OH: Servant Books, 1990), 211.
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Kreeft, Fundamentals of the Faith, 140.
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Romans 8:9b.
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Lewis describes intellectual faith as Faith-A and heart faith as Faith-B. See C. S. Lewis, “Is
Theism Important?” in C. S. Lewis, God in the Dock: Essays on Theology and Ethics, ed. Walter Hooper
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1994), 172-76. See also Lewis, Mere Christianity, 138-43. Likewise,
Kierkegaard criticizes Augustine for defining faith as merely intellectual (“the sphere of the intellectual”)
rather than “in the existential” [Existentielle]. “Augustine has . . . done incalculable harm. The whole
system of doctrine through the centuries relies essentially upon him—and he has confused the concept of
‘faith’.” See Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. I, 71 (no. 180). In Holy Scripture, the difference between
intellectual faith and heart faith can be found, respectively, in James 2 and I Corinthians 13, and in
Galatians 3 and Romans 4.
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C. S. Lewis says.21 This more intimate knowledge is the highest stage of existential
maturity in Søren Kierkegaard’s three “stages on life’s way”22 or “three existencespheres”23 (in simplified form)24 where a person becomes an intimate ally, close friend,
and even lover of God.25 This is the graduation from stale formula to dynamic
relationship. Since the Holy Spirit enters a person’s soul, it is intensely personal, “the
most intimate terms with God,”26 and the most “for you” thing offered by Christianity.
To venture one step beyond Kreeft’s view of the Holy Spirit as a “the missing
ingredient” in nominal Christians, and the probable reason why many Christians fall
away from the church, I suspect the Holy Spirit is perhaps a missing variable in the
calculations of church-state affairs. In fact, such an argument helps us solve the
21

“To believe God exists” becomes “To believe into God,” which reflects an intimacy and
personal relationship. Lewis makes this climatic point in the second to last sentence in Lewis, “On
Obstinacy in Belief,” in Lewis, The World’s Last Night and Other Essays, 30.
22

Søren Kierkegaard, Stages On Life’s Way, ed. and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1988).
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Søren Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript to Philosophical Fragments, vol. I, ed.
and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1992), 501:
“There are three existence-spheres: the aesthetic, the ethical, the religious.” Roughly, these stages are,
respectively, pain vs. pleasure, good vs. evil, and faith vs. sin.
24
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perceived problem of inconsistency—favoring neighbor-love between individuals but not
via collective government action—we find in Lewis and Kierkegaard as they interpret the
command, “You shall love your neighbor as yourself” and offer their visions of ChurchState relations.
4.2 A Loud Silence
Scholars have written persuasively about why it is good to love thy neighbor, but
of course no book can make us good and loving, and our own attempts at self-generated
love and goodness often fail or are short lived.27 A sustained love is rare, even for those
who know about the importance of goodness. I suggest that the spirit of love is missing
from many societies and persons because “the Spirit of love” is missing.28 The lovegiver or lifesaver is missing, and a person can only be made loving by a touch and
infusion from Love itself.29 Only Love can bestow love. We are alienated from this
source—a spiritual alienation in contrast to Karl Marx’s material alienation—and without
the Holy Spirit a person cannot love well. Some scholars will consider such a view of the
Holy Spirit indwelling inside a person as strange, or as scholar Max Zerwick said, “a

27

Marist Priest Thomas Dubay writes, “The proven incapacity of committees and clubs, speeches
and surveys, electronics and entertainment profoundly and permanently to change vast numbers of people
for the better has to be conceded. As the experience of the centuries attests, true transformation in the
world and in the Church continue to come about only through the interventions of men and women on
fire—that is, through saints. The evidence is overwhelming. It is also widely ignored, for it contains an
otherworldly wisdom that this world does not welcome. For some, taking the evidence seriously presents a
snag, since it implies striving for this same kind of transformation within oneself as a starting point for
improving the world.” See Dubay, 1.
28

The phrase “the Spirit of love” comes from Søren Kierkegaard as a description of the Holy
Spirit. Kierkegaard, Works of Love, 3.
29

John 14:16-17 (ESV): “And I will ask the Father, and he will give you another Helper, to be
with you forever, even the Spirit of truth, whom the world cannot receive, because it neither sees him nor
knows him. You know him, for he dwells with you and will be in you.”

125

thought of bewildering magnitude.”30 To go further, as I hope to do, and say that one’s
view of the Holy Spirit has an impact on how one views Church-State relations does not
diminish the eccentricity of such an academic move.31 But the impact is precisely, I
think, the logical conclusion of four connecting links: neighbor-love to God, God to the
Holy Spirit, the Holy Spirit to man’s ability to love, and man’s inability to love via a
collective government.
If true, then in modern church-state discussions the Holy Spirit is an oftenmissing variable, unfortunately disparaged as “spooky,” or “otherworldly,” or
“shadowy,”32 and sadly ignored because He is not part of the standard discourse on
empirical, statistical, historical, and rationalistic levels. There is a “loud silence” about
the Holy Spirit in modern academia. He holds, we might say, “a low epistemic status”
(perhaps because He does not fit within the claims of empiricism). It is predictable and
was in fact predicted.33 As Kierkegaard asks, “[A]s soon as the discourse is about a holy
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Max Zerwick, The Epistle to the Ephesians (New York, NY: Herder and Herder, 1969), 94 as
cited in Dubay, 12. Zerwick comments specifically on the passage, “that you may be filled with all the
fulness [sic] of God” (Ephesians 3:19b).
31

George M. Marsden, The Outrageous Idea of Christian Scholarship (New York, NY: Oxford
University Press, 1997), 94-95. Marsden affirms the importance of the Holy Spirit for scholarship. In a
passage entitled “The Holy Spirit and the Spiritual Dimension of Reality,” he writes, “The influences on
scholarship of Christian beliefs in God’s creation and incarnation are not entirely separable from the
implications of faith in the continuing works of the Holy Spirit. Such interrelatedness is, of course, just
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must be open to the spiritual dimension of things, and belief in the Holy Spirit should underscore that point.
The Christian doctrine of the Holy Spirit involves not only the affirmation that God’s Spirit is actively
working in history but also that the Holy Spirit works in our own lives. . . . With our hearts opened even
slightly to the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, or infinite love of God, our center of gravity is changed. . . .
The most important thing to take into account is that we are involved in a great spiritual struggle between
forces of darkness and light.”
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“Shadowy” comes from Lewis, Mere Christianity, 175.
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with you forever, even the Spirit of truth, whom the world cannot receive, because it neither sees him nor
knows him. You know him, for he dwells with you and will be in you.” Emphasis added.
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spirit, about believing in a holy spirit, how many do you think believe in that?”34 Such
talk is “too earnest” for many so-called Christians, he says. “But Christianity, which
requires the renunciation of an evil spirit, teaches that there is a holy spirit.”35 Even
among many laymen in the United States, He is the “forgotten God.”36 Or is He merely
feared and thus ignored? “[L]et us at least be honest and hold the Holy Spirit in honor
and say: We are afraid to pray for a Holy Spirit for aid. The matter could become too
serious for us if the Holy Spirit actually did come—and help us.”37 For those who do
want the power of the Holy Spirit, i.e., “the gift of God,” one man named Simon
discovered that His presence could not be bought.38
I believe part of the basic conceptual problem of not giving due consideration to
the role of the Holy Spirit in understanding neighbor-love is that the definition of
neighbor-love is not always understood as a theological virtue, which means in part that
we cannot self-generate this type of neighbor-love because it must be infused into us by
the Holy Spirit’s presence.39 Theos is Greek for God and God is the source of this virtue.
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Søren Kierkegaard, “It Is the Spirit Who Gives Life,” in Søren Kierkegaard, For SelfExamination, ed. and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
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Spirit (Colorado Springs, CO: David C. Cook, 2009).
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Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. II, 243 (no. 1660).
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Acts 8:17-24. In this passage we find the story of Simon who wanted to buy the presence of the
Holy Spirit, and then we read of Peter’s rebuke for trying to obtain what he calls “the gift of God.”
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Virtue here means a power, strength, and energy filled into our will, and love is a power.
Agape is virtus. This transcendent feature of neighbor-love has been diminished into a
faux, cheap, godless love—something “weary, stale, flat, and unprofitable.”40 It is the
“defraudation of love,” says Kierkegaard.41 “You call this love?” we might phrase the
concern about a caricature and ersatz love more casually. The theological virtue of love
is a grace (dunamis, a power) from a supernatural God, which, like a power transfer, a
person can freely accept into his soul or block from entering. Grace means essentially
presence, help, and favor from God. “‘Theological virtues’ is the rather portentous name
for the experience of the accepted grace of God, which is, ultimately, God Himself,”
explains theologian Karl Rahner.42 Love is a God-given gift of will power. More
accurately, divine love is a Person—a Thou, not an It—to be accepted or rejected. If He
is accepted, He is with us forever, and dwells with and in us.43 “God dwells within his
children to help them become the kind of people he wants them to be—their true selves,”
says C. Stephen Evans.44 And a true self is a loving person.
But why should a person believe that neighbor-love is transcendent? And why
should a person believe that neighbor-love ought to be linked to the Holy Spirit? The
answer is within the command itself where the verb agape appears, and agape by
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definition comes from a transcendent God. This type of transcendent love was a radical
new thing. Agape “is a new word for a new thing,” points out Lewis, since it had “hardly
any use in classical Gk [Greek].”45 After the divine inflow of the Holy Spirit in
Jerusalem, agape fueled the revolution of love for which the Apostles were willing to die,
and by which they “turned the world upside down” (see Chapter One).46
4.3 The Command
“You shall love your neighbor as yourself,” says the ancient command. “This is
the commandment, that, as ye have heard from the beginning, ye should walk in it
[love].”47 There has been no small amount written on the command to love the neighbor,
and a detailed discussion of Lewis’s and Kierkegaard’s views on the command shall be
offered in the following chapters. But here I shall mention seven basic and foundational
features, a “mere neighbor-love command,” so to speak. The command is (1) a war
command, (2) absolute, (3) individualistic, (4) universal, (5) supernatural, (6) particular,
and (7) bound up with the greatest commandment.
(1) The command is a war command, declares the Christian tradition. It is a war
command from our Commander, the great Captain, because life is war. Life is a great
cosmic spiritual war between Good and Evil, “a combat zone, a violent clash of
kingdoms,” writes John Eldredge.48 “In the upper world hell once rebelled against
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heaven,” G. K. Chesterton explains. “But in this world heaven is rebelling against
hell.”49 The story of our lives is in part war-determined by The Greatest War of All. As
Eldredge poignantly reminds us, the Gospel is The Greatest Story Ever Told but a story
of love set within war. It is a love story because God loves us fiercely, and wants us to
love Him, and wants us to help others love Him, which is the ultimate purpose of
neighbor-love.50 It is a war story because of the rebellion among demons and their
human allies.51 Jesus calls Satan “the ruler of this world”52 and warns us, “The thief
comes only to steal and kill and destroy.”53 “Enemy-occupied territory—that is what this
world is,” writes Lewis. “Christianity is the story of how the rightful king has landed,
you might say landed in disguise, and is calling us all to take part in a great campaign of
sabotage.”54 King Jesus comes disguised as an infant, and seeing the threat to his
political power King Herod tries to kill Jesus by ordering the slaughter of “all the male
children in Bethlehem and in all that region who were two years old or under.”55 The
rescue of Man begins with the mass murder of children—with genocide, with “the ground
soaked with the blood of children.”56
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To love is to rebel against such ruling powers and principalities; to love is the
most important weapon against hate, sloth, a lukewarm spirit, indifference, and
ingratitude.57 These five demonic things are results of the Fall, and as a revolution, love
is a way to heal the sin and wounds of the Fall. Saint John puts it in simple and clear
terms: “The reason the Son of God appeared was to destroy the works of the devil.”58
The story of reality is the story of God and his allies reversing the Fall and destroying the
works of the devil. For Christians, much of life means living behind enemy lines and
obeying war commands.
(2) The command to love thy neighbor is absolute because it comes from an
absolute, perfect source, God. It is absolutely eternal since God is absolute and eternal,
the timeless One who said, “I AM WHO I AM.”59 The command in Leviticus 19:18b ends
with “I am the LORD.” It is not secular, and it does not come from my will, a type of selflegislation, since if I can bind myself then I can unbind myself, and thus the absolute
character is nullified. It cannot come from my amoral instincts because a moral
obligation cannot be derived from an amoral source. Greater cannot come from lesser. It
cannot come from other people because other people are fallible and flawed. It cannot
come from society because society is merely a collection of fallible and flawed
individuals. Although society offers its opinions on ethics and other issues, obeying
society is not always right. Absolute character does not come from an abstract idea
located “outside” a person because it has no force to bind. If it is located “inside” a
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person’s mind, then there is no absolutely binding authority from a fallible source. Only
an absolute, binding, perfect person can bind. This is what we call God.60
The command is also absolute becomes it trumps all other obligations, feelings,
desires, and hopes; it bites into our present lives. Absolute differs from a guideline and a
secular man-made suggestion. To be absolute means in part that it is moral and trumps
all other obligations, such as these three: legal, e.g., acquiring a driver’s license; social,
e.g., opening a door for a lady; and familial obligations, e.g., attending and bringing a
dish to the family Christmas party. Although there is often an overlap between moral and
other obligations, the defining characteristic of a moral obligation is its absolute quality; a
moral obligation is objective and overrides other obligations, as Evans explains.61 We
will be held accountable for how we have loved or not loved others.
Such a Christian view of the command to love as absolute differs from a secular
view from Richard Rorty who says not to employ the argument of moral obligation to
love others. Instead he encourages a “better sort of answer” such as “the sort of long,
sad, sentimental story which begins ‘Because this is what it is like to be in her situation—
to be far from home, among strangers,’ or ‘Because she might become your daughter-inlaw,’ or ‘Because her mother would grieve for her’.”62 This secular approach removes
the bite of a moral obligation or moral command from a morally perfect source.
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(3) The command is individualistic. Grammatical features of the command are
especially important to note.63 In the transliterated Greek the command in Matthew
22:39 reads: deutera de omoia auth agaphseiV ton plhsion sou wV seauton. (και δευτερα
οµοια αυτη αγαπησεις τον πλησιον σου ως σεαυτον.) The command contains only
singular tenses. It includes only second-person singular forms for the personal pronouns
(you, your, yourself). There are no plural forms; it does not say, “You all shall love your
neighbors as yourselves.” The commandment hits an individual between the eyes, is for a
singular you, and speaks to those who hear or read it as “each one of you.”
It is addressed to individuals—all individuals—and not to mass political
organizations. In fact, nowhere in Holy Scripture is there a command given to
government to love, although this fact of silence in itself does not mean it does not
apply.64 The command could, in theory, have been addressed to an audience or group or
organization (“macro-love”), but it is in fact for an individual person (“micro-love”).
There is no “group-think” or any “group-speak.” However, it does mean each and every
man is commanded to do this. It is a “bottom-up” and not a “top-down” approach. It
starts with the concrete individual by giving him a command, and then builds up and out
to every particular person universally (all neighbors).

63

I thank Priscilla Scofield, a Ph.D. student at the University of Washington’s Classics
Department, for her insights on the Greek.
64

Cf. Gary DeMar, “Are You a Red-Letter or a Black-Letter Christian?” American Vision,
February 25, 2008, http://americanvision.org/1270/redletter-or-blackletter-christian. DeMar writes,
“[Social Gospel advocate Tony] Campolo declares ‘that there are more than 2,000 verses of Scripture that
call us to express love and justice for those who are poor and oppressed.’ What Campolo needs to find in
these 2,000 verses is one verse that gives authority to civil government to redistribute wealth. Campolo
takes verses that are directed at individuals and turns them on their head and gives them a political twist.”
Emphasis is DeMar’s.

133

(4) The command is universal. The command is universal in two ways. First, it
is universal in that all persons are to love thy neighbor: those who give love. It is written
with the masculine form, but the masculine is inclusive (just as man in English does not
mean male, but instead includes men and women), so it pertains to all men and all
women: all men and all women are to give love to thy neighbor. The command is
“universally particular” because it universally applies to each people. It does not depend
upon a person’s age, race, sex, customs, philosophy, geographic location or any other
variable. The command does not change, grow weary, or fade; it is amaranthine and ever
new, just like the divine love that helps us fulfill the command.
Second, the command is universal because all persons are neighbors: those who
ought to receive the love. The term neighbor applies individually to every human since
every human person is made in God’s image.65 The Christian view says that God as
Father is creator of all human persons, and he wants them to love one another as well as
love Him, just as an earthly father would want his sons and daughters to love one
another.66 Because of the inherent dignity in each person,67 the command to love thy
neighbor stands in contrast to Sigmund Freud’s famous statement that “not all men are
worthy of love,”68 and a similar sentiment from Aristotle: “For not everything seems to
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be loved but only the lovable, and this is good, pleasant, or useful.”69 Such a view of
man as an image of God also contrasts against a modern view of man paraphrased by
Carl L. Becker as “little more than a chance deposit on the surface of the world,
carelessly thrown up between two ice ages by the same forces that rust iron and ripen
corn,”70 and scientist Stephen Hawking’s comment that according to the current scientific
view of man, “The human race is just a chemical scum on a moderate-sized planet.”71
(5) The command is supernatural. The Greek verb agaphseis comes from the
noun agape, which is God’s perfect love, divine love. As mentioned earlier, Lewis says
agape “is a new word for a new thing” since it had “hardly any use in classical Gk
[Greek].”72 A New Testament commentary states, “The etymology of agapao and agape
is not clear. The vb. agapao appears frequently from Homer onwards in Gk. literature,
but the noun agape is only a late Gk. construction. Only one reference has been found
outside the Bible, where the goddess Isis is given the title agape (P.Oxy. [Oxyrhynchus
Papyri] 1380, 109; 2nd cent. A.D.).”73 Christianity says that agape is a supernatural
love, as distinct from agathon, which is the Greek word for natural goodness from
Romans 13:4: “for he [a ruler] is God’s servant for your good.” Agathon is a natural
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goodness (e.g., justice) rather than divine. Thus the government’s agenda does not
appear to be a supernatural mission, and thus the government is not the originator of
goodness.
(6) The command is particular. The command is to love the neighbor in a
particular, singular, and concrete form. We are not to love the abstraction of a mass
crowd—Humanity or Society or Community—but real human persons. And we are to
love them all. The command is particular because the concept of neighbor applies to
concrete and individual person, not collectives such as “humanity.” “Christ did not love
humanity,” writes Chesterton. “He never said He loved humanity; He loved men.
Neither He nor anyone else can love humanity; it is like loving a gigantic centipede.”74
“I have never read in Holy Scripture this commandment: You shall love the crowd,”
quips Kierkegaard.75
(7) The command to love thy neighbor is bound up with the first commandment to
love God. There is a strong and necessary connection between the first and second
commandments, viz., the second commandment is simply a demonstration of obeying the
first commandment. Thomas Aquinas says those who “are less intelligent” need to be
told of this connection.76 God-love is the engine for neighbor-love; loving the neighbor
is already included as part of loving God. As Jesus of Nazareth told a Pharisee lawyer,
“You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with
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all your mind. This is the great and first commandment. And a second is like it, You
shall love your neighbor as yourself. On these two commandments depend all the law
and the prophets.”77 The phrase “like it” makes a connection, as does the Apostle John:
“If a man say, I love God, and hateth his brother, he is a liar.”78
4.4 Neighbor-Love as Transcendent
Having reviewed some of the key features of the command itself, I should like to
focus more deeply on the concept of neighbor-love. What is neighbor-love? In its
relationship to Christianity, we have four possibilities: (1) it is the essence of Christianity
and thus fixed and fundamental, (2) a mere accident that is changeable, (3) an essential
property, i.e., a property that flows from the essence, or (4) none of the above. I wish to
hold that neighbor-love is a property of the essence (option 3), the essence of Christianity
being Christ and those beliefs listed in the Nicene Creed. Thus neighbor-love is an
essential property of Christianity. But what is neighbor-love itself? Using Aristotle’s
four causes,79 we might say that the material cause is agape or that which comes from
the presence of God the Holy Spirit; the formal cause is the renewal of an individual
himself so that he becomes a loving person; the efficient cause is a combination of the
person’s will and the Holy Spirit working together; and the final cause or purpose of
neighbor-love is to enable other people (neighbors) to love God.
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In defining neighbor-love, I also ask the reader to consider the truth of the
premise: neighbor-love is transcendent—it surpasses the strictly material and human
dimensions of existence because neighbor-love is agape, a divine love (as shown above).
Transcendence is the essence of neighbor-love itself, its fundamental and fixed nature.
Transcendence, then, is not an accident or even an essential property; transcendence is
the essence of neighbor-love. Such a statement means that one key and often missing
feature of neighbor-love is its transcendence: neighbor-love has transcendence as a
property, in contrast to the statement neighbor-love is only transcendent. I suggest
“transcendent neighbor-love” is not a category mistake, unlike the category mistakes of,
say, “infinite apple” or “blue sleep”—or for fellow baseball fans, “the World Serieswinning Seattle Mariners”—where infinite does not belong with the finite category of
apple and blue does not belong to the colorless category of sleep. The property
(attribute) transcendent does in fact belong to the class of neighbor-love.
The term transcendent here means more-than-human, superpersonal, and
mysterious. Transcendent love is (a) more-than-human, “more-ness,” not limited to the
human level of existence: the love originates from a higher and superior level of
ontological being than Homo sapiens and, as the well-known examples go, it can thus be
present to all persons as an author can be present in all scenes of his play, or be like light
itself which transcends all colors but can also be immanent in all colors.
Transcendent love is (b) superpersonal:80 God dwells inside a person’s soul, and
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“God is love.”81 That is, God is agape in a person. God gives himself to us. Neighborlove is an overflow of God’s love to others; it is the love that is “shed abroad” to people
as a spillover from one’s soul.82 “My cup runneth over.”83 The superpersonal love is
also supernatural since it is a direct intervention by God’s free will, which is not limited
by nature, and thus not bound by the space-time continuum of all matter and motion (the
natural or Nature).84
Finally, transcendent love is (c) mysterious: while it is not logically inconsistent,
this kind of love is of unknown depths, unfathomable, and beyond natural human
reason’s ability to master and comprehend it fully, just as people do not fully comprehend
God (si comprehendis non est Deus85), or how electricity works, or how a seed actually
grows into a plant, and thus transcendent love causes awe, wonder, amazement,
astonishment, and shock86—for example, the prostitute falling in humility at the feet of
Jesus of Nazareth and cleansing his feet with her expensive perfume;87 the story of the
Samaritan who loved the man who had been beaten and robbed;88 Jesus dying in agony
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on the cross saying, “Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do;”89 the quiet
and unacknowledged parents who sacrifice mightily for their children; the courageous
professor who puts his career and reputation on the line in order to defend another
professor or student; the heroic love we find in the lives of the saints;90 and the martyrs,
one of whom, just before execution by gunfire, outstretched his arms into a cross and
cried out, “Viva Cristo Rey,” “Long Live Christ the King.”91 This amazement of
neighbor-love is similar to the Greek word thauma (thaumazo, thaumastos) used to
describe how people marveled in reaction to Jesus of Nazareth.92 When we see neighborlove, it ought to be similar to the expression of the blind, twenty-two-old girl who could
see after an operation. “The more she now directed her gaze upon everything about her,
the more it could be seen how an expression of gratification and astonishment overspread
her features; she repeatedly exclaimed: ‘Oh God! How beautiful!’”93 Neighbor-love is
like a thunderbolt from Heaven, but politically manufactured and legislated neighborlove makes the glory of love dull.
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4.5 Two Errors
As part of their answer to what neighbor-love is, Lewis and Kierkegaard guard the
transcendent nature of neighbor-love that has been defined downward by others, a
reductionism of the radiant and shocking glory of an intensely personal love into two
basic errors that deny its transcendent nature and supernatural face.
(1) On the individual level, the first common error is the concept of self-generated
love that denies the necessity of linking one’s own soul with God’s presence: I can
generate neighbor-love solely by myself. The person sees his love as causa sui. It is a
misplaced faith in the individual and his ability to will, think, imagine, or visualize
himself into becoming a loving person, though those things are important in order to cocreate and shape ourselves with God as part of our sanctification. Here love becomes a
form of subjectivism where the source of love is an individual, or love is like the fifthcentury heresy Pelagianism (or semi-Pelagianism) that basically says man can save
himself apart from God’s grace: man begets loving man.94 Is loving thy neighbor rooted
in a man-created state of mind, or in the presence of God? (Opposite from Pelagianism is
a form of “total depravity” that denies our ability to co-create and work with God; but
since God does not force Himself upon us, we are free to reject Him, and since we are
free to reject Him, we are free to work with Him. On this individual level, I am rejecting
both Pelagianism and extreme forms of “total depravity.” I favor cooperation of 100
percent from a person and 100 percent from God. Both are necessary.)
94
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(2) On the collective level, the second common error is the concept of a secular
collective that denies the necessity of internal consent in individuals to God’s presence: A
secular government can generate neighbor-love in society solely by external force. This
second error is a political enculturation whereby people are pressured to adopt the values
of the government. It is a misplaced faith in the secular collective that takes the form of a
type of environmental argument where the external surroundings determine people.
“[A]n environment that had been made by human beings and could be changed by human
beings . . . determined all men, institutions, and ideas,” as historian Eric Goldman
explained the ideas of socialist Henry George who deeply influenced American politics.
“Legislating a better environment, particularly a better economic environment, could
bring about a better world.”95 Thus political power and scientific power combine to
inculcate citizens with proper political reflexes.
The Argument from Force responds to this second error, where there are usually
coercive and impersonal features. For instance, since government is force, fear, and
violence, taxation under threat of imprisonment is coercive. It is a type of moral
blackmail and method to incite an act of love, but it denies and reduces a role for personal
initiative. (For example, in the material realm, love requires ownership.) The dignity of
a person’s free will is diminished and thus love’s requirement of a free choice is also
diminished. The central purpose of free choice is to love. A lack of free will is not only
a lack of love but also a lack of individuality. Love first requires individuality so that the
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I (the individual self) can be given to a known person—as in, “I love you.”96 Those who
deny free will cannot believe in love. Those who deny love only have power left. Those
who only have power left, believe in organized force, and they logically place their hope
in government, the largest source of organized force. Force and love are contradictions
(in the sense, again, of forcing someone to love), since even a powerful God cannot
compel love. The opposite of love is not hate but force, suggests Marion Montgomery.97
Following coercion there are other impersonal features. A redistribution of “love”
occurs by faceless, computerized, systematized, bureaucratized, acronymic agencies.98 It
is an It-It, government-to-group relationship, not a face-to-face, I-to-You relationship.
Thus it is also dehumanizing to those who receive the “love” as well as to those from
whom it is demanded. Instead of being fueled by the inner power of the Holy Spirit, such
neighbor-love now comes from the letter of the Internal Revenue Service. Citizens
receive bland letters from unknown, nameless government agents they have never met,
demanding that they give their “love” to total strangers they will never know.99
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Neighbor-love is institutionalized. Resources for basic obligations to family and friends
are compromised. The demand is a phony intimacy of official guidelines. It is an
extorted and impersonal “delegated compassion,”100 “coerced silver,”101 and “as cold as
the payment of taxes.”102 It seems to be part of what Alexander Solzhenitsyn called the
poison of “hastiness and superficiality” ruling the West.103 It is what Scripture describes
as cold love.104 This is a type of functionalism or behaviorism, which defines a person by
the functions or acts he performs rather than by his deep worth, God-given essence and
being. It is demeaning to a person and destructive to a society. Meanwhile, the neighbor
becomes very close to a pure abstraction, and our love becomes less genuine and deep.
The bond of love is weak. Genuine community dies, since community requires genuine
and deep love, and love requires choice; essentially “loving relations” are imposed by
force. In the end, the dismantling of transcendence in neighbor-love means the loss of
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neighbor-love. A love that is not a choice, not superpersonal, not mysterious, and not
more-than-human, is not a love that really loves.
The first error over-emphasizes the role of the human will by giving it too much
credence and over-estimating its power; it is “too human,” too human centered. It seeks
to be God without God. “Or if you prefer, man fundamentally is the desire to be God.”105
The second error over-emphasizes the role of the human will in the rulers, and also
almost abolishes the role of the will in the citizens being ruled over; it is “too human” as
well as “not enough human.” Both errors reject a personal relationship with God; both
errors de-supernaturalized love; both errors begin with man rather than God; both errors
demean the giver and the neighbor who receives. Both errors can be part of what
philosopher Jürgen Habermas calls “the project of modernity” and its quest to dethrone
supernatural religion.106 “True neighborliness requires personal concern,” said American
icon Martin Luther King, Jr. “The Samaritan used his [own] hands to bind up the wounds
of the robbed man’s body.”107 True love requires a personal relationship: first with God
and then with man. But it is primarily the second error on the collective level—a
dragging down of neighbor-love into an industry of government—that I am most
concerned about because of its political implications for Church-State relations.
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I shall briefly address the logical form of these types of errors that deny
transcendence and the need for the Holy Spirit. Reductionism says: P is only Q; that is,
“Neighbor-love is only human love,” or “There is nothing but human-love neighborlove,” or “No neighbor-love is anything more than human love,” or “Neighbor-love is
nothing but better legislation.” (The key words in reductionism are usually “only,”
“just,” “merely,” and “nothing but.”) These propositions are of course a universal
negative or what is called an E proposition in logic.108 The standard and usual logical
rebuttal is that a person would have to know all of reality in order to state such a claim.
But if in fact there is a God who transcends all creation, and if this God is a trinity of
love, and if this God is the only source of neighbor-love, and if this God can indwell
inside a person’s soul, then this form of reductionist love fails.
4.6 Linking Neighbor-Love to the Holy Spirit
God is transcendent; God is agape; God gets inside of our souls by the Holy
Spirit; the Holy Spirit’s essence is agape; neighbor-love is agape. From these
statements, I suggest we can link this notion of transcendent love to the presence of the
Holy Spirit in a person’s soul who gives people a surging power to love thy neighbor.
Theologians note that the New Testament describes the power of the Holy Spirit as
dynamis or something akin to the power of spiritual dynamite. From this viewpoint,
neighbor-love is not godless love; it includes modo divino rather than only modo humano.
It is a creation of God, even though man plays a key role as cooperator, procreator and
catalyzes the love. Man opens his soul to God’s presence by his own choice, and so he is
108
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far more than a passive receptacle of love, and we are to continue working but have
access to a new power of spiritual dynamite now. Practicing and obeying the law, the
outward structure or frame, prepared us for the fullness of love from the Holy Spirit’s
presence.109 And when the power is given it is called “the baptism of the Holy Spirit.”
Neighbor-love comes from God’s free will as a divine gift (power) in the form of
the Holy Spirit’s presence, and since this love has a divine source, it cannot be selfgenerated by human power. Neighbor-love is not a social construct. It is not “just from
us” or something we alone can grow in our soul’s soil. It is not strictly a human
achievement and thus differs from one-dimensional, self-jump-started, “It’s up to me,”
do-it-all-yourself, pull-yourself-up, and purely man-made loves. God must create it in us
when we allow Him access to us.
“God’s love [agaph, agape] has been poured into our hearts through the Holy
Spirit who has been given to us,” as Holy Scripture makes clear.110 It is like tethering.
We open our hearts (center, core, the deepest part in us, our true selves) and He pours
Himself into us. We empty our soul “in readiness for the incursions of the divine.”111
This is the first step to how we become loving persons, and love is the first fruit of the
Holy Spirit.112 Via a capacity for receptivity, humans are capable of accepting new being
into themselves, most importantly a capacity to unite with God’s being (capax Dei) in a
literal and metaphysical way, rather than merely in thought. We are partakers of God,
109
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and the Holy Spirit is how God gets inside us for “a mutual indwelling”113—an exchange
not of ideas but of persons. The intimacy of human eros (passionate desire, romantic
love) is an image or symbol of the higher love of agape. Just as the ancient Hebrews
understood spirit as the air our lungs breathe, the Holy Spirit is the air our spirit wants to
breath; and our body is the temple of the Holy Spirit.114 He enters in for an irradiating
and perfecting.115 “Abide in me, and I in you. As the branch cannot bear fruit by itself,
unless it abides in the vine, neither can you, unless you abide in me.”116
This “insider presence” of the Spirit of God empowers us to love because it
changes our very core or essence—our whatness, or nature; that is, that which has a set of
properties—by perfecting and strengthening our will to love, our ability to will the good.
Love is “a divinely infused habit, inclining the human will to cherish God for his own
sake above all things, and man for the sake of God,” explains Joseph Sollier.117 With our
free choice we accept this divine gift,118 a gift we might say from “the vault of
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heaven,”119 and the gift enables us with the freedom to love heroically, that is, to love
with a supernatural power demonstrated in five ways: easily, promptly, joyously, and
habitually, all under difficult circumstances.120 Additionally, the Holy Spirit changes our
type of essence from natural life to divine life, from bios to zoë. We became “partakers
of the divine nature”121 and are “changed into his likeness from one degree of glory to
another; for this comes from the Lord who is Spirit.”122 With the Spirit’s love burning in
our hearts, we become extensions of God’s love toward man, just as Aquinas said a
furnace shows power by giving more warmth to strangers, neighbors, enemies, and those
outside the realm of our natural affections;123 or just as Jesus said of the living water that
brings life to thirsty souls, for out of our hearts flow the springs of the Spirit’s love to
others.124
4.7 How Is Agape Different?
Humans offer natural human love, which consists of storge (natural affection,
liking), philia (friendship, attachment), and eros (passionate desire). But the type of love
that the command to love thy neighbor speaks of is the highest form of love, i.e.,
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119

Annie Dillard, Living By Fiction (New York, NY: Harper & Row, 1982), 11.

120

Dubay says there are five features of heroic virtue: doing what needs to be done “in difficult or
excruciating circumstances,” acting “promptly, easily and joyously,” and acting with a “habitual
constancy.” See Dubay, 184-85.
121

II Peter 1:4.

122

II Corinthians 3:18b.

123

Aquinas, Summa Theologiae II-II, q. 27, a. 7.

124

John 7:37-39.

149

agape.125 As the operative definition, agape means consistently willing the best life for
the person—a life in relationship with God and with the Good, the True, and the
Beautiful. It loves the person’s self, rather than the attractive qualities or attributes that
draw us to love another by storge, philia, and eros. Agape is a deliberate decision of the
will and the mind. Suffering love is never selfish or exploitative. When directed toward
a human person, it focuses on his eternal good and deep worth. Agape is will-love and a
loving person has a loving will. Two primary opposites of agape are (a) an active hate
(willing a venomous evil), which is a sin of commission, and (b) a passive, lukewarm
indifference, apathy, or sloth of a person’s will, which is a sin of omission. The
American existential psychologist Rollo May suggests indifference, not hate, is the
strongest enemy of love.126
Agape also differs from compassion (karuna, jihi), which is kindness, or relieving
pain, or suffering with, or seeing someone “as a fellow sufferer.”127 Compassion and
agape are both emotions, and so they share the same genus. Yet compassion seeks to
avoid pain, while agape is far more than being kind. Agape sometimes allows pain in
order for the person to mature and reach sanctification. Love loves unto perfection in
order to beautify and mature, and sometimes this growth—the rise from animal nature to
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be like and with God—takes pain.128 “They that sow in tears shall reap in joy.”129
Omnia vincit amor: the divine love of agape can conquer all immaturity and sin (an
imperfection of the will), but has not yet conquered all suffering since perfection is a
greater good than alleviating suffering. Agape is essentially a divine act of the will, the
will being a nonphysical feature of our being made in God’s image (imagio Dei).130 God
is spirit, spirit means essentially the ability to think and love, and thus if a person receives
God into his will, then he will be able to demonstrate God-love, agape, or what we might
call spiritual love. This is the beginning of perfection’s maturity.
If God is the source of all love (agape), then we must be infused with Him, for
Christianity means essentially “Christ in you, the hope of glory.”131 As the Apostle Paul
explains, “It is no longer I who live, but Christ who lives in me.”132 This is a sharing of
the divine life. “In” means a spiritual person, the Holy Spirit, indwelling inside of a
bodily and spiritual human person; it is the ultimate personalism because it unites and
harmonizes the will of a person with the will of God, i.e., co-esse or with-ness, or what is
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called being “born again”133 or “baptized by the Spirit” or “becoming a child of God.”134
It is how divine love becomes a lived love. As Plato might ask, would that be a life to
disregard?135 Would not finding such a life of lived love be “one pearl of great price”?136
The language of “born again” implies that part of us is dead or wounded, and
needs to become “a new creation.”137 It is how God becomes a person’s Father since a
father gives of Himself, in this case divine life and divine love. Thus all people are once
naturally born, but not all people have the second birth of spirit, which is agape in the
soul.138 Apage in a person’s soul results in zoë, the new supernatural life of a person
himself. Agape also necessarily produces neighbor-love, i.e., necessarily results in a
person loving his neighbors because he opens his soul as a vessel to the Holy Spirit
within him: the Holy Spirit is love, and what the Holy Spirit does is love thy neighbor.
He loves through persons usually by their physical and bodily acts of love and by mental
and emotional words and prayers. “[B]ehold, the kingdom of God is in your midst,” and
the gloss explains, the kingdom of God is “within you.”139 Acts of love are the Holy
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Spirit flowing through the person; the person gives love to every other particular person
rather than an ambiguous and general “everybody.”
Hope, then, is placed in the intimate presence of the Holy Spirit. Hope is in holy
love, not in Enlightenment or in man-made love. The Holy Spirit is part of the triune
God, and God’s essence is love, so hope is placed in God-love (agape) and not in “purely
human love,”140 which is stripped of divinity and supernaturalism. Human love is
obviously unstable, flimsy, and fickle. “Love fades.”141 (The high divorce rate is an
obvious example.) Just as Edmund Burke said we find a meager supply of reason in man,
so too do we find a meager supply of human love that endures. Human love endures, on
this view, only when connected to divine love—and this includes social action.
“Everyone is always saying love, love, love. . . . Charity [i.e., love] is not a human but a
divine work accomplished through human work, with us as its voluntary instruments,”
explains John Senior in The Restoration of Christian Culture (1983). “Social action in
itself is not love of neighbor unless it is a consequence of the love of God.”142 Or as the
seventeenth-century French mystic Madame Guyon wrote, “Divine outworking must first
have divine infilling.”143
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4.8 Love vs. Works of Love
Knowing the nature of agape helps us to understand the difference between love
and works of love: “love can express itself in many external deeds, but all these deeds
can also be lacking in love,” says Kierkegaard.144 By linking neighbor-love to agape,
and then agape to the presence of the Holy Spirit within a person’s soul, it helps us
differentiate between love and merely external works of love. Love takes into account
three moral determinants—our inner motives, our outer actions, and the surrounding
context in which we act. To love means the correct act, in the correct circumstance, with
the right motives.145 In contrast, the works of love place emphasis on the last two—outer
actions and context—but virtually ignore motives. But it is possible to do the right thing
for the wrong reasons such as a self-serving ulterior motive or cold calculation. True
love, however, requires more than the right internal motive, since the external actions
must be right; but true love also requires more than the right external action, since the
internal motives must be right. True love requires all three determinants:
(1) The act itself—the what you are doing.
(2) The motive—the why you are doing it; the internal intention.
(3) The context—the where and the when of what you are doing, the external
situation and circumstance.
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In order for an act to be love, it must have all three features. All three in fact point deeper
than a person’s loving thoughts (motives) and deeper than loving deeds, to a root
character of which loving thoughts and actions reflect. Love reveals something deeper
than acts of the mind and acts of the body; it reveals a person.
Two other notes are worth mentioning here. First, regarding actions, the acts of
good works must be done well: good works of charity are to done well, “as well as they
can.”146 Going through the motions is not love. Second, regarding motives, Scripture
and Jesus validate the category of motives: “These people honor me with their lips, but
their hearts are far from me. They worship me in vain; their teachings are but rules
taught by men.”147 In today’s expressions “his heart is not in it” and “going through the
motions” we find similar ideas. Heart here means center, core, desire, the deepest part of
a person, and not mere surface emotion.148 Oswald Chambers writes, “The use of the
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Bible term heart is best understood by simply saying ‘me’. . . . [I]t is the center of
everything.”149 The heart is the true self, and so the inner man (eso anthropos in Greek)
matters. By the Holy Spirit, God pours his love into our hearts, and we are to “love one
another earnestly from the heart,” says St. Peter.150 He calls for a genuine love. Notice
too the emphasis on motives here as the Apostle Paul says the commandment to love
must come forth out of “a pure heart and a good conscience and sincere faith.”151 “Let all
that you do be done in [pure, good, sincere] love.”152 To use the Ten Commandments as
examples of true love, love honors the father and mother; love honors the Sabbath; love
does not murder; love does not give false witness; love does not commit adultery, et
cetera.153 All of these things must be done with loving motives. We may not be able to
determine a person’s motives, since we cannot always read hearts accurately, but we can
say what the motives ought to be in defining true love. Furthermore, if love requires pure
motives, it follows that love cannot be socially constructed or externally forced: for
motives are unenforceable obligations beyond the reach of government.154
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It also follows that good outward acts of love can come from wrong motives
(“serving without loving”), and are thus not love because the inward posture is corrupt.
A person’s external behavior is not always identical to a person’s true character because
love cannot be legalistically reduced to a set of actions, rules, or laws. No law can
produce genuine love. To say that love is merely outward actions is another form of
reductionism. As Joel McDurmon points out, we can here give an example of the fallacy
of affirming the consequent: If P, then Q. Q. Thus P.155 The fallacy is like swimming
upstream or violating a one-way sign on a road. Affirming the consequent cannot derive
the antecedent. Put into prose: (1) If she loves me, she will give me money. (2) She gave
me money. (3) Thus she loves me. The consequent—“she will give me money”—is
affirmed, and this is a logical fallacy because she may have given me money for some
other reason rather than loving me, such as vainglory, or wanting to impress her boss or
spouse, or because she was threatened with jail if she did not give the money. To offer an
historical mindset of love-by-force, Joseph E. Davies, a sympathizer with communism
and U.S. Ambassador to the U.S.S.R. from 1936 to 1938, wrote:
If Marx, Lenin, or Stalin had been firmly grounded in the Christian faith, either
Catholic or Protestant, and if by reason of that fact this communistic experiment
in Russia had been projected upon that basis, it would probably be declared to be
one of the greatest efforts of Christian altruism in history to translate the ideals of
brotherhood and charity as preached in the gospel of Christ into a government by
men.156
But in truth Davies was mistaken because government cannot externally force neighborlove (“brotherhood and charity”) upon others. Neighbor-love must originate from God’s
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love within a person, must include right beliefs about the neighbor, and then must include
external acts.
Christianity is balanced and complete. It focuses on orthodoxy, right beliefs;
orthopraxy, right actions; and orthodardia, right affections. Orthodoxy says to have faith
in the creeds, orthopraxy says to love God and others with good works, and orthodardia
says to unite one’s self to God and others with our emotions. Developing these emotions
is key to becoming a Christian and fulfilling one’s potential as a particular type of person.
Robert C. Roberts says, “Whatever else Christianity may be, it is a set of emotions. It is a
love of God and neighbor, grief about one’s waywardness, joy in the merciful salvation
of our God, gratitude, hope, and peace.”157 Or as Lewis writes, “We might think that
God wanted simply obedience to a set of rules: whereas He really wants people of a
particular sort.”158
4.9 Inconsistency
The Introduction to this essay presents the inconsistency objection against Lewis
and Kierkegaard, and it is worth a review of this objection. At first glance it might be
easy to see that Lewis and Kierkegaard do in fact violate the command to love thy
neighbor because when we turn to their writings we find what appears to be a mutual
problem of ethical inconsistency. These two authors support expressions of neighborlove on one level of reality but not on another; that is, they support love on the level of
individuals but not on the level of collectives. They strongly support a vibrant and
dynamic neighbor-love via individual relations, but they do not promote neighbor-love
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via collective government. They write powerfully and beautifully about micro-love,
which here means eye-to-eye, face-to-face, handshake-to-handshake, in-the-flesh love.
But they harbor a deep-seated skepticism and caution toward ostensible macrolove, which here means a corporate, communal, collective group such as government
embodying and demonstrating love. Government is an institution that acquires its power
by man’s force and violence (or the threat of) in contrast to an institution of voluntary,
collective charity such as a local church. They lack the call for collective social programs
and government humanitarian projects. They do not trust “crowd love.” They see the
ethical project as primarily an inward and internal individual project rather than an
exterior project and social and environmental (i.e., the outward or surrounding) forms of
life.159 They were not “collectivizers.” They major in micro-love but minor in, or rather
deny, so-called macro-love.
Why? Why not major in both? Why the suspicion and loud silence toward
macro-love? Why demur? Why offer animadversions? Why the passionate opposition?
How is this not inconsistent? After all, astute critics may ask, is government exempt
from the scope of the command? Does not the command to love neighbors also apply to
collectives such as government? Is not conforming to the nature of love the telos and the
summum bonum for government as well as persons? Are not the ethical rules the same
for both individual and collective dimensions? Does not the standards of love—the
moral criteria—apply uniformly to both? Is it not important for Christians to exercise
social love via power structures? Does not God’s law of love bind individuals and civil
magistrates? If so, then where is the trumpet summoning us for government action in the
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writings of these two towering Christian authors? Why not pursue a reign of love in
macro-political terms?
One reply to this inconsistency objection comes from the intellectual affinity
Lewis and Kierkegaard share on the definitions of three key terms—the state (a guardian
of basic rights and virtues whose aim is natural goodness and not supernatural goodness),
the neighbor (every human person near you), and love—that is, agape; to will a person’s
best interests; a divine gift from God that is a self-sacrificing, unselfish love that seeks
the good, true, and beautiful for the beloved rather than loving one for the sake of one’s
self; it enables human persons to extend God’s love for each human person. These two
writers offer us a theory of limited government, or what we have called a Separation of
Love and State. I think the core of their view of neighbor-love consists of great faith in
the Holy Spirit, who is God himself dwelling inside man and fueling our ability to love
others (thus High Church or optimistic toward the Church’s love), but of little faith in
government, which is a group of mere men (thus Low State or pessimistic toward the
State’s force). Small men who fail to love is the agreed upon societal problem, and on
this view the solution is bigger (more loving) individuals via the literal and real presence
of God in the soul. God changes the parameters of the debate by giving us Himself.
4.10 Impacting Church-State
If neighbor-love is indeed a transcendent love given only to individuals by the
presence of the Holy Spirit, then the Argument from the Holy Spirit impacts ChurchState relations in at least two ways. First, it impacts the state (the government). An
institution can only give that to which it has access; a government cannot give itself love,
for example. If government is to fulfill the second greatest commandment to love thy
160

neighbor, then the prerequisite is access to divine love. “You cannot give what you do
not have,” as the saying goes; or to employ medieval terminology and thinking, the
efficient cause, as the source of power, must possess the power of love in order for love
to exist; that is, love’s existence depends upon the efficient cause (that which causes a
thing’s existence to exist in the first place), as cause is related to effect.
We can outline an argument. The major premise is (1) Neighbor-love is
transcendent. The minor premise is (2) A secular government does not have access to
transcendent love. The conclusion is (3) A secular government cannot embody neighborlove. Neighbor-love is simply beyond the competence of government. Without access to
divine love, governmental power must be restricted because of a proclivity toward harm
and corruption, assuming debilitating Original Sin exists as universal and insuperable.
Nisi Dominus frustra. History shows that the power of love often becomes the love of
power, as the proverb goes, and “in the name of love” often masks a power addiction.
Power itself is neither good nor evil, but “power tends to corrupt” those who are not
morally perfect; and no human person is perfect.160 If true, then: (4) A secular
government ought to be restricted.
The second impact on Church-State relations is toward the church. If the church
does in fact have access to transcendent love by divine invocation, and if the moral
progress of a society is tied to loving thy neighbor, then hope for progress ought to be
placed in the church. Hope arises with divine love. In this argument, the major premise
remains (1) Neighbor-love is transcendent. The minor premise is now (2) The church
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has access to transcendent love. The conclusion is (3) The church can embody neighborlove.
These two implications for Church-State relations assume that the works and
deeds of love, no matter how well intended, cannot abide with a severed link to the only
enduring power, the Spirit of Love. Faith in God fills us with love, and love then
overflows outward to others. The man-to-man or “horizontal” love among human
persons first requires a man-to-God or “vertical” connection with a divine Person: the
“horizontal” reach works only if there is also a “vertical” reach. A true relationship with
transcendence is required, rather than only a true idea or intellectual belief of
transcendence. And once a connection is made and souls are infused, then we find love’s
presence among us, existentially and personally, and we find another logical corollary.
Therefore: (4) Neighbor-love is immanent. The transcendent is immanent.
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CHAPTER FIVE
C. S. Lewis:
On Love and Government
“After I’ve been dead five years, no one will read anything I’ve written,” said the
author C. S. Lewis, who in fact turned out to become one of the most popular writers in
history.1 Among his many writings, Lewis wrote on love and government, and Chapter
Two provided an introduction to Lewis’s views. This chapter aims to provide his views
with a fuller account by answering the nine questions mentioned in Chapter One.2
But first a brief introduction of Lewis himself is proper so that the reader might
know the man behind the words. Perhaps laughter was the essence of Lewis’s heart. “He
was full of fun,” said his stepson Douglas Gresham. “You could always tell if Jack
[Lewis] was in the house. You would hear roars of laughter.”3 After “looking at” him by
way of a brief biography, we will “look along” his writings to his vision of love in society
and why he answered No to a central question: is loving thy neighbor the purpose of
government?4

1

Quoted in John Blake, “Surprised by C. S. Lewis: Why His Popularity Endures,” CNN,
December 17, 2010, http://religion.blogs.cnn.com/2010/12/17/surprised-by-c-s-lewis-why-his-popularityendures/?hpt=C2.
2

The nine questions presented to C. S. Lewis and Søren Kierkegaard are: (1) Is Neighbor-Love a
Grace? (2) Who Is “My Neighbor”? (3) Does Divine Love Purify Natural Love? (4) Can Love Be
Commanded? (5) Is Government Divinely Ordained? (6) Does Original Sin Limit Government? (7) Does
the Natural Moral Law Limit Government? (8) Is the Religious Collective Supreme? (9) Is a Small
Society Beautiful? Questions 1 through 4 define neighbor-love; questions 5 through 7 define government;
and questions 8 and 9 give a social vision of these definitions.
3
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4

The distinction between “looking at” and “looking along” comes from C. S. Lewis, “Meditation
in a Toolshed,” in C. S. Lewis, God in the Dock: Essays on Theology and Ethics, ed. Walter Hooper (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1994), 212-15.
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5.1 Call Me Jack: A Short Biography
C. S. Lewis was a world-class scholar of English literature, a don at Oxford and
then later at Cambridge University where he manned the Chair of Medieval and
Renaissance English.5 But far more important to his life than his keen insights into
literary criticism is the fact that Lewis stood at his post on the frontline in what Christians
call the epic battle for the Kingdom of Heaven, the often invisible drama that frames the
grand story of existence and meaning. When viewed from the lenses of Christianity, at
stake in this battle is the fate of eternal souls, and it was on this battlefront where Lewis’s
true mission and impact are measured.
Lewis was not only “the greatest Christian writer”6 of the twentieth century,
comments Peter J. Kreeft, a Lewis scholar, but he also remains “the clearest and most
useful Christian writer since Thomas Aquinas.”7 “He has probably influenced more
believers to believe and deepened and toughened the faith and understanding of more
believers than any other writer of the twentieth century.”8 He was internationally known
and deeply beloved, and Lewis’s stature as a great heart among Christianity is an
established and an unparalleled phenomenon. Having authored some sixty books and
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Ascension Press, 2010), 40.
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thousands of personal letters to academics and common people, “C. S. Lewis was not a
man: he was a world.”9
He is most known for four things: (a) supporting apologetics and ecumenicalism
among Catholics, Protestants, and the Eastern Orthodox Church, mainly through his
classic book Mere Christianity (1952);10 (b) accomplishing the rare task of making Jesus
such a powerful and captivating figure through a loved fictional character Aslan, the lion
in The Chronicles of Narnia series—as Lewis wrote to a mother whose six-year-old son
was concerned that he loved Aslan more than Jesus: “For the things he loves Aslan for
doing or saying are simply the things Jesus really did and said. So that when Laurence
thinks he is loving Aslan, he is really loving Jesus: and perhaps loving Him more than he
ever did before”;11 (c) writing powerfully about angels and demons; and (d) perhaps
above all, detailing the arresting and stirring Argument from Desire, an argument that
supports the idea that God and Heaven exist as a correspondence and satisfaction of our
own innate longing (Sehnsucht) for them—“for in a sense the central story of my life is
about nothing else,” said Lewis.12
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Standing just under six feet tall,13 he dressed for his job as a professor in tweed
jackets and lived among ordinary English culture. But Lewis was in fact a great spiritual
warrior and this is central to Lewis’s true eternal legacy as a man who accomplished his
mission. His mission was often out of step with the philosophical fashions of the day. In
his inaugural lecture at Cambridge, he described himself as a “Neanderthal Man” and a
“dinosaur” and an “Old Western Man.”14 In his most famous nonfiction book Mere
Christianity, he described himself as “a very ordinary layman of the Church of
England”15 who set out in much of his writing on theology “to expound ‘mere’
Christianity,”16 which means the set of orthodox beliefs “common to nearly all Christians
at all times”17 regardless of denomination. (The Apostles’ Creed summarizes these
beliefs, which include such fundamentals as the Atonement, the Virgin Birth, the Second
Coming, the divinity and resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth, as well as the inspiration and
infallibility of Holy Scripture.) As St. Vincent of Lérins wrote in the year AD 434, Quod
ubique, quod semper, quod ab omnibus.18 In his defense of “the centre,”19 Lewis said
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hostility often came to him from such “borderline people” and “‘liberal Christians’.”20
“The Modernists seem to me a far greater danger to Christianity than the atheists,”21 he
once wrote. In contrast to the Modernists, he called himself “a dogmatic Christian
untinged with Modernist reservations.”22 Many praise his life’s work, and soon before
his own death, Lewis said to his brother, “I have done all I wanted to do, and I’m ready to
go.”23
Lewis was born in Belfast, Ireland on November 29, 1898. Clive Staples Lewis
would soon be known as Jack Lewis; as a young boy, he simply renamed himself and the
name stayed.24 He began life with the blessings of “good parents, good food, and a
garden (which then seemed large) to play in.”25 His early childhood surrounding shaped
him for life: “I am a product of long corridors, empty sunlit rooms, upstairs indoor
silences, attics explored in solitude, distant noises of gurgling cisterns and pipes, and the
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noise of wind under the tiles. Also, of endless books.”26 The younger of two boys, his
father raised him after his mother died when he was nine.27 Education was paramount to
his father, and even at an early age Lewis’s intellect proved to be remarkable. “Already,
at fourteen, his intelligence was such that he would have fitted in better among
undergraduates than among schoolboys,” his older brother Warren reports. “And by his
temperament he was bound to be a misfit, a heretic, an object of suspicion within the
collective-minded and standardizing Public School system.”28 Also at an early age, he
enjoyed writing and since he was born with “only one joint in the thumb” other activities
were difficult, but this physical handicap “forced me to write,” he explains.29
Religion and politics would play a significant role in Lewis’s life. Lewis grew up
in a household where the usual conversational topic was politics (or money). No visitors
came to the house “who did not hold precisely the same political views” as Lewis’s father
Albert James Lewis, a solicitor and an exceedingly dominant and stern man who often
engaged in “endless and one-sided torrent of grumble and vituperation” as Jack and his
older brother were forced “to sit in silence and endure it.”30 Lewis’s first books (of sorts)
were on government. In 1912, at age twelve he had written a novel on politics and soon
after wrote a sequel.31 Early in his life he held “vaguely socialistic” political views, even
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though, as he wrote, “I hated the Collective as much as any man can hate anything; but I
certainly did not then realize its relations to socialism.”32
Later in life, however, Lewis held a “contempt,” “disgust,” and “revulsion” of
politics.33 “I was by nature ‘against Government’.”34 He also describes his anarchist
temperament at one point in his early life after seeing the demonic horrors of the political
programs of the Russian Revolution.35 Overall, shunning politics was a way of life, and
even though he was exceptionally generous with his money to a wide range of good
causes, and even though he loved England, he once told a student that he refrained from
giving money “to anything that had a directly political implication.”36 Such a sour
political temperament corresponds to the political views of his friend J. R. R. Tolkien,
famed author of The Lord of the Rings, who also loved England. “My political opinions
lean more and more to Anarchy (philosophically understood, meaning abolition of
control not whiskered men with bombs)—or to ‘unconstitutional’ Monarchy. . . . [T]he
most improper job of any man, even saints (who at any rate were at least unwilling to
take it on), is bossing other men. Not one in a million is fit for it, and least of all those
who seek the opportunity.”37
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As for religion, Lewis grew up in a Christian environment but in his early teens
(the year was 1911), he reports, “I ceased to be a Christian,”38 and he remained an atheist
for the next twenty years of his life. “I maintained that God did not exist. I was also very
angry with God for not existing.”39 But over the years, God closed in on him, he said,
and he experienced a two-stage conversion, the conversion to theism he called “Check”
and his conversion to Christianity he called “Checkmate.”
Along the way to theism, theologian George MacDonald baptized Lewis’s
imagination. “It was Holiness. . . . That night my imagination was, in a certain sense,
baptized; . . . I had not the faintest notion what I had let myself in for by buying [George
MacDonald’s] Phantastes.”40 Check. Then later Lewis read G. K. Chesterton’s The
Everlasting Man, which allowed him to see Christianity in a way that made sense, and he
also encountered “the hardest boiled of all the atheists” T. D. Weldon say during a
conversation about Christianity, “Rum thing. It almost looks as if it had really happened
once.”41
After events such as these, Lewis, now 33 years old, sat alone in a room at
Oxford. “That which I greatly feared had at last come upon me. In the Trinity Term of
1929 I gave in, and admitted that God was God, and knelt and prayed: perhaps, that night,
the most dejected and reluctant convert in all England.”42 He converted to Christianity
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about two years later after finding Christian friends.43 As he wrote to another friend, “I
have just passed on from believing in God to definitely believing in Christ—in
Christianity.”44 Checkmate.
Lewis would go on to establish himself among Christianity’s greatest authors
until he died (probably of kidney failure) at age 64 on November 22, 1963, the same day
Aldous Huxley and John F. Kennedy died. Lewis’s grave is in the yard of Holy Trinity
Church in Headington Quarry, Oxford. In the evening of his life, he experienced a great
joy by marrying Joy Davidman Gresham in 1956. Looking at his wife one day, he said to
a friend, “I never expected to have, in my sixties, the happiness that passed me by in my
twenties.”45
5.2 On Neighbor-Love
“When I come to my evening prayers and try to reckon up the sins of the day,”
Lewis shares with his reader, “nine times out of ten the most obvious one is some sin
against charity [love]; I have sulked or snapped or sneered or snubbed or stormed.”46 But
Lewis also exhibited a life of generosity. He gave away no small amount of his money
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and time. “No tramp or beggar would be turned away empty-handed by Jack.”47 His
stepson Douglas H. Gresham reveals that Lewis set up “a secret charity fund known as
‘Agaparg’ [note the similarity to agape] and personified as an imaginary giant of kindly
disposition.”48 The fund helped many children with education, among many other
people. Lewis’s brother notes that after the success of The Screwtape Letters in 1942,
Lewis used the money for “a lavish and improvident scattering of cheques to various
societies and individual lame dogs.”49 To help organize his giving, the trust Agaparg was
set up and, according to his brother, two-thirds of the royalties were given to charity.50
Owen Barfield, the solicitor in charge of the fund, says Lewis “gave away two-thirds of
his income away altogether and would have bound himself to give the whole of it away if
I had let him. . . . [H]e gave away nearly the whole of his literary royalties.”51 His
brother remarks that Lewis “had in an extraordinary degree the deeper charity that can
perhaps best be described as a universal and sympathetic neighbourliness to all and
sundry, strangers as well as acquaintances.”52 He encouraged his readers “to give more
than we can spare,”53 and there is evidence in his life that Lewis “walked the talk.”
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For the Christian, how a man prays often defines his life, and Lewis’s prayer life
also reflected neighbor-love. He wrote, “I pray every night for the people I am most
tempted to hate or despise (the present list is Stalin, Hitler, Mussolini, Mackenzie, Austen
& Opie).” Lewis adds an asterisk: “N.B. I don’t mean that I’m tempted to hate them
equally, of course!”54 The existential definition of neighbor-love can be seen from his
life, but he also defined it formally and abstractly: “wishing his good.”
Even while we kill and punish [the neighbour] we must try to feel about the
enemy as we feel about ourselves—to wish that he were not bad, to hope that he
may, in this world or another, be cured: in fact, to wish his good. That is what is
meant in the Bible by loving him: wishing his good, not feeling fond of him nor
saying he is nice when he is not.55
Such a demonstration of neighbor-love will be a key feature in a Christian society,
he believed, and Lewis wanted to live in a society where neighbor-love was evident. He
called it “our hope of re-baptising England.”56 To be more specific, a Christian society
fueled by its animating energy of neighbor-love will be three things: economically
socialistic, traditional in the code of manners and obedience, and lastly, cheerful and
courteous.
It will be “very socialistic and, in that sense, ‘advanced’” in terms of its economic
life.57 Lewis is referring to voluntary socialism, not forced or government-driven
socialism. For example, we find this voluntary socialism in the early church. “And all
who believed were together and had all things in common; and they sold their
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possessions and goods and distributed them to all, as any had need.”58 (As Martin Luther
writes, “In heaven there is no ownership.”59) Yet Lewis is also well balanced with his
voluntary socialism in that it does not encourage dependence upon gifts from the
neighbor: “But the proper aim of giving is to put the recipient in a state where he no
longer needs our gift. . . . We must aim at making ourselves superfluous. The hour when
we can say ‘They need me no longer’ should be our reward.”60 Just as he opposes
dependence in economic life, he also opposes laziness. No person should be allowed to
live off of the expense of others’ work. “It tells us that there are to be no passengers or
parasites: if man does not work, he ought not to eat. Every one is to work with his own
hands, and what is more, every one’s work is to produce something good: there will be no
manufacture of silly luxuries and then of sillier advertisements to persuade us to buy
them.”61
Second, along with voluntary socialism, a Christian society will also be “rather
old fashioned—perhaps even ceremonious and aristocratic” in terms of “its family life
and its code of manners.”62 “[I]t is always insisting on obedience—obedience (and
outward marks of respect) from all of us to properly appointed magistrates, from children
to parents, and (I am afraid this is going to be very unpopular) from wives to husbands.”63
The unfallen state of things is hierarchy, and a community that transcends the addiction
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of power and thus lives in love will abide by a natural and God-ordained hierarchy. To
live in love, means to live like Jesus who is obedient and submissive to God the Father
but equal in nature and essence. In addition to the three relationship above, I would
suggest that Lewis would have no objection to offering a fourth category of respect, that
being employees to employers.
Finally, a Christian society will also be “a cheerful society: full of singing and
rejoicing, and regarding worry and anxiety as wrong. Courtesy is one of the Christian
virtues; and the New Testament hates what it calls ‘busybodies’.”64 St. Peter warns
sternly against meddlers with a command: “But let none of you suffer as a murderer, or
as a thief, or as an evildoer, or as a busybody in other men’s matters.”65 Likewise, the
Apostle Paul rebukes those who are “gossips and busybodies.”66
Neighbor-love fuels all of these features of a Christian society. But in order to
achieve this Christian society of voluntary socialism, old-fashioned manners, and a
cheerful courtesy, we must learn to love God. There are two links: from loving God to
loving the neighbor, and then from loving thy neighbor to building a Christian society.
A Christian society is not going to arrive until most of us really want it: and we
are not going to want it until we become fully Christian. I may repeat “Do as you
would be done by” till I am black in the face, but I cannot really carry it out till I
love my neighbour as myself: and I cannot learn to love my neighbour as myself
till I learn to love God: and I cannot learn to love God except by learning to obey
Him. And so, as I warned you, we are driven on to something more inward—
driven on from social matters to religious matters.67
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And these “more inward” and “religious matters” feature the Holy Spirit. The
culmination of life is living according to the Holy Spirit. “There wd. be no ‘progress’ if
everyone were living in the Spirit. . . . [S]ocial and economic progress wd. cease, I
suspect, because all those problems wd. solve themselves in the first year or so.”68 There
would be outward expressions of neighbor-love: voluntary socialism, traditional mores
and moral conduct, and joy. “[W]hen we do not find in ourselves the fruits of the Spirit
which all our teachers promise, it is not that the promise was false, but that we have
failed to use the Grace we have been given.”69
And it is Grace that a society most needs in order to fulfill the ancient command,
“You shall love your neighbor as yourself.” I shall focus on four key features of Lewis’s
view of neighbor-love. First, Lewis believed that love was a grace, which means a gift
from the Holy Spirit that no one could earn on his own merits. Second, he believed that
the neighbor was every person and considered him sacred and blessed rather than an
object to be used. Third, he believed that supernatural neighbor-love purified our natural
loves, and the purification or perfection allows us to live in a healthy relationship with
others. Fourth, he believed that a person could only fulfill the command to love by being
“born again.”
5.2.1 Question One: Is Neighbor-Love a Grace?
Yes, Lewis says, divine love is a grace, a power (dunamis in Greek); grace is a
gift, and more specifically, it is God giving Himself to us in order for us to acquire “the
68
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image of a face that is not ours”—but a reflection of God’s love in us.70 For Lewis, the
defining proposition of grace is: “God gives His gifts where He finds the vessel empty
enough to receive them.”71 The greatest gift from God is Himself, and since God is
essentially love, therefore the greatest gift is love. God’s gift of Himself is the presence
of the Holy Spirit intimately visiting an individual from “‘the land of the Trinity’.”72 He
explains the origin of this mysterious “spirit.”
The union between the Father and Son is such a live concrete thing that this union
itself is also a Person. I know this is almost inconceivable, but look at it thus.
You know that among human beings, when they get together in a family, or a
club, or a trade union, people talk about the “spirit” of that family, or club, or
trade union. They talk about its “spirit” because the individual members, when
they are together, do really develop particular ways of talking and behaving which
they would not have if they were apart. It is as if a sort of communal personality
came into existence. Of course, it is not a real person: it is only rather like a
person. But that is just one of the differences between God and us. What grows
out of the joint life of the Father and Son is a real Person, is in fact the Third of
the three Persons who are God. This third Person is called, in technical language,
the Holy Ghost or the “spirit” of God.73
Understanding the whole Trinity and having the presence of the Holy Spirit “inside you”
is what “matters more than anything else in the world.”74 Lewis calls the Holy Spirit
arising in us a “good infection.”75 The Father is outside, the Son “stands at your side,”
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and the Holy Spirit is “inside you.”76 God the Holy Spirit has been “admitted to the
human heart,” and love comes from the heart.77
The Holy Spirit works through a person and empowers him to love. “Love is not
affectionate feeling,” Lewis once explained to an audience during a question-and-answer
time, “but a steady wish for the loved person’s ultimate good as far as it can be
obtained.”78 “Love is something more stern and splendid than mere kindness,”79 and
greater than compassion, which “tolerates anything except suffering.”80 Love “demands
the perfecting of the beloved.”81 This ability to “wish for the loved person’s ultimate
good” steadily, consistently, and in a lasting manner is a supernatural gift. His definition
of love as a supernatural gift from the Holy Spirit is evident in a letter to a woman who
wrote to him seeking advice because her husband had been unfaithful. Lewis’s reply
includes this passage on the connection between love and grace:
All the things I would have said to most women in your position (about charity,
submission to God’s will, and the poisonous nature of indulged jealousy, however
just the case) you clearly know already. I don’t think it can do you any harm to
know that you have these graces, provided you know that they are Graces, gifts
from the Holy Spirit, and not your own merits. God, who foresaw your
tribulation, has specially armed you to go through it, not without pain but without
strain; not a case of “tempering the wind to the shorn lamb” but of giving the
lamb a coat proportional to the wind.82
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A grace is a sheer gift of God’s presence via the Holy Spirit, then, and such divine Giftlove is “Love Himself working in a man.”83 The spiritual power and privilege cannot be
bought, as one man tried to do.84 Divine love is a gift, which is why the King James
Version refers to it as charity. Divine love is gift-love. Gift-love, for Lewis, means pure
and generous giving and is a love from only God since a perfect God has no needs.
(Need-love means a love from one with needs.) “Love Himself is in those who love them
[us],”85 he explains, and He “desires what is simply the best for the beloved.”86 “That
such a Gift-love comes by Grace and should be called Charity, everyone will agree.”87
With the presence of the Holy Spirit inside a person, a new self who loves is born
but only by grace. “Back or on we must go. But there is no going on simply by our own
efforts. If the new Self, the new Will, does not come at His own good pleasure to be born
in us, we cannot produce Him synthetically.”88 Neighbor-love, therefore, is not a product
of nature or of ourselves but a supernatural grace taking man into God. “[T]he change
which I most need to undergo is a change that my own direct, voluntary efforts cannot
bring about. . . . After the first few steps in the Christian life we realise that everything
which really needs to be done in our souls can be done only by God. . . . We, at most,
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allow it to be done to us.”89 As the Athanasian Creed says of the Incarnation, “not by
conversion of the Godhead into flesh, but by taking of the Manhood into God.” Once the
“taking” occurs, the divine Gift-love, as he calls it, “enables him to love what is not
naturally lovable; lepers, criminals, enemies, morons, the sulky, the superior and the
sneering.”90 And, for this woman who wrote to him, we will add the adulterer.
I see five underlying concepts at work here in Lewis’s view of love as a
supernatural grace: (1) the definition of the supernatural; (2) the definition of grace; (3)
the interplay between God’s actions and our own; (4) the difference between theological
and cardinal virtues; and (5) the difference between love and compassion.
(1) What is the supernatural? Lewis states clearly and strongly that he is
“committed to supernaturalism in its full rigor”91 because “Christianity essentially
involves the supernatural.”92 Supernatural love—that is, neighbor-love—is an example
of this supernaturalism. Lewis sees man as a combination of the Natural and the
Supernatural. The Natural means that which belongs to the spatio-temporal and “all other
events in this space and time.”93 The Supernatural means that which “invades, or is
added to, the great interlocked event in space and time, instead of merely arising from
it.”94
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These categories of the supernatural and the natural relate to neighbor-love
because God “invades” man, or the supernatural invades the natural. Because God is
supernatural he can be present inside many people, and yet still remain outside them.
Supernaturalism includes God’s omnipresence, but omnipresence does not mean God is
present equally to all people. God’s presence is unequal to place and persons; He is more
present in some places than in others and more present in some men than in others.95
(Some people are more saintly than others.) This is how it is possible for Lewis to say,
“He [God] is inside you as well as outside.”96
God is present in each thing but not necessarily in the same mode . . . . The higher
the creature, the more, and also the less, God is in it; the more present by grace,
and the less present (by a sort of abdication) as mere power. By grace He gives
the higher creatures power to will His will (“and wield their little tridents”): the
lower ones simply exercise it automatically.97
God’s presence is evident in man because God loves man, and love wants union, and
therefore when man invites (or surrenders to) His presence, God will give it.98 (Again
this premise is important: “God gives His gifts where He finds the vessel empty enough
to receive them.”99) And when He gives is presence, “He is above me and within me and
below me and all about me.”100 Only a supernatural and omnipresent Being could
perform this type of presence. “[T]he Christian thinks any good he does comes from the
Christ-life inside him. He does not think God will love us because we are good, but that
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God will make us good because He loves us; just as the roof of a greenhouse does not
attract the sun because it is bright, but becomes bright because the sun shines on it.”101
(2) Lewis’s definition of the supernatural, then, is important for understanding
love as a grace. The second important concept is what he means exactly by grace (God’s
presence, the gift of Himself). Lewis makes a distinction between bios and zoë, or
biological life and supernatural life. Agape is one of the powers of zoë. Bios is “the
Biological sort that comes to us through Nature, and which (like everything else in
Nature) is always tending to run down and decay so that it can only be kept up by
incessant subsidies from Nature in the form of air, water, food, etc., is bios.”102 Zoë is the
infusion of grace, which means the infusion of God. Zoë is what he calls “Christ-life,”103
the “Spiritual life which is from God from all eternity, and which made the whole natural
universe.”104 It is eternal and supernatural; it is the sharing of the divine life; it is “eternal
life.”105 Zoë repairs and heals bios forever. Because God Himself lives inside a person’s
soul, the person does not die because God does not die. “[T]his new life” of zoë, Lewis
clarifies, “is spread not only by purely mental acts like belief, but by bodily acts like
baptism and Holy Communion. It is not merely the spreading of an idea; it is more like
evolution—a biological or superbiological fact.”106
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(3) The third idea on the relationship between love and grace is Lewis’s
understanding of the relationship between God’s actions and our own actions. It is the
fallacy of a false dilemma to say that an action must be either all-man or all-divine.
Another option exists: “I must be an agent as well as a patient.”107 As he explains more
fully:
We profanely assume that divine and human action exclude one another like the
actions of two fellow-creatures so that “God did this” and “I did this” cannot both
be true of the same act except in the sense that each contributed a share. In the
end we must admit a two-way traffic at the junction. . . . We have nothing that we
have not received; but part of what we have received is the power of being
something more than receptacles. . . . In that sense the divine action is consequent
upon, conditioned by, elicited by, our behavior. Does this mean that we can “act
upon” God? I suppose you could put it that way if you wanted.108
Therefore God’s actions depend upon our actions, and this would seem to lead us to a
paradox about the relationship between our actions and God’s.
This same topic was addressed in an interview, where he said, “I personally rely
on the paradoxical text: ‘Work out your own salvation . . . for it is God that worketh in
you.’ It looks as if in one sense we do nothing, and in another case we do a d****d lot.
‘Work out your own salvation with fear and trembling,’ but you must have it in you
before you can work it out.”109 Lewis states in The Four Loves (1960) that God’s
presence in man is “the Divine life operating under human conditions.”110 In a letter we
find again a close relationship between our actions and God’s actions. In a critique of
Anders Nygren’s Agape and Eros (1930-1936), which argues for total difference between
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agape and eros,111 Lewis questions this black-and-white, either/or way of thinking by
suggesting a harmonious, both/and view: “Then again, is the contrast between Agape
(God active coming to man passive) and Eros (man by desire ascending to God quâ
passive object of desire) really so sharp? . . . Can the thing really be conceived in one
way or the other? In real life it feels like both, and both, I suspect, are the same.”112
Lewis seems to favor the view that God has given us a love for him (eros) and so the
energy for the ascension to God is also itself a gift of God. The ascension to God is
inspired by God. There is a type of interdependence among eros and agape. Any selflove found in eros is to be overcome and redeemed.
(4) The fourth important thought about Lewis’s assessment of love as a grace is
the relationship between theological and natural virtue. “Natural and theological virtue
both stand together quâ things that make the possessor good and are divided by an
immense chasm from goods like health or beauty. But also, health and natural virtue
both stand together quâ parts of the natural order, divided by an immense chasm from the
theological virtues wh. are of grace.”113 He goes on to make a fascinating suggestion in a
parenthetical note: “(I certainly think with you that the natural virtues are sustained, even
in unbelievers, by Divine aid—tho’ it may be more scriptural to attribute this office to
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Christ rather than the Holy Ghost.)”114 This would fit in the model mentioned above of
God the Father being outside us, God the Son (Christ) being alongside us helping to
sustain natural virtue (self-control, courage, wisdom, justice), and God the Holy Spirit
being inside us giving us the theological virtues (faith, hope, and love).115 Neighbor-love
is essentially will-love, and the Holy Spirit transforms our will: “By central self or spirit I
mean chiefly the Will—the ultimate choosing part. It changes itself by its own actions.
By soul I mean chiefly the imagination & emotions.”116
(5) The fifth point, already hinted at above, is that if neighbor-love is a grace it is
more than kindness or compassion because God wants more than to relieve suffering.
God is love, and God wants perfection of the beloved. “Love is something more stern
and splendid than mere kindness. . . . There is kindness in Love: but Love and kindness
are not conterminous. . . . Kindness, merely as such, cares not whether its object becomes
good or bad, provided only that it escapes suffering.”117 God has indeed “paid us the
intolerable compliment of loving us.”118 “When Christianity says that God loves man, it
means that God loves man . . . in awful and surprising truth, we are the objects of his
love. . . . The great spirit you so lightly invoked . . . is present.”119 He is present in order
to aim higher than removing our suffering. He wants our maturity. Neighbor-love is
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God-love toward our neighbors, and since God wants the perfection of our neighbor by
aiming higher than removing pain, we ought to go and do likewise.
5.2.2 Question Two: Who Is “My Neighbor”?
“And who is my neighbor?”120 Lewis answers: the neighbor is every person;
holy; usually near us; and not to be idolized.
(1) The neighbor is every person. Lewis says that “all men are our brothers”121
and in fact “every stranger whom we feed or clothe is Christ.”122 He shares the story of a
man who met Adolf Hitler. “I once talked to a continental pastor who had seen Hitler,
and had, by all human standards, good cause to hate him. ‘What did he look like?’ I
asked. ‘Like all men,’ he replied. ‘That is, like Christ.’”123 Lewis says neighbor-love
realizes this sacred personification of Jesus Christ in every human person. More
specifically, every person has an I or will or heart, which is a reflection of God’s essence,
I AM WHO I AM.124 “I provisionally define Agapë as ‘steadily remembering that inside the
Gestapo-man there is a thing wh. says I and Me just as you do, which has just the same
grounds (neither more nor less) as your ‘Me’ for being distinguished from all its sins
however numerous, which, like you, was made by God for eternal happiness—
remembering, and always acting for the real interests of that thing as far as you can.’”125
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The most immoral human person still has immortal being since the ontological worth of
the I remains sacred (res sacra homo). Christ died for the redemption of this I. “Christ
died for all men.”126
The worth of a human person derives from understanding God’s transcendence
and immanence. There are two equal but opposite errors to avoid. According to Lewis,
pantheism (denying transcendence) is wrong but so is deism (denying immanence). To
the deist, the Christian must point out the sacredness of the neighbor:
Therefore of each creature we can say, “This also is Thou; neither is this Thou.” .
. . One is always fighting on at least two fronts. When one is among Pantheists
one must emphasise the distinctness, and relative independence, of the creatures.
Among Deists—or perhaps in Woolrich, if the laity there really thought God is to
be sought in the sky—one must emphasise the divine presence of my neighbour,
my dog, my cabbage-patch.127
Lewis affirms the glory of every human person because of God’s divine presence
(immanence).
Within this immanence, Lewis mentions two types of neighbors: your neighbour
generally speaking, as well as your Christian neighbour. “Next to the Blessed Sacrament
itself, your neighbour is the holiest object presented to your senses. If he is your
Christian neighbor, he is holy in almost the same way, for in him also Christ vere latitat
[Latin: truly hidden, truly lurks]—the glorifier and the glorified, Glory Himself, is truly
hidden.”128 The difference between the two neighbors is between those who are an image
of God versus those who are a child of God. The difference is between those who are
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born physically and those who are born physically as well as born of the Spirit, i.e., have
the Spirit’s presence in their souls.129 Thus, there are two types of human persons: those
who are born once and those who are born a second time. “There are 2 kinds of man the
Psychic (A.V. ‘natural’) man and the Pneumatic (A.V. ‘spiritual’) man.”130 We are to
love all neighbors, especially those fellow believers, but this does not mean excluding
anyone. As Holy Scripture states, “So then, as we have opportunity, let us do good to all
men, and especially to those who are of the household of faith.”131
While the neighbor is every human person, and while neighbor-love requires a
neighbor, Lewis did not limit our practice of agape to human persons. That is, all
neighbor-love is agape, but agape itself is larger than neighbor-love, which is restricted
to the human-to-human relationship. “I can practise Agape to God, Angels, Man &
Beast, to the good & bad, the old & the young, the far and the near.”132 His concept of
“the far” included aliens. He worried that we would contaminate them. “I look forward
with horror to contact with any other inhabited planets, if there are such. We would only
transport to them all of our sin and our acquisitiveness, and establish a new colonialism.
I can’t bear to think of it.”133 In 1946 he wrote to a nun, “I begin to be afraid that the
villains will really contaminate the moon.”134 Lewis wanted to protect other beings:
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“Those who are, or can become, His [God’s] sons, are our real brothers even if they have
shells or tusks. It is spiritual, not biological, kinship that counts.”135 But, Lewis said,
“We are not asked to love the damned. When the fiend’s victim has wholly ceased to be
human, when his will is no longer merely dominated by but unrecoverably identified
with, his rider, charity is no longer commanded. But we are not allowed to assume that
this has taken place in any man still alive. . . . [They are] still capable (we must assume)
of being rescued.”136
(2) The neighbor is holy. As a reflection or mirror of a holy God, every human is
holy. The holiness of a person is his glory, and we are to take seriously the weight of
glory.137 “[I]t is hardly possible for him [i.e., every person] to think too often or too
deeply about that [glory] of his neighbour. The load, or weight, or burden of my
neighbour’s glory should be laid on my back, a load so heavy that only humility can carry
it, and the backs of the proud will be broken.”138 Our actions help or hurt the cultivation
of this glory; we are helping each other to either Heaven or Hell.
It is a serious thing to live in a society of possible gods and goddesses, to
remember that the dullest and most uninteresting person you can talk to may one
day be a creature which, if you saw it now, you would be strongly tempted to
worship, or else a horror and a corruption such as you now meet, if at all, only in
a nightmare. All day long we are, in some degree, helping each other to one or
other of these destinations. It is in this light of these overwhelming possibilities,
it is with the awe and the circumspection proper to them, that we should conduct
all our dealings with one another, all friendships, all loves, all play, all politics.139
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To see the weight of glory in the neighbor helps us love him with “a real and costly
love.”
There are no ordinary people. You have never talked to a mere mortal. Nations,
cultures, arts, civilisations—these are mortal, and their life is to ours as the life of
a gnat. But it is immortals whom we joke with, work with, marry, snub, and
exploit—immortal horrors or everlasting splendours . . . . And our charity must be
a real and costly love, with deep feeling for the sins in spite of which we love the
sinner—no mere tolerance, or indulgence which parodies love as flippancy
parodies merriment.140
The neighbor is more important than a nation because all nations die, but
neighbors live forever. “But if Christianity is true, then the individual is not only more
important but incomparably more important, for he is everlasting and the life of a state or
a civilisation, compared with his, is only a moment.”141 Thus the collective here, as
expression in nationhood, is less important. One eternal soul is more important than any
civilization because all civilizations die. Thus the state is in service to the individual, not
vice versa.
(3) The neighbor is near. The neighbor is usually near us and immediate, rather
than remote, and Lewis gives priority to those who are close to us. What he calls “the
law of beneficence” means that we must make preferences to some and thus by definition
not help others.142 (In this context, not being able to help a certain person in no way
implies an animosity toward him of course.) The law usually means we favor those who
are near and known. The strategy against loving thy neighbor who is near can be seen
when Lewis voices it via a demon:
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Do what you will, there is going to be some benevolence, as well as some malice,
in your patient’s soul. The great thing is to direct the malice to his immediate
neighbors whom he meets every day and to thrust his benevolence out to the
remote circumference, to people he does not know. The malice thus becomes
wholly real and the benevolence largely imaginary.143
As G. K. Chesterton, a man who influenced Lewis deeply, puts it: the demonic goal is to
get a person to say: “[I] love my fellow-man / And hate my next-door neighbour.”144
Elsewhere Lewis again notes the importance of nearness in the definition of neighbor.
It is one of the evils of rapid diffusion of news that the sorrows of all the world
come to us every morning. I think each village was meant to feel pity for its own
sick and poor whom it can help and I doubt if it is the duty of any private person
to fix his mind on ills wh. he cannot help. (This may even become an escape
from the works of charity we really can do to those we know.)145
The technological inventions of mass communication, such as email, radio, television,
Internet can pressure a person to sacrifice those things near for things far that he can do
very little about. They become tools of mass control and manipulation. Lewis would
reject “telescopic philanthropy” and abstractions of the neighbor, such as “the poor” or
“humanity.” Chesterton jokes: “Oh, how I love Humanity / With love so pure and
pringlish, / And how I hate the horrid French, / Who never will be English!”146
(4) The neighbor is not God, i.e. not to be idolized. Lewis says, “We must, if it so
happens, give our lives for others.”147 And he also says, “It is probably impossible to
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love any human being simply ‘too much’.”148 However, the neighbor is not to be
idolized as a type of man-worship; we must avoid an inordinate relationship where our
love for God is too small.149 The neighbor is an image of God but he is not God Himself.
Every human person can indeed be “a possible rival to God,”150 and we are not to let our
“happiness depend on something you may lose,”151 such as a friend or lover to death.
“The Christian view is that men were created to be in a certain relationship to God (if we
are in that relation to Him, the right relation to one another will follow inevitably).”152 Or
as he summarizes this point: “Those who love Man less than God do most for Man.”153
We love Man better when we do not idolize him. The hierarchy of reality must be
respected.
This hierarchy of reality is Lewis’s principle of first and second things: “[E]very
preference of a small good to a great, or a partial good to a total good, involves the loss of
the small or partial good for which the sacrifice was made. . . . You can’t get second
things by putting them first; you can get second things only by putting first things
first.”154 Martha focused on second things (good works), while Mary focused on first
things (adoring Jesus).155 Martha’s mistake is like the Social Gospel’s mistake. First
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things must come first, and those persons who have placed God’s presence first have the
done the most good for their neighbors. “Those who want Heaven most have served
Earth best.”156
If you read history you will find that the Christians who did most for the present
world were just those who thought most of the next. The Apostles themselves,
who set on foot the conversion of the Roman Empire, the great men who built up
the Middle Ages, the English Evangelicals who abolished the Slave Trade, all left
their mark on Earth, precisely because their minds were occupied with Heaven. It
is since Christians have largely ceased to think of the other world that they have
become so ineffective in this. Aim at Heaven and you will get earth “thrown in”:
aim at earth and you will get neither. . . . In the same way, we shall never save
civilisation as long as civilization is our main object. We must learn to want
something else even more.157
If true, and if the second greatest commandment is dependent upon the first, then the
watchword for a good society where neighbor-love reigns is not “Love thy neighbor” but
instead is: “Love God with your whole being.”
5.2.3 Question Three: Does Divine Love Purify Natural Love?
Yes, says Lewis, divine love does indeed purify natural loves, just as grace
perfects nature. The divine love of agape heals us, including our natural loves; and so
there is no rivalry between natural and supernatural love. “He heals the brokenhearted,
and binds up their wounds.”158 The natural loves (storge, philia, eros) are “given (as the
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mathematicians say) in the mere face of our being creatures.”159 But God can bestow
upon us “a far better gift.”160 Agape is the supreme gift of love from God that we do not
deserve; Lewis calls it Gift-Love and it has two main implications. First, when we accept
this gift, we then in turn give this Gift-Love to others who are not easy to love. Second, it
satisfies our own need to be loved when we are not easy to love; and Lewis accordingly
calls this need to be loved Need-Love. We experience “a joy in total dependence” upon
God to satisfy our deepest needs.161
Lewis affirms three natural loves already given within us: storge (affection),
philia (friendship), and eros (passionate desire). The natural loves are a training ground
for the attack on our self-centeredness, he says. The natural is a school. Storge
appreciates and has affection for the familiar and the comfortable, rather than
discriminates, controls, and criticizes. “Affection is responsible for nine-tenths of
whatever solid and durable happiness there is in our natural lives.”162 Philia becomes a
training ground to free us from the need to be needed, to love others as ourselves, and
welcomes anyone as a friend who shares common interests. The goal of eros is to get
outside yourself, and we see this in a lover. “In one high bound it [eros] has overleaped
the massive wall of our selfhood.”163 It has “planted the interests of another in the centre
of our being. Spontaneously and without effort we have fulfilled the law (towards one
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person) by loving our neighbour as ourselves.”164 Eros trains the lover for self-giving
and removing selfishness.
The natural loves, however, cannot exist in a consistently healthy way without
agape, the divine love. They are fallen and damaged by sin. But they are not enough.
They relapse. They all eventually fall prey to “if I may coin the ugly word—a sort of
disredemption.”165 They are “not self-sufficient.”166 Storge wants to own and possess,
rather than appreciate and support. “Affection, as distinct from charity, is not a cause of
lasting happiness. Left to its natural bent affection becomes in the end greedy, naggingly
solicitous, jealous, exacting, timorous. It suffers agony when its object is absent—but is
not repaid by any long enjoyment when the object is present.”167 Philia often becomes a
lust for power over others, a “lust for the esoteric, the longing to be inside”168—what he
calls an “Inner Ring or the Important People or the People in the Know”169—and this
Inner Ring excludes others as well as tries to manipulate and control them. Philia, in a
corrupt form, worships power over others—“all men . . . desire power”170—and they seek
to make man in its image rather than God’s variety. The quest to be a member of the
Inner Ring is “a passion insufficiently studied and the chief theme of my story”171 in his
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most political novel, That Hideous Strength (1945). The key point is this: “The quest of
the Inner Ring will break your hearts unless you break it.”172 Finally, eros too is
damaged. Eros is fickle and it is common for lovers to fall in love with the feeling from
eros rather than bond properly with the lover. The high divorce rate supports this. “And
all good Christian lovers know that this programme, modest as it sounds, will not be
carried out except by humility, charity and divine grace.”173 “Eros won’t do without
Agape.”174
In “frictions and frustrations” there is “unmistakable evidence that (natural) love
is not going to be ‘enough’, ” writes Lewis.175 This failure of the natural loves is
expected because we are deeply wounded and sinful creatures. “Since the Fall no
organization or way of life whatever has a natural tendency to go right.”176 To remedy
this, agape (divine love) is needed to give the natural loves “a firm basis.”177 “We must
surely believe that the divine charity is as fertile in resource as it is measureless in
condescension.”178 “Agape is the best [kind of love] because it is the kind God has for us
and is good in all circumstances. . . . You see Agape is all giving, not getting.”179 Agape
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“is a new word for a new thing” since it had “hardly any use in classical Gk [Greek].”180
“Agape, is best seen, I think, in the words ‘love your neighbor as yourself.’ i.e. [sic] by
an act of will, aim at your neighbour’s good in the same way as you aim at your own.”181
Lewis is employing the old maxim that “grace perfects nature; it does not destroy
nature.” He explains:
In such a case the Divine Love does not substitute itself for the natural—as if we
had to throw away our silver to make room for the gold. The natural loves are
summoned to become modes of Charity while also remaining the natural loves
they were. . . . As Christ is perfect God and perfect Man, the natural loves are
called to become perfect Charity and also perfect natural loves. . . . Charity does
not dwindle into merely natural love but natural love is taken up into, made the
tuned and obedient instrument of, Love Himself. . . . Love has prepared for
Himself “a body.”182
Divine love seeks our redemption, which means the reversal and healing from the impact
of sin. He seeks our perfection: “we shall be cured of those sins, at whatever cost to us,
at whatever cost to Him.”183 “Only those into which Love Himself has entered will
ascend to Love Himself.”184 However, he notes that the “total and secure transformation
of a natural love into a mode of Charity is a work so difficult that perhaps no fallen man
has ever come within sight of doing it perfectly.”185 But “we must at least allow the
process to begin here on earth.”186
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5.2.4 Question Four: Can Love Be Commanded?
No, says Lewis. Lewis believes that true and full agape does not have a
dimension of duty; morality cannot be reduced to duty. True agape has “taken up” the
spontaneity and passion of eros and perfected it by making such traits sustained and
consistent. Duty agape is not true, organic agape; neighbor-love is best when we do not
say, “Now let us love one another.”187 “Many things—such as loving, going to sleep, or
behaving unaffectedly—are done worst when we try hardest to do them.”188 Love has
dimensions of spontaneity and unexpectedness, and Lewis wishes to preserve and
synthesize them. One of the greatest joys in life is to be surprised by immediate and
spontaneous love, rather than a calculated, pre-cooked, and planned love. We should not
be “thinking outside of ourselves.” A true lover does not need to look down upon
himself and suggest improvements for how to love better. We can call this Intellectual
Love, in contrast to Heart Love (the truest, deepest love), or Love-A and Love-B,
respectively.189
Lewis directly and clearly writes, “For no man can love because he is told to.”190
The reason is simple: “And if a man really loved God and man, once again this would
hardly be obedience; for if he did, he would be unable to help it.”191 Love transcends
duty, morality, and commands. It cannot be placed on one’s To-Do List as an object of
187
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knowledge without being compromised. If we loved others, it would be spontaneous and
spring forth from being connected to God. But, like prayer, right now we have a
“backwardness”; it is a “painful effort”192 and “irksome.”193 We do not like it.
This would appear to be a contradiction in Lewis, for on one hand he says that
love is of the will, a choice, an action, and certainly actions can be commanded. But if
we read the word “love” here in a wide manner as including (a) a choice of the will with
good motives, as well as (b) the liking of loving others and the delight that it brings, we
can resolve the tension. If the essence of love is action (activity from the good will), but
if the totality of love is both action as well as liking (i.e., passive sensation and feelings
rooted in heredity and environment), then we can see that to love the neighbor in a total
way cannot be love. However, we can love the neighbor in an essential way, i.e., by
actions of our will, just as he describes how angels love humans: “Pure, spiritual,
intellectual love shot from their faces like barbed lightening. It was so unlike the love we
experience that its expression could easily be mistaken for ferocity.”194 Similarly, he
describes the love from the mysterious presence of his dead wife as “quite incredibly
unemotional” and “solid. Utterly reliable. Firm.”195 It is true and total love of will plus
feelings, versus merely will-love. Total love is spiritual (to will, to think, to see a person
correctly) as well as physical (to delight, to find it pleasurable).
Love has a spiritual as well as a physical dimension. The spiritual dimension is
the choices of the will and the ability of the mind to see, and the physical dimension is
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the feelings or sensations, or what he calls “man’s sensuous experiences.”196 We often do
things we do not feel (on the physical level) like doing, so we can love from the spiritual
dimension or level while the physical dimension or level is not engaged. But Love—in
full bloom—means willing a person’s best as well as liking her. It is a delight, and it
lasts. Love, then, in its full sense means doing an act as well as having a certain inner
character trait: a sustained, mature, long-term habit, what Lewis calls “a deeper, less
conscious, Charity.”197 This notion of a less conscious love would seem to fit with the
idea of our subconscious playing a large role in our conscience thinking as well as our
sensations. The subconscious is a deeper thinker as well as a deeper feeler. The practical
result is that we train ourselves to be spontaneous lovers, for it is difficult to love thy
neighbor and think about loving thy neighbor at the same time.
After resolving this tension, there are four main things to note about Lewis’s
answer to whether love can be commanded: (1) The need for a command to love reflects
a lack of love in us; that is, it reflects a lack of the Holy Spirit in us. This is how the
category of duty comes to exist. (2) The essence of neighbor-love is will-love, and thus
not an emotion, feeling, or sensation. (3) We must love ourselves before we love others.
And (4) the disguise of acting “as if” we loved our neighbor can become a reality with
practice.
(1) We are given a command to love because of a lack of love in us. If we had
love (i.e., the zoë that empowers agape) in us, we would not need the command or a
moral category of duty. We would simply love; in fact we would not be able to help it
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since we would love “spontaneously and delightfully,” just as the medievals said that
love is “self-diffusive.”198 Loving others is what love does.
If I loved my neighbor as myself, most of the actions which are now my moral
duty would flow out of me as spontaneously as song from a lark or fragrance from
a flower. Why is that not so yet? . . . by evil in ourselves or in others. Not to
practise them is to abandon our humanity. To practise them spontaneously and
delightfully is not yet possible. This situation creates the category of duty, the
whole specifically moral realm.
It exists to be transcended. Here is the paradox of Christianity. As practical
imperatives for here and now the two great commandments have to be translated
“Behave as if you loved God and man.” For no man can love because he is told
to. Yet obedience on this practical level is not really obedience at all. And if a
man really loved God and man, once again this would hardly be obedience; for if
he did, he would be unable to help it. Thus the command really says to us, “Ye
must be born again.” Till then, we have duty, morality, the Law. . . . But the
school-days [i.e., duty-days], please God, are numbered. There is no morality in
Heaven.199
Commands are given because of evil in us, but the commands exist to be transcended.
“[D]uty is always conditioned by evil . . . [and] by lack of love in myself or by the
general diffused evil of the world. In the perfect and eternal world the Law will
vanish.”200 Lewis calls such a command or duty a crutch that helps us towards our
sanctification. It is a dress rehearsal for the eternal banquet of love in Heaven. Ethics
means practicing and shaping ourselves for what we will be for all eternity. Loving on
earth is how we practice and shape ourselves to live like Christ, for it is only those who
are like Christ that are able to become one of “the solid people” who are strong enough to
endure God’s presence in Heaven.201
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The first lessons of charity ought to begin in the home, he says, not political
machinery or government apparatus. “Charity begins at home,” and this is the most
important lesson of home life; but “so does uncharity.”202 Heaven (God’s presence)
begins in the home, and so does Hell (God’s absence). But the end of preparing
ourselves for Heaven by letting go of the crutch of duty and morality is a glorious and
radical transformation. Each individual is to be “drenched in joy.”
Morality is indispensable; but the Divine Life, which gives itself to us and which
calls us to be gods, intends for us something in which morality will be swallowed
up. We are to be re-made. All the rabbit in us is to disappear—the worried,
conscientious, ethical rabbit as well as the cowardly and sensual rabbit. We shall
bleed and squeal as the handfuls of fur come out; and then, surprisingly, we shall
find underneath it all a thing we have never yet imagined: a real Man, an ageless
god, a son of God, strong, radiant, wise, beautiful, and drenched in joy.203
The two rabbits are to be overcome: both the sensual rabbit (or Søren Kierkegaard’s
aesthetic sphere of existence), as well as the ethical rabbit (or Kierkegaard’s ethical
sphere of existence). The end result is union with God (or Kierkegaard’s religious sphere
of existence).
(2) For Lewis, an emotion is basically a sensation, a bodily feature: “[L]ove, in
the Christian sense, does not mean an emotion. It is a state not of the feelings but of the
will; that state of the will which we have naturally about ourselves, and must learn to
have about other people.”204 “Christian love, either towards God or towards man, is an
affair of the will. . . . He [God] will give us feelings of love if He pleases. We cannot
create them for ourselves, and we must not demand them as a right.”205 He warns one
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person who was confirmed into the Episcopal Church not to rely upon the sensations of
her nervous system for confirmation of the presence of the Holy Spirit:
It is quite right that you should feel that “something terrific” has happened to you
(it has) and be “all glowy.” Accept these sensations with thankfulness as birthday
cards from God, but remember that they are only greetings, not the real gift. I
mean, it is not the sensations that are the real thing. The real thing is the gift of
the Holy Spirit which can’t usually be—perhaps not ever—experienced as a
sensation or emotion. The sensations are merely the response of your nervous
system. Don’t depend upon them. Otherwise when they go and you are once
more emotionally flat (as you certainly will be quite soon), you might think that
the real thing had gone too. But it will be there when you can’t feel it. May even
be most operative when you can feel it least.206
He notes that God is not commanding a feeling but specifically an action and a choice.
This is will-love, not affections or physical emotion love. The feelings, he points out,
will come later. Practicing charity leads to affection. We begin to like people we never
dreamed of liking before. “[T]he Christian, trying to treat every one kindly, finds himself
liking more and more people as he goes on—including people he could not even have
imagined himself liking at the beginning.”207 “The rule for all of us is perfectly simple.
Do not waste time bothering whether you ‘love’ your neighbour; act as if you did. As
soon as we do this we find one of the great secrets. When you are behaving as if you
loved someone, you will presently come to love him.”208 I believe this should be
interpreted: “. . . you will presently come to have the feelings and sensations of love
toward him.” This is because Feelings follow Actions and Actions follow Fact (e.g., the
fact that the person is worthy of love).
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Therefore, he gives several warnings: “Do not sit trying to manufacture
feelings.”209 “Never, never to try to generate an emotion by will power.”210 “[A]
fabricated emotion is a miserable affair,” writes Lewis.211 “Feelings of affection are not
at the command of the will and perhaps the very attempt to produce them has the opposite
effect.”212 “Don’t be worried . . . about feeling at all. . . . And remember always that
religious emotion is only a servant.”213 “And in the spiritual marriage of God & the soul
it is the same. It is the actual presence, not the sensation of the presence, of the Holy
Ghost wh. begets Christ in us. The sense of the presence is a super-added gift for wh. we
give thanks when it comes, and that’s all about it.”214 Therefore, he follows the lead of
his master George MacDonald: “Heed not thy feeling: Do thy work.”215
(3) In order to love others and obey the command, we must love our selves
correctly. We cannot love ourselves if our heart is hurting and damaged. God gives us a
new heart. Lewis writes, about the command to love the neighbor as myself, “which
would be a horrible command if the self were simply to be hated.”216 We are to hate that
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part of us which “puts forward an irrational claim to preference.”217 “[H]e may hope that
when he has truly learned (which will hardly be in this life) to love his neighbour as
himself, he may then be able to love himself as his neighbour.”218 Loving ourselves is
not wrong. I am to love my neighbor as I love myself, not in place of myself. An
individual is never merely an isolated, marooned individual. He notes that the template
of neighbor-love is already built into us because we are able to love ourselves and the
command is to extend this template to others.
Further, love does not mean merely unselfishness. There is nothing wrong with
wanting the goods of love.
If you asked twenty good men today what they thought the highest of the virtues,
nineteen of them would reply, Unselfishness. But if you had asked almost any of
the great Christians of old, he would have replied, Love. You see what has
happened? A negative term has been substituted for a positive, and this is of more
than philosophical importance. The negative idea of Unselfishness carries with it
the suggestion not primarily of securing good things for others, but of going
without them ourselves, as if our abstinence and not their happiness was the
important point. I do not think this is the Christian virtue of love. The New
Testament has lots to say about self-denial, but not about self-denial as an end in
itself. . . . If there lurks in most modern minds the notion that to desire our own
good and earnestly to hope for the enjoyment of it is a bad thing, I submit that this
notion has crept in from Kant and the Stoics and is no part of the Christian
faith.219
(4) The fourth point to note about Lewis’s view of whether or not love can be
commanded is that the artificiality and duty in agape love can dissolve by practice. In
Mere Christianity he includes a chapter entitled “Let’s Pretend” and the key point is that
we dress up to act as the Son of God at the command of God the Father, and this
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pretending is really a good kind of pretending rather than a bad kind of pretending, “as
when a man pretends he is going to help you instead of really helping you.”220 The good
version of pretending is like a training or a practice, or like a young boy who dresses up
as a superhero in order to one day become a superman. “They are hardening their
muscles and sharpening their wits so that the pretence of being grown-up helps them to
grow up in earnest.”221 The good pretending is where it “leads to the real thing.”222 The
person who really wants to be “a little Christ”223 goes beyond merely thinking about good
and evil to thinking relationally: “you are trying to catch the good infection from a Person
[i.e., the Holy Spirit]”224 in order to be “mirrors, or ‘carriers’ of Christ to other men.”225
This catching is far beyond practicing one’s Plato or Marx, he says. This is “the whole of
Christianity.”226
5.3 On Government: All Too Human
In broad terms, politics for Lewis means “the relation of the species to itself.”227
But perhaps Lewis’s best practical definition and vision for government comes at the end
of his popular book for children, The Lion, The Witch, and The Wardrobe (1950). After
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much war, it is now the Golden Age of Narnia and Peter, Susan, Edmund, and Lucy
become kings and queens. “And they made good laws and kept the peace and saved
good trees from being unnecessarily cut down, and liberated young dwarfs and young
satyrs from being sent to school, and generally stopped busybodies and interferers and
encouraged ordinary people who wanted to live and let live.”228 We find here a respect
for peace and the environment, an anti-government schooling view, an anti-interferers
view, and a longing for limited government: “to live and let live.” Do not be a meddler in
other men’s matters, as St. Peter writes.229
Lewis wanted to escape most of the reach of government’s control and
monitoring. He held a dim-and-grim view of politics and the infatuation and enthusiasm
in government that animated modern man. But he kept his sense of humor. He once
joked to his brother: “Lord!, how I loathe great issues. How I wish they were all
adjourned sine die. ‘Dynamic’ I think is one of the words invented by this age which
sums up what it likes and I abominate. Could one start a Stagnation party—which at
General Elections would boast that during its term of office no event of the least
importance had taken place.”230 In 1944 he received an invitation to become a member
of the Society for the Prevention of Progress (located in Walnut Creek, California), and
Lewis replied with a touch of humor:
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Dear Sir,
While feeling that I was born a member of your Society, I am nevertheless
honoured to receive the outward seal of membership. I shall hope by continued
orthodoxy and the unremitting practice of Reaction, Obstruction, and Stagnation
to give you no reason for repenting your favour. . . .
Yours regressively,
C. S. Lewis
Beverages not Beveridges
(my motto)231
(William Henry Beveridge, a social reformer, instigated the welfare state in Britain.)
More seriously, he knew that those who manned the institution of government had
been responsible for suffering and millions of deaths, and so he saw a clear and present
danger in political philosophies and politicians with grand promises, visions, and
agendas. “The loftier the pretensions of the power, the more meddlesome, inhuman, and
oppressive it will be.”232 In the poem “Lines During a General Election” he wrote,
“Their threats are terrible enough, but we could bear / All that; it is their promises that
bring despair.”233 And he once wrote a darkly ominous letter to a government official:
“But I do think that the State is increasingly tyrannical and you, inevitably, are among the
instruments of that tyranny—The weight of Crichel Down upon your backs, / The blood
of Mr. Pilgrim on your heads.”234 These ideas of an encroaching tyranny reflect the
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proverb in Aesop’s fable “The Wolf and the Lamb”: “The tyrant will always find a
pretext for his tyranny.”
Despite his low view of politicians, Lewis did back the government’s role in
World War II. He wrote in support and gave a series of lectures at various bases to
encourage the troops.235 Such public support caused him to believe the Nazis would
single him out for punishment or death.236 He also suspected that the Nazis would single
out anyone who owned a firearm, and since he owned a pistol, he tossed it into the River
Cherwell.237 Lewis’s support for the troops did not go unnoticed in England. In 1951,
Prime Minister Winston Churchill wrote Lewis “offering to recommend him for a C.B.E.
in the New Year Honour’s List.”238 Lewis turned down this honor: “I feel greatly obliged
to the Prime Minister, and so far as my personal feelings are concerned this honour would
be highly agreeable. There are always however knaves to say, and fools who believe,
that my religious writings are all covert anti-Leftist propaganda, and my appearance in
the Honours List would of course strengthen their hands.”239 In perhaps the best essay
ever written on Lewis’s politics, essayist Joseph Sobran provides a keen insight:
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But even the nature of this suspicion tells us something. It was the Left that saw
in him a natural enemy, because it is the Left that places its faith and hope in
politics. Of course there is also a Right that does the same. But Lewis’s
conservatism was not of the Right that mirrors the Left. There is a world of
difference between the man who wants to be left alone in his cottage and the man
who wants to hold a mass-rally in the city. Lewis was a cottage-dweller.240
As a “cottage-dweller,” Lewis was no fan of the socialist Labour Party in
England, once jokingly calling them “our friends the Socialists.”241 He hoped that the
Party would be put out in the 1951 election “in spite of the fact that they are promising
the earth.”242 The Labour Party was indeed put out and Lewis said he was “v. much
cheered by having got rid of the Labour government.”243 Just six days before his death,
resented the Labour Party’s “old scheme of austerity for everyone and extravagance for
the government.”244 He chided the Labour Party for all its “meddling which they so
enjoy.”245 He also wrote on that day, “Our papers at the moment are filled with nothing
but politics, a subject in which I cannot take any great interest.”246 It is clear that he did
not take an interest in daily, passing politics per se, but certainly he took an interest in the
more perennial philosophy of politics and the philosophy of power. He knew that the
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philosophy of politics would shape his home, England, and he loved his home, his
country, what he called “the sub-human”247 with a type of Appreciative love. (Such a
view of one’s own country is not unusual. That Jesus loved his country no one doubts.
In fact, he weeps over his country.248 Jesus looks out over his home, Jerusalem, and
laments the sufferings and sins among the people.)
Lewis loved England, and knew that government could deeply hurt a nation.
(And given his low view of the government he might dub government “sub-sub-human.”)
He had witnessed first-hand a nation where the rapid growth of government was
undeniable, precipitated in large part by warfare (as the adage goes, “War is the health of
the State”249), and had put many citizens into what he called “chains.”250 Historian A. J.
P. Taylor notes the life-changing impact of government on England during World War I:
Until August 1914 a sensible, law-abiding Englishman could pass through life and
hardly notice the existence of the state, beyond the post office and the policeman.
He could live where he liked and as he liked. He had no official number or
identity card. . . . He could travel abroad or leave his country for ever [sic]
without a passport or any sort of official permission. . . . It [the State] left the
adult citizen alone. All this was changed by the impact of the Great War. . . . The
state established a hold over its citizens which though relaxed in peace time, was
never to be removed and which the second World war [sic] was again to increase.
The history of the English state and of the English people merged for the first
time.251
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Food was rationed. News was restricted. Movement and travel were also restricted.
Citizens were forced, by law, to get up an hour earlier, Taylor notes. Time on the clocks
was changed. Streetlights were ordered dimmed. Lewis lived though these and many
other changes, and he dreaded the new reach of government. Years later, he would see
during World War II another massive reach over citizens by the government.
He feared “the Power philosophies of the Totalitarian states,” which hold a high
and expansive role for government.252 For Lewis, the purpose of government was simple
and modest: to promote and protect ordinary happiness. Natural happiness is its telos;
supernatural happiness is not, and if neighbor-love is a supernatural love then neighborlove is not the purpose of the government. There is no grand vision or “higher purpose”
for government. The state’s job is human justice or natural justice or natural happiness,
rather than divine justice or divine joy. He writes:
[I]t is easy to think the State has a lot of different objects—military, political,
economic, and what not. But in a way things are much simpler than that. The
State exists simply to promote and to protect the ordinary happiness of human
beings in this life. A husband and wife chatting over a fire, a couple of friends
having a game of darts in a pub, a man reading a book in his own room or digging
in his own garden—that is what the State is there for. And unless they are helping
to increase and prolong and protect such moments, all the laws, parliaments,
armies, courts, police, economies, etc., are simply a waste of time.253
Elsewhere he wrote, “[G]overnment involves questions about the good of man, and
justice, and what things are worth having at what price.”254 His vision for what a secular
collective such as government should support included natural values.
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As long as we are thinking only of natural values we must say that the sun looks
down on nothing half so good as a household laughing together over a meal, or
two friends talking over a pint of beer, or a man alone reading a book that
interests him; and that all economies, politics, laws, armies, and institutions, save
insofar as they prolong and multiply such scenes, are a mere ploughing the sand
and sowing the ocean, a meaningless vanity and vexation of spirit.255
Lewis opposed an absolute view of the state, which basically means the highest source of
morality and a widespread reach into private and public lives. As Pulitzer Prize-winner
Walter Lippmann wrote,
A state is absolute . . . when it claims the right to a monopoly of all the force
within the community, to make war, to make peace, to conscript life, to tax, to
establish and disestablish property, to define crime, to punish disobedience, to
control education, to supervise the family, to regulate personal habits, and to
censor opinions. The modern state claims all these powers, and in the matter of
theory there is no real difference in the size of the claim between communists,
fascists, and democrats.256
In contrast to the absolute view of the state, Lewis’s view of government can be
rooted in five core principles. First, government is not a divinely ordained institution.
Second, men are morally wicked. Third, the natural moral law exists, and government
must respect it. Fourth, the religious collective is superior to the secular collective. And
fifth, small is beautiful; that is, a small and simple society is more likely to be virtuous,
and therefore government is not needed as much. All five principles support the
conclusion that government should be limited.
5.3.1 Question Five: Is Government Divinely Ordained?
No, says Lewis, in contrast to some men of the Reformation. “[T]he Reformers
maintained that state government was a vicegerent of God and his absolute law,” writes
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philosopher Greg L. Bahnsen.257 But, as noted in Chapter Two, Lewis does not see
government as “a divinely ordained institution.” Instead government is merely “a
makeshift”258 and like every group consists of “wicked men like the rest of us.”259 Just
because a person holds political power does not mean that he is morally elevated.
Government bureaucrats are “simply men; none perfect; some greedy, cruel and
dishonest. The more completely we are planned the more powerful they will be.”260
Lewis held a low view of the state. “We hear too much of the State. Government
is at its best a necessary evil. Let’s keep it in its place.”261 Or as he expanded this idea:
“All political power is at best a necessary evil: but it is least evil when its sanctions are
most modest and commonplace, when it claims no more than to be useful or convenient
and sets itself strictly limited objectives.”262 Or as he put it elsewhere: “I think the best
results are obtained by people who work quietly away at limited objectives, such as the
abolition of the slave trade, or prison reform, or factory acts, or tuberculosis, not by those
who think they can achieve universal justice, or health, or peace. I think the art of life
consists in tackling each immediate evil as well as we can. . . . [T]he dentist who can stop

257

Greg L. Bahnsen, Theonomy in Christian Ethics, third edition (Nacogdoches, TX: Covenant
Media Press, 2002), 4.
258

Lewis, “Is Progress Possible?” in Lewis, God in the Dock, 315.

259

Lewis, “Membership,” in Lewis, The Weight of Glory and Other Addresses, 169.

260

Lewis, “Is Progress Possible?” in Lewis, God in the Dock, 316.

261

C. S. Lewis, Letter to Mrs. Edward A. Allen, February 1, 1958, in Lewis, Letters of C. S.

Lewis, 473.
262

Lewis, “Lilies That Fester,” in Lewis, The World’s Last Night and Other Essays, 40.

214

one toothache has deserved better of humanity than all the men who think they have
some scheme for producing a perfectly healthy race.”263
Lewis’s argument seems to be simple:
(1) God is all-good.
(2) By definition, evil is not good.
(3) The State is a type of evil—a necessary evil.
(4) Thus the State is not ordained from God.
As noted earlier, Lewis agreed with Jean-Jacques Rousseau that the modern concept of
the state, which embodied “the social spirit,” was the greatest enemy to Christianity.
When a State claims to be an “omnicompetent government,” it will treat Christianity
as an enemy. Like learning, like the family, like any ancient and liberal
profession, like the common law, it [Christianity] gives the individual a standing
ground against the State. Hence Rousseau, the father of the totalitarians, said
wisely enough, from his own point of view, of Christianity, Je ne connais rien de
plus contraire à l’esprit social.264
Christianity offers people a rival source to the state, as does the family and private
property. They are shields from state control. Godless regimes attack these three pillars
of society because they threaten the government’s authority, loyalty, and wealth.265
Lewis was clear that it is a great error when “religion is confused with politics.
For, above all other spheres of human life, the Devil claims politics for his own, as
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almost the citadel of his power.”266 This notion of devil-worship toward the government
is best interpreted as: Modern man worships as God something Lewis thinks
diabolical.267 One example of this citadel of evil power is in That Hideous Strength
(1945), and in fiction form he tells the story of the fall and decline of the lust for power: a
total control over society that bureaucrats and technocrats wanted so badly. “[T]he
descent to hell is easy,” noted Lewis, “and those who begin by worshipping power soon
worship evil.”268
“Theocracy is the worst of all possible governments,” he said, because its
ambitious objectives are transcendent, spiritual, and “very strongly ethical” and often go
awry—death and harm result.269 In the version Lewis is considering, theocracy uses
force for religious ends. “I detest every kind of religious compulsion,” he stated
unequivocally.270 Theocracy also uses the Lord’s name in vain conceit.271 “The danger
of mistaking our merely natural, though perhaps legitimate, enthusiasms for holy zeal, is
always great.”272
Lewis explains this to people who wish to form a Christian Party: “The demon
inherent in every party is at all times ready enough to disguise himself as the Holy Ghost;
266
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the formation of a Christian Party means handing over to him the most efficient make-up
we can find. And when once the disguise has succeeded, his commands will presently be
taken to abrogate all moral laws and to justify whatever the unbelieving allies of the
‘Christian’ Party wish to do. . . . All this comes from pretending that God has spoken
when He has not spoken.”273 The Divine call means a sense of Heaven—either to unite
with God or to try and become God: Ye shall be as gods. “If the Divine call does not
make us better, it will make us very much worse. Of all bad men religious bad men are
the worst. Of all created beings the wickedest is one who originally stood in the
immediate presence of God.”274 In contrast to this absolute certainty from on high, he
says, “political programme can never in reality be more than probably right.”275
But what are we to make of Romans 13 and its call for Christians to submit to
authority? “Let every person be subject to the governing authorities. For there is no
authority except from God, and those that exist have been instituted by God. . . . [A ruler]
is God’s servant for your good. . . . [H]e does not bear the sword in vain; he is the servant
of God to execute his wrath on the wrongdoer.” After all, Lewis himself supports
obedience to authority in a Christian society: “[I]t is always insisting on obedience—
obedience (and outward marks of respect) from all of us to properly appointed
magistrates, from children to parents, and (I am afraid this is going to be very unpopular)
from wives to husbands.”276 Note the phrase “properly appointed magistrates.”
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Magistrates means teaching authority, and authority is bestowed by God. So a
government may have power (force) but not authority. It is not a carte blanche
endorsement to follow all those who hold power; it is not unqualified submission. Lewis
is talking about obedience to authority—but authority is not necessarily power.
A person can have power over another person but not have authority. Authority
means originator or author, and God is the ultimate origin of moral authority who
transmits authority to others. (An example of authority is the Father over the Son.277)
Government is merely a group of people who usually have the ability to use force, and so
any group of people with force who strive for justice can be a servant to God. They
could have authority as servants to goodness. But not all government per se is from God.
This is why in Holy Scripture we find this expression from God: “They made kings, but
not through me. They set up princes, but without my knowledge.”278
5.3.2 Question Six: Does Original Sin Limit Government?
Yes, says Lewis; all men are morally wicked men. The Doctrine of the Fall
means human wickedness, but modern culture has lost this “old sense of sin.”279 “[M]an
is now a horror to God and to himself . . . because he has made himself so by the abuse of
his free will.”280 “We are fallen,” Lewis put simply. “We know what our race does to
strangers. Man destroys or enslaves every species he can. Civilized man murders,
enslaves, cheats, and corrupts savage man. Even inanimate nature he turns into dust
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bowls and slag-heaps.”281 “One cause of misery and vice is always present with us in the
greed and pride of men.”282 Such vices could often be found in those in government.
“All rulers lie,” he wrote,283 and all rulers will be “neither very wise or very good” due to
sin.284 “[T]he Christian has a great advantage over other men, not by being less fallen
than they nor less doomed to live in a fallen world, but by knowing that he is a fallen man
in a fallen world.”285
A simple argument derives from the fact of The Fall: Power should be given to
those who are good—or, wicked men should not hold too much power; we are all wicked
men; and therefore no one person should hold too much power, that is, political power
should be dispersed and divided.286 In practical terms, this tendency to abuse power
means that the “only remedy has been to take away the powers and substitute a legal
fiction of equality.”287 “Legal and economic equality are absolutely necessary remedies
for the Fall, and protection against cruelty.”288 He believed that the “patriarchal
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monarchy”289 is the unfallen state of things and that there was nothing degrading about
“the old obedience in subjects, laymen, wives, and son,”290 but after the Fall a divided
system of power is need.
Since the principle of keep power divided is now needed, according to Lewis, it
follows logically that he opposed (a) much of the welfare state; (b) much of the warfare
state; (c) the agenda of making men moral, or common intrusions of the bureaucracy over
spheres of life such as sexuality, marriage, education, and private property; and (d)
unified, centralized, and concentrated power, thus he favored democracy, a system with a
widely-spread allocation of power.
(a) Opposing the Welfare State. As far as the welfare state, the problems of
hunger, medical care, and war demonstrate Lewis’s principle of “we are all wicked men.”
There are “millions” of people “still half starved,” he fully acknowledges,291 and states
clearly that “we have a duty to feed the hungry.”292 Such a situation is “a desperate need”
that also includes “hunger, sickness, and the dread of war.”293 The proposed and popular
solution to this is world government (see Section 3.10), what English author H. G. Wells
advocates in The Open Conspiracy (1928) and The New World Order (1939), or what
Lewis labels “omnicompetent global technocracy”294 or the application of science—
“science globally applied, and therefore unprecedented Government controls, can
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produce full bellies and medical care for the whole human race: nothing, in short, but a
world Welfare State.”295 That is to say: there exists a desperate need and the power to
relieve the need. In formal form:
(1) Neighbor-love requires us to alleviate such pain as the desperate and extreme
need of hunger, sickness, and the dread of war.
(2) There exists a solution to such pain: the application of science via world
government.
(3) Therefore, in the name of love, government must employ science to remedy
those people who are half starved.
Even though millions starve, we should not allow government to remedy the problem, he
says, and this is the more loving way because it may be a short-term fix but in the long
term it will enslave millions of people to work for the good of others: millions will live
off the work of others. It is not progress: “Clearly it would be futile to attempt to solve
the problem of pain by producing another problem.”296
Lewis here is like a chess player who is looking a move ahead. The short-term
move will solve a problem but create another, perhaps larger, problem and therefore he
resists solving the immediate pressing problems. Such a proposed solution will breed
dependence and passivity toward the government, and thus a type of immoral stateslavery will emerge: “rulers have become owners.”297 Slavery means to be forced to
work for another, and slavery is wrong, and so is any involuntary servitude system.
Under the ostensible solution, we become clientele or slaves of the government—in
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contrast to policies which: (1) “induce as many as possible of the people to become
owners” of property; (2) place man fully in charge of “the wages he receives from his
labor”; and (3) affirm that “private ownership must be held sacred and inviolable,” as
Pope Leo XIII encouraged in Rerum Novarum (1891).298 (Striking similar themes, Pius
XI said in 1931 that “no one can be at the same time a good Catholic and a true socialist”
in Quadragesimo Anno, and John Paul II also condemned the “Social Assistance State” in
the 1991 encyclical Centesimus Annus.) Private property protects people from socialists
and communists. Under this proposed solution of world government, citizens will be
slaves without chains by way of tyranny in the name of love. Who believes the slavemasters will be benevolent? How many politicians demonstrate the fruits of the Holy
Spirit? Those who run such a system of welfare will most likely be corrupt: “All power
tends to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts absolutely.”299 Or as Lewis reformulates,
“Have we discovered some new reason why, this time, power should not corrupt as it has
done before?”300 The abuse of power is common, and to prove this maxim once again,
we only have to look as far as our boss and superiors.
Those of us who have little authority, who have few people at our mercy, may be
thankful. . . . It is hard enough, even with the best will in the world, to be just. It
is hard, under the pressure of haste, uneasiness, ill-temper, self-complacency, and
conceit, even to continue intending justice. Power corrupts; the “insolence of
office” will creep in. We see it so clearly in our superiors; is it unlikely that our
inferiors see it in us?301
The rebuttal, then, is that the proposed solution is not a solution:
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(1) A solution would not cause a greater or equal evil to exist.302
(2) The ostensible solution of world government, will indeed remedy one evil—
for the short-term—but cause a greater evil: virtual world-wide slavery.
(3) Man, as fallen man, is not worthy to be a slave-owner.
(4) Love does not combat evil with evil.303
(5) Therefore, world government is not a solution.
Those who are making an argument for world government are in essence making a proslavery argument: bureaucrats as slave-owners. Thus, just as one should be against
slavery, so too should one be against mass government welfare; the anti-neighbor-love
argument can be rebutted on the same grounds as the slavery argument. “Aristotle said
that some people are only fit to be slaves. I do not contradict him. But I reject slavery
because I see no men fit to be masters.”304 That is, I reject world government because I
see no men fit to be rulers of such vast power and dictate moral standards to everyone.
Lewis takes an anti-Hobbes view; a pro-Hobbes view says that man is so bad that an
absolute sovereign king is needed to rule by force and fear so that order can be
established: but Lewis says that while man is ontologically glorious, since he is made by
God and in God’s image, man is also so morally bad that no man is fit to rule over others
with too much power.
But, a critic may reply, does not the desperate and extreme need legitimize the
world government? For example, “In cases of need all things are common property, so
302

Cf. Ambrose Bierce, The Unabridged Devil’s Dictionary, ed. David E. Schultz and S. T. Joshi,
(Athens, GA: University of Georgia Press, 2002), 41: “Conservative, n. A statesman who is enamored of
existing evils, as distinguished from the Liberal, who wishes to replace them with others.”
303

See Romans 12:17a: “Repay no one evil for evil”; and Romans 12:21b: “[O]vercome evil with

304

Lewis, “Equality,” in Lewis, Present Concerns, 17.

good.”

223

that there would seem to be no sin in taking another’s property, for need has made it
common,” says Thomas Aquinas. “Therefore a man may also take secretly another’s
property in order to succor his neighbor in need.”305
There are four things to note here. First, Aquinas says that taking is not always
stealing. He would seem to agree with the principle that if it is wrong for a person to
steal property from a person, then it is wrong for group of persons, such as government,
to steal as well. But the context of desperate need shifts the morality to taking rather than
stealing. Second, he uses the singular tense of “a man”—and not a collective tense—to
do this action of taking: “a man may also take.” A collective tense (e.g., government or
group) is not given; the imposing of a plural pronoun for a singular pronoun is a
misreading; and if groups are like individuals (but not exactly individuals) then the moral
contexts differs than that which Aquinas is referring. It is not the same as President
Lyndon B. Johnson’s remark at the White House: “We are going to try to take all the
money that we think is unnecessarily being spent and take it from the ‘haves’ and give it
to the ‘have nots’ that need it so much.”306
Third, Aquinas does not give permission to a collective such as government to do
this action, and then take an administrative fee or “profit” for such actions. The
government would probably not do it “secretly,” as he wrote. The government “takes”
the money or good with the open, non-secretive threat of violence (and then keeps a large
portion for itself for salaries). A fourth response to the critic might be Holy Scripture
itself: “Men do not despise a thief if he steals to satisfy his appetite when he is hungry.
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And if he is caught, he will pay sevenfold; he will give all the goods of his house.”307
Taking is permissible, but it does not mean being left without any consequences.
The call for world government in the name of loving the poor, hungry, sick, and
war-stricken misses the core point: external rearrangements of power will not solve the
problem. It takes the dual power of courage-and-love, like faith-and-works.
What I do mean is that all that thinking [about improvements] will be mere
moonshine unless we realise that nothing but the courage and unselfishness of
individuals is ever going to make any system work properly. . . . You cannot
make men good by law: and without good men you cannot have a good society.
That is why we must go on to think of the second thing: of morality inside the
individual.308
Lewis calls it “the tidying up or harmonising the things inside each individual.”309 But
modern man is focused on externality, with politics, “with fair play and harmony between
individuals.”310 And here we find the principle of cleanse the inside first, as Jesus said to
the Pharisees. In contrast, “[M]odern people are nearly always talking about the first
thing [i.e., social relations or life between individuals] and forgetting the other two [i.e.,
cleansing the inner individual, and the purpose of life or telos].”311 He opposes the
modern hope for external changes, for world government, and the quest to “train” man by
coercive government force and education. (For example, Kant writes: “Man must be
trained, so as to become domesticated and virtuous later on. The coercion of government
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and education make him supple, flexible and obedient to the laws; then reason will
rule.”312)
Lewis’s politics were individualistic, back to basics, and a look at fundamentals.
“He who converts his neighbour has performed the most practical Christian-political act
of all.”313 It was one-by-one that he wanted Christians to become “a majority” in
society.314 Lewis points out the contrast to the mindset of modern men who “are
convinced that whatever may be wrong with the world it cannot be themselves. Someone
else must be to blame for every evil. . . . ‘Religion’ is judged exclusively by its
contribution” to “purely secular terms—social security, prevention of war, a higher
standard of life.”315 Religion is seen as something socially useful with the World as its
end.
It is worth noting that later in life Lewis softened his view of the welfare state, at
least for emergency health concerns. He wrote to one lady,
What you have gone through begins to reconcile me to our Welfare State of which
I have said so many hard things. “National Health Service” with free treatment
for all has its drawbacks—one being that Doctors are incessantly pestered by
people who have nothing wrong with them. But it is better than leaving people to
sink or swim on their own resources.316
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(b) Opposing the Warfare State. Lewis opposed much of the welfare state (as
defined above) but he also opposed much of the warfare state. Government often grows
and thus restricts liberty by either method of welfare or warfare. He knew, as a lived
truth, the horrors of war since he served in the Great War and was injured.317 He
believed in having England “remain effectively armed”318 but only if it allowed her
survival and deterred others from attacking. He resented “a continued interference with
our liberties.”319 He opposed the “Government’s pep talks”320 and noted that it was the
ordinary man who did not believe what the government was saying in the media: “telling
lies about cruelties that were never committed.”321 “The only people who are really the
dupes of their favourite newspaper are the intelligentsia. It is they who read leading
articles: the poor read the sporting news, which is mostly true.”322 He applauded this
approach by the common man because it would help keep the Planners from doing
“anything either bad or very good.”323 His secretary Walter Hooper wrote: “At times
their fervour for catching Germans extended to stopping almost anyone who happened to
be out at night. As a result, many people claimed to be more afraid of the Home Guard
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than of the Germans. Lewis was greatly relieved when the Home Guard received their
‘stand-down’.”324 Despite his objections to the present concerns of war’s threats to
personal liberty, Lewis also knew that for Christianity “[t]he idea of the knight—the
Christian in arms for the defence of a good cause—is one of the great Christian ideas.
War is a dreadful thing.”325 But sometimes war is necessary for good. He believed that
“war is a very great evil” but it is not the greatest evil in the world,326 and he notes, “St.
Paul approves of the magistrate’s use of the sword (Romans 13:4) and so does St. Peter (I
Peter 2:14).”327 As mentioned above, our wars on Earth reflect the Great War in Heaven.
(c) Opposing the Meddlers. Lewis opposed various features of the welfare state
and the warfare state. Thirdly, he also opposed various intrusions of the government into
spheres of life that were best kept private. He rejected “omnipotent moral
busybodies,”328 those who “want to improve all our neighbours by force.”329 He said that
great danger came from those whose mission was to use government to make us good.
We might call it a humanitarian tyranny, a tyranny in the name of “for your own good.”
“Of all tyrannies a tyranny sincerely exercised for the good of its victims may be the most
oppressive. . . . [T]hose who torment us for our own good will torment us without end for
they do so with the approval of their own conscience. They may be more likely to go to
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Heaven yet at the same time likelier to make a Hell of earth.”330 The principle of Wicked
Men applies: all rulers are wicked men, often corrupted by power. We are to “resist,”
said Lewis, “every intrusion of bureaucracy or privilege into our politics.”331 He said
“we do not wish the law to have too much power over freedom of speech.”332 He
regretted the loss of private property. “I heard the other day that in that country a man
could not, without a permit, cut down his own tree with his own axe, make it into planks
with his own saw, and use the planks to build a toolshed in his own garden.”333 The
reach of government was so long that it now barred a man wanting to build his own
toolshed.
On most issues he too wanted the government kept out. “Democracy is all very
well as a political device. It must not intrude into the spiritual, or even the aesthetic,
world.”334 For example, politics should not legislate sins as crimes except when the sins
injure others.
[N]o sin, simply as such, should be made a crime. Who the deuce are our rulers
to enforce their opinions about sin on us?—a lot of professional politicians, often
venal time-servers, whose opinion on a moral problem in one’s life we shd attach
very little value to. Of course many acts which are sins against God are also
injuries to our fellow-citizens, and must on that account, but only on that account,
be made crimes.335
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He classified “masturbation, perversion, fornication and adultery” as “great evils. . . . but
the law should be concerned with none of them except adultery. Adultery is an affair for
law because it offends the Hobbesian principle ‘that men perform their covenants.’ The
fact that this particular breach of covenant involves the sexual sin is (in the logical sense)
an accident.”336 On homosexuality, he wrote: “But of all the sins in the world I shd have
thought homosexuality was the one that least concerns the State.”337 On marriage, Lewis
believed that preventing divorce is an act of love. It closes the exit to the great pain and
suffering associated with divorce. But Lewis also raises the legal issue of
how far Christians, if they are voters or Members of Parliament, ought to try to
force their views of marriage on the rest of the community by embodying them in
the divorce laws. A great many people seem to think that if you are a Christian
yourself you should try to make divorce difficult for every one. I do not think
that. . . . My own view is that the Churches should frankly recognise that the
majority of the British people are not Christians and, therefore, cannot be
expected to live Christian lives. There ought to be two distinct kinds of marriage:
one governed by the State with rules enforced on all citizens, the other governed
by the Church with rules enforced by her on her own members.338
Here again on all these issues we find Lewis wanting to free people from a meddler
government in their daily lives.
(d) Opposing Centralized Power and Favoring Democracy. Lewis’s concern of
wicked men holding the reigns of power led him to support democracy, but his rational is
the exact opposite of why most people favor democracy. Lewis reasons:

336

C. S. Lewis, “Sex in Literature,” in Lewis, Present Concerns, 106.

337

C. S. Lewis, Letter to Mrs. Edward A. Allen, February 1, 1958, in Lewis, Letters of C. S.

Lewis, 473.
338

Lewis, Mere Christianity, 112. For a critique of Lewis’s “two-marriage system,” see J. R. R.
Tolkien, Draft of a Letter to C. S. Lewis, in The Letters of J. R. R. Tolkien, 59-62 (no. 49).

230

I am a democrat because I believe in the Fall of Man. I think most people are
democrats for the opposite reason. A great deal of democratic enthusiasm
descends from the ideas of people like Rousseau, who believed democracy
because they thought mankind so wise and good that everyone deserved a share in
the government. . . . I find that they’re not true without looking further than
myself. I don’t deserve a share in governing a hen-roost, much less a nation. Nor
do most people—all the people who believe advertisements, and think in
catchwords and spread rumors. The real reason for democracy is just the reverse.
Mankind is so fallen that no man can be trusted with unchecked power over his
fellows.339
Power must be pit against power in order to be dispersed and divided. This protects
freedom.
Lewis also gives his view of power when he responded to a Communist professor
in a letter. He highlights two things: (1) an opposition to rapid change, and (2) an insight
that whatever labels those in power put on their committees, services, and programs, the
practical results are usually the opposite.
Being a democrat, I am opposed to all very drastic and sudden changes of society
(in whatever direction) because they never in fact take place except by a particular
technique. That technique involves the seizure of power by a small, highly
disciplined group of people; the terror and the secret police follow, it would seem,
automatically. I do not think any group good enough to have such power. They
are men of like passions with ourselves. The secrecy and discipline of their
organisation will have already inflamed in them that passion for the inner ring
which I think at least as corrupting as avarice; and their high ideological
pretentions will have lent all their passions the dangerous prestige of the Cause.
Hence, in whatever direction the change is made, it is for me d****d by its modus
operandi. The worst of all public dangers is the committee of public safety.340
The harm from “the committee of public safety” mentioned by Lewis—and other
versions of this committee around the world and throughout history—can become the
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most dangerous to citizens who are forced to fund it. In a mild version, “the committee
for public safety” violates privacy by making life seem like a surveillance society.
A key point in the passage above from Lewis is that political language often
involves the opposites of the labels, a point many others (e.g., George Orwell, Joseph
Sobran) have noted.341 Today some citizens see “services”—e.g., the Internal Revenue
Service and the Selective Service—as really types of servitude to the government. They
say “safety” can mean lack of privacy. “Freedom” can mean more government
surveillance in our lives. Some tease that “military intelligence” can be a contradiction in
terms. “Defense” can mean aggressive invasion. “The war to end all wars” (The Great
War or World War I) introduced the bloodiest century in history. Rather than a loose
coalition of voluntary, independent governments, “federal government” now means a
centralized, powerful government that overrides local government. The phrase “federal
family” means faceless, nameless strangers.342 “Compassion” can mean addicting
welfare programs funded by compulsion. “Welfare to the poor” means a huge industry—
many hundreds of thousands of social workers—committed to its own expansion and
financial rewards by getting more people to enroll.343 In the world of political discourse,
it is nothing new to reveal that the antonym can become the synonym.
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The principle of Opposite permeates throughout parts of modern society, Lewis
stressed. “It is the same with all their machines. Their labour-saving devices multiply
drudgery; their aphrodisiacs make them impotent: their amusements bore them: their
rapid production of food leaves half of them starving, and their devices from saving them
[from labor] have banished leisure from their country.”344 To apply the Opposite
principle to neighbor-love, the place where you will find the most neighbor-love is the
place where it is rarely talked about and rarely “an object of consciousness.”345 G. K.
Chesterton observes that the love of neighbor “does not exist at all among the people who
talk about it.”346 Lewis too knew that neighbor-love was often most absent in places
where it is most talked about. “I’m shocked to find that a shop wouldn’t serve a Chinese.
But I have long known that the talk about Brotherhood, wherever it occurs, in America or
here, is hypocrisy.”347 (He saw Brotherhood as the sin of envy, where a man really says,
“I have no superiors” and tries to pull people down to his level, or where he blames
successful people for his own problems or the problems of others.) Discussion of
neighbor-love often means the absence of neighbor-love.
There is empirical data to support the notion that those who talk most about
giving to the poor (e.g., modern political liberals) are the least likely to be privately
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charitable toward the poor.348 It is “one of the greatest political hypocrisies of our time,”
says Arthur C. Brooks, who studied the data and then had to change his own mind.349
Some famous politicians, for example, advocate publically for welfare in the name of the
poor but give minuscule amounts to the poor from their own personal wealth.350 Perhaps
this lack of real neighbor-love is because of a lack of honesty, a lack of the Holy Spirit, or
maybe simply a lack of courage. “Courage is not simply one of the virtues,” said Lewis,
“but the form of every virtue at the testing point, which means, at the point of highest
reality.”351
5.3.3 Question Seven: Does the Natural Moral Law Limit Government?
Yes, says Lewis. I noted earlier that Lewis believed that the purpose of
government was “to promote and to protect the ordinary happiness”352 or natural
goodness, or sometimes called by Lewis “fair play, or decency.”353 Natural goodness
essentially means the natural moral law. The natural moral law, or what he called “the
Tao” (the Chinese term),354 is a dimension of reality that defines the most basic and most
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important moral laws of right and wrong.355 The natural moral law is known,
unchanging, and objective. It can be known by natural reason (as opposed to divine
revelation or supernatural faith), and so every person knows basic good and evil; it is part
of public reason.356 It is unchanging because goodness does not change with time since
basic morality (goodness) is not bound by time; it exists outside of the dimension of time.
The moral law is the same today as it was in the year 2,000 BC. It is also unchanging
because is it does not bound by the dimension of space. Getting on an airplane and
traveling east, west, north or south does not change morality because morality is not
bound by space, geography, and territory, since it exists in a different dimension of
reality.357 It is objective because man can be wrong about the natural moral law;
goodness does not change because man’s opinions change. Because it is objective, it is
discovered and not invented. Basic morality is not man-made and so man’s opinion can
be mistaken.358
Lewis’s view of natural moral law related to neighbor-love because neighbor-love
is a duty and everyone, at some level, knows to be true. We are to love others. “The
355
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belief that to recognise a duty was to perceive a truth—not because you had a good heart
but because you were an intelligent being—had roots in iniquity. . . . The Stoics believed
in a Natural Law which all rational men, in virtue of their rationality, saw to be binding
on them. St Paul has a curious function in this story. His statement in Roman’s (ii. 14
sq.) that there is a law ‘written in the hearts’ even of Gentiles who do not know ‘the law,’
is in full conformity with the Stoic conception, and would for centuries be so understood.
Nor, during those centuries, would the word hearts have had merely emotional
associations. The Hebrew word which St Paul represents by kardia would be more
nearly translated ‘Mind’.”359
If the natural moral law—or “Law of Human Nature, or Moral Law, or Rule of
Decent Behavior”360—exists as known, unchanging, and objective, then man-made law
must square with what is right, not whoever may hold political power (“might”) at the
moment. Natural law restricts government because man-made law is to be controlled by
the higher law: for if a higher law does not exist, then government can do anything it
wants. “Everything is permissible.” If the purpose of government, on Lewis’s view, is to
seek the natural good, then an adherence to a natural moral law is essential. But others
disagree that the natural moral law exists. Thus we can formulate a core question
(adapted from Euthyphro): Does government obey the already defined good, or does the
government define the good?361 Lewis’s view is the former, but the modern theory of
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sovereignty favors the latter where the government answers only to itself. As he put it in
The Abolition of Man (1943): “For the wise men of old the cardinal problem had been
how to conform the soul to reality, and the solution had been knowledge, self-discipline,
and virtue. For magic and applied science [i.e., the modern mind] alike the problem is
how to subdue reality to the wishes of men.”362 The sword of government is a popular
weapon to solve the problem.
There are three points to be made here in this section: (1) Lewis saw a strong
connection between the natural moral law and limited government; (2) abandoning the
natural moral law shifts how government views human persons—degrading them from
subjects with rights from the natural moral law to mere objects to be made and re-made in
the image of Man; and last but not least, (3) the survival of our species depends upon
obeying the natural moral law.
(1) For Lewis there is a direct link between the natural law and limited
government. In his work on sixteenth century literature, Lewis traces a theory of limited
government all the way back to Aristotle and sees a form of limited government.
“Aristotle (Politics, 1282b) explicitly ruled that the highest power should hardly legislate
at all. Its function was to administer a pre-existing law. Any legislation there was should
be directed to supplementing and particularizing that law where its necessary generality
failed to meet some concrete situation. The main outlines of the law must be preserved.
It creates, and is not created by, the State. . . . [T]his original and immutable law . . . must
be accepted by the State as a datum. There is no sovereign.”363 To cite Aristotle directly

362

Lewis, The Abolition of Man, 77.

363

C. S. Lewis, Poetry and Prose in the Sixteenth Century (New York, NY: Oxford University
Press, 1954), 47.

237

and his belief in limited government: “[T]he magistrate or magistrates should regulate
those matters only on which the laws are unable to speak with precision owing to the
difficulty of any general principle embracing all particulars.”364 Elsewhere Lewis notes,
“Until modern times no thinker of the first rank ever doubted that our judgements of
value were rational judgements or that in what they discovered was objective.”365 The
goal was for us to correspond our lives to these virtues—or “judgements of value” or
“general principles,” as Aristotle says—from the natural moral law: honesty, self-control,
courage, wisdom, and justice. These virtues are known, customary, and unoriginal. As
Lewis points out, for many ages government’s
function was to administer a pre-existing law. . . . Thus for Aquinas, as for
Bracton, political power . . . is never free and never originates. Its business is to
enforce something that is already there, something given in the divine reason or in
the existing custom. By its fidelity in reproducing that model it is to be judged. If
it tries to be original, to produce new wrongs and rights in independence of the
archetype, it becomes unjust and forfeits its claim to obedience.366
But in contrast, a government that holds a “modern theory of sovereignty” will be
virtually limitless in power. As Lewis explains, “The change in political thought—or at
least in political sentiment—which was beginning in the sixteenth century was
stealthier.”367 The change is the emergence of “the modern theory of sovereignty.”368
The change was the abandonment of the natural moral law, and government becoming
the highest source of morality.
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On this view [of the modern theory of sovereignty], total freedom to make what
laws it pleases, superiority to law because it is the source of law, is the
characteristic of every state; of democratic states no less than of monarchical.
That doctrine has proved so popular that it now seems to many a mere tautology.
We conceive with difficulty that it was ever new because we imagine with
difficulty how political life can ever have gone on without it. We take it for
granted that the highest power in the State, whether that power is a despot or a
democratically elected assembly, will be wholly free to legislate and incessantly
engaged in legislation.369
As Sir John Falstaff boasts in Henry IV, “[T]he laws of England are at my
commandment.”370 Government is now seen as the source of defining and inventing the
good, and there is no lack of legislation. (For example, “All over the United States, if
you are reading this in a daylight hour, there is a ceaseless downpour of new laws. Every
day some of us, somewhere, are being encumbered or shackled by still more restrictions,”
writes economist Henry Hazlitt.371) How people view government will influence what
type of man they elect: “While we believe that good is something to be invented, we
demand of our rulers such qualities as ‘vision,’ ‘dynamism,’ ‘creativity,’ and the like. If
we return to the objective view [of a natural moral law] we should demand qualities
much rarer, and much more beneficial—virtue, knowledge, diligence and skill.”372
Lewis thought this point about the connection between limited government and
the natural law so important that he included it in his inaugural lecture for The Chair of
Medieval and Renaissance Literature at Cambridge University. Lewis points out in De
Descriptione Temporum (1954) there had been an earthquake shift in the purpose of
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government. Traditionally, government has existed to keep people quiet, curb
excitement, and persuade people to attend to their occupations. “[T]he principal aim of
rulers, except at rare and short intervals, was to keep their subjects quiet, to forestall or
extinguish widespread excitement and persuade people to attend quietly to their several
occupations. . . . But now the organisation of mass excitement seems to be almost the
normal organ of political power.”373 He notes the changes from “rulers” to “leaders,” as
in “The Leader of the Free World.” In our day, a close synonym with “leaders” is
“experts.”
[T]he new polities embody limitless power and freedom in the prince, and make
the subjects his (as they were the stars’) tennis balls. . . . The new theory [of
sovereignty] makes political power something inventive, creative. . . . And this
means that we are already heading, via Rousseau, Hegel, and his twin offspring of
the Left and the Right, for the view that each society is totally free to create its
own “ideology” and that its members, receiving all their moral standards from it,
can of course assert no moral claim against it. The subtle and far-reaching effects
of the change, which are still proceeding, may be gauged by the implications of
the fact that those who were once called a nation’s rulers are now almost
universally called its leaders.374
“For of a ruler one asks justice, incorruption, diligence, perhaps clemency; of a leader,
dash, initiative, and (I suppose) what people call ‘magnetism’ or ‘personality’.”375 He
notes a shift in the prayer life of a common sentiment of “a peaceable life in all goodness
and holiness” and “pass my time in rest and quietness,” versus a life of political
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campaigns, excitement, visions, agendas, dreams, hopes, and up-lifters. The view that
leaders require vision would seem to assume that most citizens lack vision or are not able
to fulfill it on their own.
(2) Limitless government is the first major result of abandoning the natural moral
law. A second result means a shift in the view a human person from “a subject of rights
and duties” to “merely an object on which society can work.”376 The government “can
mend, remake, and unmake men at its pleasure . . . . [And thus] rulers have become
owners.”377 We are test animals, rats in the government’s laboratory, or we are tennis
balls, as he says. Now government tells us what our rights are. Our rights are no longer
set and established. A higher law—the natural moral law—no longer tells government
what our rights are. Citizens are permitted to do something, not because of rights rooted
in a natural moral law, but because the government merely allows it, but if government
merely allows an action, the citizens are not free but only semi-slaves. When government
step outside and above the moral law, it is in the end “the rule of the Conditioners over
the conditioned human material.”378
Government’s power over citizens has grown via the warfare state as well as via
mass society of complexity: “Two wars necessitated vast curtailments of liberty, and we
have grown, though grumblingly, accustomed to our chains. The increasing complexity
and precariousness of our economic life have forced Government to take over many
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spheres of activity once left to choice or change.”379 We are now “mothered.”380 We are
no longer subjects but objects: “their wards, pupils, or domestic animals.”381 “There is
nothing left of which we can say to them, ‘Mind your own business.’ Our whole lives
are their business.”382 The result is an abandonment of “natural law, the value of the
individual, [and] the rights of man”383 and the “modern State exists not to protect our
rights but to do us good or make us good—anyway, to do something to us or to make us
something.”384 This is dangerous because a guiding principle here is simple: “Where
benevolent planning, armed with political or economic power, can become wicked is
when it tramples on people’s rights for the sake of their good.”385
In every age there are “men who want us under their thumb.”386 This will likely
come via cries for the poor and those without health insurance: “a world Welfare
State”387 or “omnicompetent global technocracy” or “the worldwide paternalism of a
technocracy.”388 He wrote what may be his most popular political passage in the essay
“Is Progress Possible?”
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I believe man is happier, and happy in a richer way, if he has “the free-born
mind.” But I doubt whether he can have this without economic independence,
which the new society is abolishing. For economic independence allows an
education not controlled by Government; and in adult life it is the man who needs,
and asks, nothing of the Government who can criticize its acts and snap his
fingers at its ideology. Read Montaigne; that’s the voice of a man with his legs
under his own table, eating the mutton and turnips raised on his own land. Who
will talk like that when the State is everyone’s schoolmaster and employer? . . .
Let us not be deceived by phrases about “Man taking charge of his own destiny.”
All that can really happen is that some men will take charge of the destiny of the
others. They will be simply men; none perfect; some greedy, cruel and dishonest.
The more completely we are planned [i.e., society is technologically, scientifically
planned] the more powerful they will be. Have we discovered some new reason
why, this time, power should not corrupt as it has done before?389
Can those who rule in the name of “love for the poor” ever been oppressive? Lewis says
Yes, and he affirms a link between life, liberty, and property. Liberty helps “to make life
worth living,” as the saying goes, property reflects how a man uses his liberty, and
property also gives a shield against the state and a solid foundation on which to criticize
it. Independence allows criticism.
(3) The third point from Lewis about the importance of the natural moral law is
that our survival depends upon it. It is a block against tyranny. A government that
denies the natural moral law, will be expansive, active, and oppressive. If a government
abandons following the natural moral law, then there are superficial differences between
the Fascist, Communist, and Democratic regimes.390 The root principle of all three is the
same, and because they share this common moral (or immoral) denominator all three
forms of government can be oppressive.
Danger of politicians not abiding by the natural moral law is evident. “I am very
doubtful whether history shows us one example of a man who, having stepped outside
389
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traditional morality [that is, the natural moral law] and attained power, has used that
power benevolently.”391 The new model of sovereignty, however, gives virtually
limitless power to the state and thus invites danger and harm. The denier of a natural
moral law
believes that “good” means whatever men are conditioned to approve. He
believes that it is the function of him and his kind to condition men; to create
consciences by eugenics, psychological manipulation of infants, state education
and mass propaganda. Because he is confused, he does not yet fully realize that
those who create conscience cannot be subject to conscience themselves. . . . The
very idea of freedom presupposes some objective moral law which overarches
rulers and ruled alike. . . . We and our rulers are of one kind only so long as we
are subject to one law. . . . Unless we return to the crude and nursery-like belief in
objective values, we perish.392
Freedom from persecution and tyranny depends upon the existence of a natural moral law
because the rules are set. Thus no man can take away our rights.
Until modern times no thinker of the first rank ever doubted that our judgements
of value were rational judgements or that in what they discovered was objective. .
. . The modern view is very different. It does not believe that value judgements
are really judgements at all. They are sentiments, or complexes, or attitudes,
produced in a community by the pressure of its environment and its traditions, and
differing from one community to another. To say that a thing is good is merely to
express our feeling about it; and our feeling about it is the feeling we have been
socially conditioned to have. . . . Out of this apparently innocent idea comes the
disease that will certainly end our species (and, in my view, damn our souls) if it
is not crushed; the fatal superstition that men can create values, that a community
can choose its ‘ideology’ as men choose their clothes. . . . Unless there is some
objective standard of good, over-arching Germans, Japanese and ourselves alike
whether any of us obey it or no, then of course the Germans are as competent to
create their ideology as we are to create ours. . . . Unless the measuring rod is
independent of the things measured, we can do no measuring.393
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Lewis notes two objections to the natural moral law. First, that such a belief
hinders progress, and second, that morality is merely relative to culture and thus cannot
be defined as universal (natural). He replies to the first objection: “Does a permanent
moral standard preclude progress? On the contrary, except on the supposition of a
changeless standard, progress is impossible. If good is a fixed point, it is at least possible
that we should get nearer and nearer to it; but if the terminus is as mobile as the train,
how can the train progress towards it?”394 He responds to the second objection by saying
that is does not correspond to the data from history:
And what of the second modern objection—that the ethical standards of different
cultures differ so widely that there is no common tradition at all? The answer is
that this is a lie—a good, solid, resounding lie. If a man will go into the library
and spend a few days with the Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics he will soon
discover the massive unanimity of the practical reason [i.e., man’s ability to
determine right and wrong] in man. From the Babylonian Hymns to Samos, from
the laws of Manu, the Book of the Dead, the Analects, the Stoics, the Platonists,
from Australian aborigines and Redskins, he will collect the same triumphantly
monotonous denunciations of oppression, murder, treachery and falsehood, the
same injunctions of kindness to the aged, the young, and the weak, of almsgiving
and impartiality and honesty. . . . [H]e will no longer doubt that there is such a
thing as the Law of Nature.395
In Mere Christianity he writes,
There have been differences between their [different cultures’] moralities, but
these have never amounted to anything like a total difference. . . . Think of a
country where people were admired for running away in battle, or where a man
felt proud of double-crossing all the people who had been kindest to him. . . .
Selfishness has never been admired. Men have differed as to whether you should
have one wife or four. But they have always agreed that you must not simply
have any woman you liked.396
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There is a common morality among cultures, according to Lewis. And obeying this
morality allows us to survive, to preserve our personhood, and to limit government.
5.3.4 Question Eight: Is the Religious Collective Supreme?
Yes: Lewis believed in a hierarchy and at the bottom is the secular collective, then
the human individual, and then at the top is the religious collective. The secular
collective tends toward the error of collectivism, of making the pantheism of the group
more important than the individual; an individual must submerge himself, so to speak,
and if he will not, then tyranny and totalitarianism follow.397 On the human individual
level, the error is individualism, of idolizing the individual and leaving each individual
marooned and isolated. Anarchy follows.
Lewis believed the solution to collectivism and the solution to individualism was
the religious collective or Membership in Christ. The solution includes all of the
goodness of individualism and all of the goodness in collectivism in a purified form.
Each person is to find his place within the cosmic hierarchy of love. But in his era it was
the error of the secular collective that he most feared. “[T]he Christian life defends the
single personality [i.e., the individual] from the collective, not by isolating him but by
giving him the status of an organ in the mystical body. As the Book of Revelation says,
he is made ‘a pillar in the temple of God’.”398 “Christians are Christ’s body, the
organism through which He works. Every addition to that body enables Him to do more.

397

Robert Nisbet calls collective societies “a horde of loose individuals.” See Robert Nisbet, The
Present Age: Progress and Anarchy in Modern America (New York, NY: Harper & Row, 1988), 133.
398

Lewis, “Membership,” in Lewis, The Weight of Glory and Other Addresses, 171.

246

If you want to help those outside [of Christ] you must add your own little cell to the body
of Christ who alone can help them.”399
In contrast to some libertarian views which deny the existence of the collective
(whether a religious or secular collective), Lewis affirmed the existence of the secular
collective but he saw it as sub-human, only like a person but not truly a person:
You know that among human beings, when they get together in a family, or a
club, or a trade union, people talk about the “spirit” of that family, or club, or
trade union. They talk about its “spirit” because the individual members, when
they are together, do really develop particular ways of talking and behaving which
they would not have if they were apart. It is as if a sort of communal personality
came into existence. Of course, it is not a real person: it is only rather like a
person.400
To believe that this spirit is indeed a person itself is to commit the fallacy of misplaced
concreteness—what Alfred Whitehead calls ascribing concrete reality to an abstract
thing, “mistaking the abstract for the concrete”—or what I have called the fallacy of
misplaced personhood, mistakenly ascribing concrete personhood to a non-person.401
Such an “extreme realism” is rejected by Lewis because the spirit or universal or Form
(as some Platonists say) is not real, and it therefore is not more real or more important
than an individual person. Giving value to each person, as a person with rights, is a
defense against tyranny and totalitarianism. It is a defense against a disorder or
overvaluing of the secular collective because while “[i]t is mortal; we shall live
forever.”402
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Lewis said “the dominance of the [secular] collective” was something he “most
dreaded.”403 He noticed how many people live “in a crowd; caucus has replaced
friendship.”404 He detested lumping people together and relating to them en masse like a
warehouse. He detested a society where “consciousness hardly exists apart from the
social atmosphere that surrounds them.”405 He detested the “featureless repetitions of the
collective”406 and the State’s attempt to trivialize persons and make us all simply
“neuters,”407 “interchangeable,”408 “like a hive or an ant-hill”409 and politicize a person to
the point of defining us as merely fellow citizens, even the relationship between a young
child and a mother where a child ought to call his mother by her first name.
Lewis lamented “the growing exaltation of the collective and the growing
indifference to persons.”410 In this state, “The individual does not matter. And therefore
when we really get going . . . it will not matter what you do to an individual.”411 As he
explained in a letter to a communist professor (Marxist biologist J. B. S. Haldane), when
this indifference to individuals combines with a political party, such as the Nazis,
Communists, or Fascists, then those in the party will “liquidate” those individuals in the
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name of obedience to “an impersonal force: that Nature, or Evolution, or the Dialectic, or
the Race, is carrying them on.”412 The party members will say this is “inevitable” as well
as say this liquidation is “the supreme duty and abrogates all ordinary moral laws.”413
Thus society is ruled by the horror of totalitarianism which is detached from a view of
man as linked to “free-will, responsibility, [and] rights.”414
Lewis argued against the type of “membership in a debased modern sense—a
massing together of persons as if they were pennies or counters.”415 The secular
collective revolved around the least common denominator of people. The individual goes
higher, because he possesses something unique—a personality, a laugh, a voice—that
God has given. On a lighter note, Lewis joked about this attack on individuals and
unique personalities: “I wonder is there some influence abroad now-a-days that prevents
the growth of rich, strongly marked personal peculiarities.”416 “Somewhere (I have not
yet tracked it down) there must be a kind of culture-mongers’ central bureau which keeps
a sharp look-out for deviationists.”417
By collectivistic society, he meant secular collective in distinction to the religious
collective. He classified government as a secular collective:
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As personal and private life is lower than participation in the Body of Christ, so
the collective life is lower than the personal and private life and has no value save
in its service. The secular community, since it exists for our natural good and not
for our supernatural, has no higher end than to facilitate and safeguard the family,
and friendship, and solitude. To be happy at home, said Johnson, is the end of all
human endeavour. As long as we are thinking only of natural values we must say
that the sun looks down on nothing half so good as a household laughing together
over a meal, or two friends talking over a pint of beer, or a man alone reading a
book that interests him; and that all economies, politics, laws, armies, and
institutions, save insofar as they prolong and multiply such scenes, are a mere
ploughing the sand and sowing the ocean, a meaningless vanity and vexation of
spirit. Collective activities are, of course, necessary, but this is the end to which
they are necessary. . . . [D]o not let us mistake necessary evils for good. . . . The
society into which the Christian is called at baptism is not the collective but a
Body. . . . The sacrifice of selfish privacy which is daily demanded of us is daily
repaid a hundredfold in the true growth of personality which the life of the Body
encourages. Those who are members of one another become as diverse as the
hand and the ear.418
In the Body is where one’s unique personality grows. Our personality is the “signature of
each soul,”419 he said, and it is in the Body where one becomes the matchless and
irreplaceable individual he was intended to be, rather than a stale, generic person. The
secular collective ought to protect this uniqueness of each soul.
Furthermore, Membership in this Body is Christianity’s solution to individualism
and collectivism.
It was not for societies or states that Christ died, but for men. In that sense
Christianity must seem to secular collectivists to involve an almost frantic
assertion of individuality. But then it is not the individual as such who will share
Christ’s victory over death. We shall share the victory by being in the Victor. A
rejection, or in Scripture’s strong language, a crucifixion of the natural self is the
passport to everlasting life. Nothing that has not died will be resurrected. That is
just how Christianity cuts across the antithesis between individualism and
collectivism.420
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Neither a secular individual nor a secular community “can inherit eternal life,” he said.421
Only an individual who has been born again can do that, and to be born again means in
part to enter a Membership. “The Christian is called not to individualism but to
membership in the mystical body.”422
“We need others physically, emotionally, intellectually,” he says, and one of the
goods of Membership is neighbor-love as expressed in community.423 In community
built upon neighbor-love, individual personality is preserved because each member is
valued for what the other is not: a father, mother, son, daughter. Each is valued
individually and is not interchangeable. “[T]he difference in kind . . . makes for real
organic unity.”424 The term Father means a membership in an organic body of
community. The man looses his name, if given a new name, and thus a new and better
life. A true community is not a herd or crowd. “[T]here isn’t any crowd. No one is like
anyone else. All are ‘members’ (organs) in the Body of Christ. All different and all
necessary to the whole and to one another: each loved by God individually, as if it were
the only creature in existence. Otherwise you might get the idea that God is like the
government which can only deal with people in the mass.”425 On the demonic collectivist
side are Rousseau and Hegel, who helped animate Nazism and Communism. Through
his writings of a demon Screwtape, he calls Rousseau an “invaluable man” and Hegel

421

Ibid., 176.

422

Ibid., 163.

423

Lewis, The Four Loves, 2.

424

Lewis, “Membership,” in Lewis, The Weight of Glory and Other Addresses, 165.

425

C. S. Lewis, Letter to Genia Goelz, June 20, 1952, in Lewis, The Collected Letters of C. S.
Lewis, vol. III, 204.

251

“another indispensible propagandist for our side” from which demons used and “easily
contrived both the Nazi and the Communist state.”426
5.3.5 Question Nine: Is a Small Society Beautiful?
Lewis supported a “small is beautiful” approach to living and social organizing.427
Beautiful here means more likely to be a loving society. For example, he favored a small
group of friends. “Hence while friendship had been by far the chief source of my
happiness, acquaintance or general society has always meant little to me, and I cannot
quite understand why a man should wish to know more people than he can make real
friends of.”428 He enjoyed living amongst people he knew and he also was agrarian. He
looked back with fondness to “the fields of my boyhood,” and he was deeply saddened
that the fields were now “building-estates.”429 One of the delights of time travel in
Heaven, he believed, was to be able to go back to his boyhood and take friends “for a
walk through them.”430
He opposed industrialization because it threaten our horizontal connections with
each other—an organic neighbor-love—the virtues of the hard-working middle-class, as
well as our roots, our connections to the earth. His brother reports, “What he sighed for
was the lost simplicity of country pleasures, the empty sky, the unspoilt hills, the white
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silent roads on which you could hear the rattle of a farm cart half a mile away.”431 Lewis
described himself as “a country cousin” and praised the old-fashioned way of living.432
I number it among my blessings that my father had no car, while yet most of my
friends had, and sometimes took me for a drive. This meant that all these distant
objects could be visited just enough to clothe them with memories and not
impossible desires, while yet they remained ordinarily as inaccessible as the
Moon. The deadly power of rushing about wherever I pleased had not been given
me. I measured distances by the standard of man, man walking on his two feet,
not by the standard of the internal combustion engine. I had not been allowed to
deflower the very idea of distance; in return I possessed “infinite riches” in what
would have been to motorists “a little room.” The truest and most horrible claim
made for modern transport is that it “annihilates space.” It does. It annihilates
one of the most glorious gifts we have been given. It is a vile inflation which
lowers the value of distance, so that a modern boy travels a hundred miles with
less sense of liberation and pilgrimage and adventure than his grandfather got
from traveling ten. Of course if a man hates space and wants it to be annihilated,
that is another matter. Why not creep into his coffin at once? There is little
enough space there.433
He once took a humorous shot at a man who opened a car factory, about a mile
from Lewis’s home, and thus helped make Oxford an industrial town.434 Urbanization
had made uprooted and synthetic men. “We of course who live on a standardized
international diet (you may have had Canadian flour, English meat, Scotch oatmeal,
African oranges, & Australian wine to day [sic]) are really artificial beings and have no
connection (save in sentiment) with any place on earth. We are synthetic men, uprooted.
The strength of the hills is not ours.”435
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In addition to favoring agrarian ways of living, he defended what are sometimes
called Heartland Virtues, virtues that are often found in the hard-working middle-class.
He feared for the crushing burden of taxes and the impact taxes had on family life,
especially the ability to teach one’s children. “Penal taxes . . . are liquidating the Middle
Class, the class who were prepared to save and spend and make sacrifices in order to
have their children privately educated.”436 Basic liberties are at stake. The State
“demands from us more and more. We seldom had fewer rights and liberties nor more
burdens: and we get less security in return. While our obligations increase their moral
ground is taken away. . . . For those who suffer are chiefly the provident, the resolute, the
men who want to work, who have built up, in the face of implacable discouragement,
some sort of life worth preserving and wish to preserve it. . . . They are, in fact, the
bearers of what little moral, intellectual, or economic vitality remains. They are not
nonentities. There is a point at which their patience will snap.”437 He knew the basic
desires of civilized man and wished to defend them against the government.
To live his life in his own way, to call his house his castle, to enjoy the fruits of
his own labour, to educate his children as his conscience directs, to save for their
prosperity after his death—these are wishes deeply ingrained in white and
civilised man. . . . From their total frustration disastrous results both moral and
psychological might follow.438
The middle-class is a group of modest and self-sufficient people who are just above the
poverty line and thus do not qualify for most calls for compassion.
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There is little doubt that Lewis favored what Edmund Burke called “the little
platoon”439—the small town, the family, and the neighborhood—where living still had a
human face and a personal atmosphere, as opposed to the cosmopolitan ways of living in
concrete, metal, and mass society. Small is beautiful, but bigness breads artificial
planning, which threats organic neighbor-love as well as privacy. Lewis revolted against
the growth of the state, and thought it would come in the name of science because
modern people respect science so much. He revolted against “technocracy”440 or what
we might call scientific politics. “Under modern conditions any effective invitation to
Hell will certainly appear in the guise of scientific planning. . . . [I]f any man or group
wishes to enslave us it will of course describe itself as ‘scientific planned democracy’.”441
Such a sentiment has also been called “managerial humanism,” where man is seen
“as the product of social and economic environmental and thus susceptible to
amelioration or perfection by a scientifically trained elite with power to redesign the
environment.”442 The goal is to condition man to have the right political reflexes by
surveillance and intimidation. In order to condition man, the state needed to expand its
sphere of power in order to conquer privacy. Lewis laments, “We live, in fact, in a world
starved for solitude, silence, and privacy, and therefore starved for meditation and true
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friendship.”443 The attack by the secular collective against religion was not lost on him.
“[W]hen the modern world says to us aloud, ‘You may be religious when you are alone,’
it adds under its breath, ‘and I will see to it that you never are alone.’ To make
Christianity a private affair while banishing all privacy is to regulate it to the rainbow’s
end or the Greek calends.”444 The similarity to Tanya Khodkevich’s poem is striking:
“You can pray freely / But just so God alone can hear.”445 (Alexander Solzhenitsyn
reports that she received a ten-year prison sentence in Russia for expressing this view.)
Scientific politics and managerial humanism threatened not only agrarian ways of
living, privacy, but also personalism. Lewis believed in personalism in the sense that
neighbor-love requires a personal touch: bigness, rootless-ness, and mass society degrade
this and make it more difficult. Lewis lamented the fact that people had become
uprooted, technological, transient, and cosmopolitan. He called them “the machineminded and materialistic urban type.”446 Lewis wanted both the horizontal connection of
neighbor-to-neighbor as well as the vertical connection of person-to-earth, what Joseph
Pearce calls “the reunion of person with place, or soul with soil.”447 Lewis’s desire for
old-fashioned ways of living placed him in agreement with one of the men who helped
bring him to Christianity, G. K. Chesterton, who wrote:
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I have just read a book called, ‘The American Heresy,’ by Mr. Christopher Hollis.
It is a very brilliant and original book; but I know it will not be taken sufficiently
seriously; because the reader will have to wrench his mind out of a rut even to
imagine . . . anybody saying that a small, limited and agricultural America would
have been better for everybody—especially Americans.448
The old-fashioned and traditional has now become the revolutionary, for the revolution of
mass society has become the norm.
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CHAPTER SIX
Søren Kierkegaard:
On Love and Government
In the final years of his life, a frail and skinny Danish bachelor named Søren
Kierkegaard emulated what the two men he admired most—Socrates and Jesus of
Nazareth—had done hundreds of years before him: challenge the reigns of power held by
the religious and political establishment.1 In his “collision with an established order” of a
thousand state priests, Kierkegaard fought alone.2 He fought as a rescue mission to save
people’s hearts, for he believed that the merger of church and government in Denmark
had corrupted Christianity and as a result obstructed people from eternal happiness. The
state-church mixture deceived and inured people from true Christianity, he said, because
it presented a forgery of the way of living found in the New Testament. There was what
we might call “an imitation gap” between the lives of the priests and the life of Jesus.
The lives of the priests were “100,000 miles removed from the Redeemer,”3 and too
1
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many people were following the priests. He called the caricature Christendom (Apostate
Christendom). He even called it “Satan’s invention.”4
The result of the church-state merger, he argued, was that hundreds of thousands
of people thought they were Christians, but in fact they were following a false standard.
He wanted to free the church from government control and reestablish the true criteria for
being a Christian, and so he described his mission as “smuggling Christianity back into
Christendom.”5 With his death nearing, this would be Kierkegaard’s last battle for the
cause of Christianity, and his final battle is one of the greatest attempts in history to free
the church from what he saw as a Satanic stranglehold.
As mentioned, Socrates and Jesus of Nazareth were the men Kierkegaard admired
most.6 Soon before Socrates’ own death by government, he stood trial and declared that
“the unexamined life is not worth living.”7 And soon before Jesus’ own death by
government, He commanded his followers to love one another.8 Kierkegaard dovetailed
these two ideas when he wrote in the quietness of his own home that “a life without
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loving is not worth living.”9 To become a loving person is the goal of life, the telos, the
final cause; in fact, “to love people is the only thing worth living for, and without this
love you are not really living.”10 In the spirit of all three men, it is good to examine how
our lives reflect love to others. Does our love of neighbor have political implications? If
so, what are the political implications of neighbor-love, according to Kierkegaard?
There are four main points to present in order to understand his answer. (1) There
ought to be no politics in the name of love. Just as there is no call for government to love
thy neighbor in Holy Scripture, so too is there no call in Kierkegaard. His view of
politics could hardly be lower. Politics is often a demon who comes in the name of love,
he says. “But politics is egotism dressed up as love, is the most frightful egotism, is
Satan himself in the form of an angel of light. . . . [This egotism as politics is a] released
demon, passes itself off as love and, while it is leveling everything, demands to be
worshipped and idolized as love.”11 “To tell the truth, a person well-favored might say:
Let them [government agents] take everything away from me—but let them at least be
honorable enough not to do it in the name of love.”12
(2) Love is social but not political. Neighbor-love does in fact have social
implications in terms of impacting society at large, but it does not have governmental
implications in terms of government expressing love via force. (As examined in Chapter
9
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Three, love and force are contradictory in the sense that a person cannot be forced to love
or to become a loving person. Government is essentially force, and so it cannot force us
to love.) Kierkegaard thought that after writing so much on inwardness and developing a
person’s inner being, his critics “will probably bawl out that . . . I know nothing about
sociality. The fools!”13
Works of Love was his response, and it shows the social implications of neighborlove but intentionally omits political implications for government. If there are political
implications of neighbor-love, they are “negative” or “restricting” in the sense of limiting
the government not to cross the boundary of making transcendent claims (which is the
role of the Church). It is true that love ought to permeate all spheres of our existence,
even the political sphere. But in the political sphere, love of neighbor often means
protecting the neighbor from those in government. As described in Chapters One and
Three, for example, I cite the 262 million twentieth-century, government-sanctioned
murders. Government is essentially an institution of violence or a threat of violence, and
Kierkegaard opposes unjust violence or oppression of the neighbor. Philosopher
C. Stephen Evans explains that “Kierkegaard’s ethic of neighbor-love [is] incompatible
with violence.”14 Therefore, neighbor-love is incompatible with government’s force
when the force unjustly oppresses the neighbor.
Love, in this political context, means limiting government’s reach and keeping it
from making transcendent claims. By contrast, Kierkegaard held a high and optimistic
view of Christianity, which ought to make transcendent claims and strive toward the
13
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C. Stephen Evans, Kierkegaard’s Ethic of Love: Divine Commands and Moral Obligations
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2004), 320.

261

transcendentals of the Good, the True, and the Beautiful, but he held a low and
pessimistic view of government’s ability to do so. He held little faith in government,
which is to say he held little faith in force and violence to improve people. While he
encouraged individuals to make a leap toward union with Christ’s love, he sternly refused
to make a leap of faith in government’s force, we might say.15
Similarly, while he rejected the unjust force of government, he also rejected
“mental force” or the force of apologetics, which can be like a mental chess match.
According to Kierkegaard, the Church’s love had grown cold, and when love grows cold
it can unfortunately turn to apologetics to prop itself up.16 But he was “positively allergic
to evidentialist apologetic arguments.”17 The root problem in Denmark was an emotional
problem, a failure to love, and this cannot be changed via the mental dimension of
apologetics. Christianity lacked witnesses or saints, those who live the love of Jesus as
examples to others, but it did not lack teachers, those who teach and defend doctrinal
statements.18 A saint’s love converts people, and thus society.
His solution to the crisis of the modern time was Christianity. “[W]hat the times
in the deepest sense need can be totally and completely expressed in one single-word—
15

M. Jamie Ferreira, “Faith and the Kierkegaardian Leap,” in The Cambridge Companion to
Kierkegaard, ed. Alastair Hannay and Gordon D. Marino (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
1998), 207-8: “The popular association of the leap with Kierkegaard is often couched in terms of the leap of
faith. It is worthwhile to be reminded, however, and interesting to note, that Kierkegaard never uses any
Danish equivalent of the English phrase ‘leap of faith,’ a phrase that involves a circularity insofar as it
seems to imply that the leap is made by faith. . . . Thus, even if the concept of a leap of (made by) faith is
foreign to the terminology of Kierkegaard, the concept of a leap to faith remains central to his writings.”
Emphasis is Ferreira’s.
16

Denzil G. M. Patrick, Pascal and Kierkegaard: A Study in the Strategy of Evangelism, vol. II
(London, UK: Lutterworth Press, 1947), 39.
17

C. Stephen Evans, Kierkegaard on Faith and the Self (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press,
2006), 258.
18

Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. IV, 558 (no. 4967).

262

the times need: eternity.”19 Kierkegaard says that a solution to the crisis is not in the
political domain. “Neither soldiers nor police nor diplomats nor the political planners are
capable of it.”20 The problem is a failure to love properly, and love is in the religious
sphere of existence—“a passion of the emotions.”21 And this type of passion can only be
accessed from life in God, that is, letting God enter one’s soul.
(3) In review, the first main point in understanding Kierkegaard’s political
implications of neighbor-love is that no politics ought to be done in the name of love, and
secondly, that love is social but not political. The third point is the government’s control
of the church had a deadly impact on people’s souls in Denmark. This is the logical
result of violating the principle of limited government. The marriage of Christianity with
culture, aka Apostate Christendom, inoculated people from real Christianity since
Christianity is a transcendent religion and must necessarily clash with the values of the
secular world. Christendom is the deadly seducer of the Christian Church, he thought,
and love demanded that he try and rescue the church and his neighbors from the
government’s grip—and thus the collision of Kierkegaard and Christendom. Helping the
single individual come closer to God’s love “is what I to the best of my ability and with
maximum effort and much sacrifice have fought for, fighting against every tyranny, also
the tyranny of the numerical [i.e., the crowd, the public]. This endeavor of mine has
incurred opprobrium as enormous pride and arrogance—I believed, and I do believe, that
this is Christianity and love for ‘the neighbor’.”22 I suggest his theme was perhaps the
19
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proverb, “Rescue those who are being taken away to death; hold back those who are
stumbling to the slaughter.”23 Kierkegaard knew that spiritual death is far worse than
physical death.
Such extensive government endangers the salvation of people’s souls. Salvation
depends upon a robust sense of individuality, says Kierkegaard. “[E]very single
individual must relate to God as a single individual.”24 In order to go to Heaven (i.e.,
“relate to God”), a person needs to develop a passion for God and his neighbor. But a
person cannot develop a passion for God if one does not believe that individual passion is
needed in order for this God-relationship to exist. And, a person cannot develop a
passion for his neighbor if he does not have a passion for God since love of neighbor and
God are “like two doors that open [and close] simultaneously,” he says;25 and, if the
government hinders the individual’s own ability to love others by taking over the
responsibility to (try and) love thy neighbor. Undermining individuality eliminates
individual passion, thus passion for God, thus passion for neighbor, thus salvation.
Spiritual death, then, wins.
(4) The fourth and final main idea in Kierkegaard’s view of the political
implications of neighbor-love is an argument by analogy. Just as Christianity’s influence
on a culture ought not to be propped up by government force, so too neighbor-love ought
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not to be propped up by government force.26 Corruption looms in both cases for
Christianity and neighbor-love.
This four-part answer of the political implications of neighbor-love, which omits a
call for new government programs in the name of love, would appear to contradict four
scholars. Robert Bretall says that Kierkegaard “may be said to leave the door wide open
for the ‘social gospel’.”27 For a definition of the Social Gospel as a movement that seeks
government to live by the principle of love, please see the beginning of Chapter Two.
David J. Gouwens claims that there are “resources for theologically motivated
constructive political action aimed at altering the structures of society” and these
“resources” can be found “especially in Works of Love.”28 Michele Nicoletti suggests it
is possible for government to be “liberated from . . . the realm of pure force and power”
and be given “space to love” after a certain Kierkegaardian dialectic takes place.29
Bretall, Gouwens, and Nicoletti see the possibility for more legislation of love from
government in Kierkegaard.
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total reconciliation between politics and religion. . . . [But] politics is liberated from the condemnation that
put it into the realm of pure force and power, and it can give space to love. Religion reveals itself not only
as the negation of politics but also as a ‘transfiguration’ of it.”
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But less hopeful is David R. Law. He criticizes Kierkegaard’s lack of a call for
new social programs and reforming social “structures”30 by saying, for example, that such
an omission is “underdeveloped” and “politically naïve.”31 “Kierkegaard’s exposition of
love of neighbor is underdeveloped because it ignores the political program implicit in
Christ’s commandment of love. . . . This [i.e., Kierkegaard’s] conception of neighborly
love is, I contend, unscriptural and ultimately unchristian.”32 Kierkegaard “fails to see
that Christian discipleship requires social and political engagement.”33 He fails “the
communal dimension” of love which includes the government abiding by the principle of
neighbor-love.34
Is Kierkegaard open for the Social Gospel (Bretall)? Are there perhaps
“resources” for “political action” in Kierkegaard’s concept of neighbor-love (Gouwens)?
Is he hopeful for a government of love (Nicolleti)? Is he “unscriptural”35 and
“unchristian”36 in his lack for reforming “structures” (Law)? I am not yet convinced by
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any of these options, and so I here respectfully present an alternative argument:
Kierkegaard supports none of the above: the purpose of government is little more than
maintaining roads and a police function of protecting basic natural rights (life, liberty,
property). It is police-and-pavement.
This chapter, then, attempts to show some evidence against Bretall, against
Gouwens, against Nicoletti, and against Law: (1) Kierkegaard’s door to the Social Gospel
seems far less open than Bretall implies; (2) Kierkegaard believes neighbor-love has
tremendous social implications, but he does not seem to embrace the political actions of
government that Gouwens mentions; (3) Kierkegaard is less hopeful for a loving
government than Nicoletti hopes, and (4) Kierkegaard is perhaps more scriptural, more
Christian, and more politically realistic than Law’s political ambitions.
Chapter Two introduced Kierkegaard’s view on neighbor-love and government
and in this Chapter Six those views will be given a fuller and deeper account using the
same basic template of nine questions employed for the previous chapter on C. S. Lewis
(Chapter Five).37 Before that, however, a short biography of Kierkegaard will be
presented to the reader in order to know the manner of this colorful and wild genius.

commands to the individual to share his own goods. The premise that this is and should be the work of
government remains to be established. There (again) is a leap toward government.
37
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Commanded? (5) Is Government Divinely Ordained? (6) Does Original Sin Limit Government? (7) Does
the Natural Moral Law Limit Government? (8) Is the Religious Collective Supreme? (9) Is a Small
Society Beautiful? Questions 1 through 4 define neighbor-love; questions 5 through 7 define government;
and questions 8 and 9 give a social vision of these definitions.
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6.1 The Fork: A Short Biography
Even though thousands attended his funeral in 1855, it was not until many years
after his burial that Søren Kierkegaard’s life would “rise again” to be considered as one
of the most important of the nineteenth century.38 His tombstone can be found in a
Copenhagen cemetery called Assistens Kirkegård, but his books can now be found in
virtually every academic institution worldwide. Such fame-after-death is slightly ironic
since linguistically the Danish word kierkegaard means cemetery.39 Like his two main
heroes, Socrates and Jesus, Kierkegaard’s life on Earth had more impact after he died.
Many regard Kierkegaard as perhaps the greatest thinker of his era, the greatest
Protestant thinker in history, and among the upper echelon of thinkers in all of history.40
“Kierkegaard was by far the most important thinker of the last century [the nineteenth],”
said philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein of Cambridge.41 Theologian Emil Brunner says,
“In Søren Kierkegaard the Protestant Church possesses a philosopher of the first rank.”42
Evans calls Kierkegaard “perhaps the greatest Christian thinker since the Middle Ages.”43
Historically speaking, Evans points out that “around the beginning of the twentieth
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century [Kierkegaard] exploded upon the European intellectual scene like a long-delayed
time bomb, and his influence since then has been incalculable.”44
Part of what made his writings so profound was his focus on what it means to live
as a human being. How ought we to live? The answer, he said, lies mostly within a
person’s soul: the core of a person’s existence can be found mostly by knowing what
kind of passions an individual has cultivated. Kierkegaard’s exploration and
psychoanalysis of the inner life shines among the greatest in history, even though he
rarely traveled outside of Copenhagen and left Denmark “only five times—four times to
Berlin and once to Sweden.”45
Kierkegaard would not have been surprised by his fame. He knew that despite
being the runt of his family litter and despite his physical shortcomings and sufferings,
his mind was brilliant. As he described himself:
Slight, slender, and frail and, compared to others, with practically none of the
physical qualifications making for a whole man, melancholy, sick at heart,
profoundly and inwardly ravaged in various ways, I nevertheless was given one
thing: eminent sagacity [i.e., an astute mind], presumably to keep me from being
completely worthless. . . . [T]here is no one alive so cunning and clever that he
can devise something so ingenious that my detective eye does not promptly detect
it and which my sagacity cannot promptly expose as a trick.46
Another person who knew him would describe Kierkegaard as “of middle height, with
broad shoulders and a rather round back, a thin lower body; a bit bent-over when he
walks; thin, rather long hair; blue? eyes; the voice often breaking into a treble or a bit
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piping. Also quite easily provoked to laughter, but suddenly switching to seriousness.
There was something pleasing about him.”47 Another said his appearance was comical
since his “hair rose almost six inches above his forehead into a tousled crest.”48 This
comical looking sage would live a life of abundant writings and sharp attacks against all
counterfeits of Christianity.
The youngest of a family of seven children, Søren Aabye Kierkegaard was born
May 5, 1813 in Copenhagen, Denmark and died at 9pm on November 11, 1855 of
unknown causes.49 He was only forty-two years old. Before his death he gave the world
“bolts of intellectual lightning,” said one critic, and much sly wit. His cunning humor
and sharp tongue earned him the childhood nickname “The Fork,”50 and as a boy he had a
“foul mouth that cost him many a bloody nose.”51 He was a smart aleck, and his attacks
on Hegelianism can in one way be seen as the revenge of the little brother winning
against the overly-serious, godlike oldest brother. In college Kierkegaard ventured
briefly into politics, and his first published writings were against the emancipation of
women and against the strict government censorship in Denmark. After a somewhat
reckless youth and “a melancholy which plunged me into sin and dissipation for a
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time,”52 he speaks of a great returning to Christianity at age twenty-five as “an
indescribable joy.”53 “I grasped the eternal, blessedly assured that God is love.”54 At
twenty-five, it appears he was “born again.”
It was soon after this spiritual encounter with God that his wealthy father died and
left him an inheritance that he would live off of for the rest of his life (but end it in
poverty). He had hopes of becoming a country pastor, but he chose to become a writer
instead in defense of “the cause of Christianity” for which “his life was wonderfully
fitted.”55 Late in his life he would become a “fork” in the side of the state Church, as he
unleashed many attacks. Such a fusion of church and state undermined the philosophy of
existence that Kierkegaard devoted his life toward.
How ought a person exist? This was the leitmotif of his life: “people in our day
have forgotten what it means to exist.”56 “I want to make men aware so that they do not
waste and squander their lives. . . . I want to make the crowd aware of their own ruin.”57
Apostate Christendom numbs, inoculates men and wastes their lives. “Most men these
days are characterized by such an absence of spirit and of grace . . . . Completely
wrapped up in this life, they clutch at this life of nothingness and become nothing; their
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lives are wasted.”58 He defined Christianity existentially, as “the contact between the
divine and the human”59 as well as “to submit oneself to the God-ordained examination
by existence [Tilvœrelsens]”60 rather than merely obtaining information from ancestors
about the examination of existence. The “main question” about one’s existence is: “Do
you have love?”61 But too often the “medium of actuality” or what Christianity looks
like existentially has been removed in place of doctrinal disputes.62
“It certainly is extremely important that the ideal picture of a Christian be held up
in every generation.”63 What does it mean to be human, to succeed at life? What does it
mean to be a Christian? What shall I be? “My task is new in such a way that there
literally is no one in Christendom’s 1800 years from whom I can learn how to go about it.
For everything that up until now has been an extraordinary nature has worked in the
direction of spreading Christianity; whereas my task is aimed at putting a stop to a
mendacious propagation, also at getting Christianity to drop a whole mass of nominal
Christians.”64
The primary point of life is not rational reflection and obtaining objective
knowledge. It is not true that “the ideal form of life would be to engage in philosophical
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contemplation,” as one prominent modern scholar remarked.65 Instead one should ask,
“What shall I be(come)?” As one Harvard student phrased it, “What’s the point of
knowing good, if you don’t keep trying to become a good person?”66 Or, as one scholar
said, “[N]ew ideas are not nearly as potent as broken habits.”67 “After all,” states
Kierkegaard, “the highest is not to understand the highest but to do it.”68 We can succeed
intellectually, and even succeed in our external actions or image, but we can still fail the
test of existence, of becoming a person of love. We can flunk life.69 The point of life is
character development or life-development (Livs-Udvikling), and this examination of life
is “an examination in which there can be no cheating.”70
Kierkegaard, then, devoted his life to developing “a philosophy of existence” or
“a way of living”—the way a person’s spirit matures, develops, and strives to be the
person God intended him to be. His philosophy of existence can be contrasted against
four other ways.
(1) Verbal Knowledge vs. A Lived Love. This primacy of becoming a person of
love contrasts against two Enlightenment icons, Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) and Georg

65

Antony G. N. Flew, “From Atheism to Deism: A Conversation Between Antony Flew and Gary
R. Habermas,” in C. S. Lewis as Philosopher: Truth, Goodness, and Beauty, ed. David Baggett, Gary R.
Habermas, and Jerry L. Walls (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2008), 42.
66

Robert Coles quotes a student from a Midwestern, hard-working background who arrived at
Harvard University. See Robert Coles, “The Disparity Between Intellect and Character,” The Chronicle of
Higher Education, September 22, 1995, sec. A, p. 68. Emphasis is Coles’s.
67

Sir Lewis Namier, Avenues of History (London, UK: Hamish Hamilton, 1952), 47.

68

Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. VI, 444 (no. 6801).

69

Walker Percy is known for the Kierkegaardian quotation, “You can get straight A’s in school,
but still flunk life.” See Walker Percy, The Second Coming (New York, NY: Picador, 1999), 32:
“Suddenly she remembered that she had once been an A student. But what if she flunked ordinary living?”
70

Søren Kierkegaard, The Moment and Late Writings, ed. and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna
H. Hong (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2009), 354.

273

Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831) who placed emphasis on the intellect. Unlike
Kierkegaard who placed primacy on becoming, Kant asked, “What can I know?”71 Hegel
said that “philosophy must beware of the wish to be edifying.”72 But as many scholars
have pointed out, Kierkegaard said that “only the truth that builds up is truth for you.”73
The category of “for you” is an important category for Kierkegaard because truth needs
to transform us and touch us in the deepest levels of our ontology. Edifying means to
help build up and encourage a person in his purpose; and the purpose of life is to be like
God whose essence is love;74 that is, every person’s task is to become a loving person.
“But when you love the neighbor, then you are like God. Therefore, go and do
likewise.”75 We can say in a Kierkegaardian spirit, the only truth that really matters in
your central purpose of life is that which makes you a more loving person. The point of
life is to develop a pure and loving heart, a heart that can only come into being through
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connection with God. “No true self-knowledge without God-knowledge.”76 To find
victory in life is to know God—“his relationship to God is his victory.”77
The problem Kierkegaard focused upon was how an individual becomes a
Christian, which is essentially a type of existence for “the single individual.” “The single
individual—with this category the cause of Christianity stands or falls,” he wrote.78 This
category is important because “everyone is an individual before God.”79 Each person
begins as a particular being (Individ), but must become a single individual (den Enkelte)
defined as a mature person of love.80 He called the process of developing individuality
“individuation.”81 By reaching maturity, one can then understand and live in the truth.
“This is possible . . . when humans are spiritually and inwardly developed,” explains
Evans.82 But man discovers his sin and his impotence and helplessness to become a true
person on his own power. So it is God who creates a new man.
This view of existence goes beyond verbal agreement with the fundamental
doctrines of the Faith—the Atonement, the Virgin Birth, the Second Coming, the
resurrection and divinity of Jesus of Nazareth, and the inspiration and infallibility of Holy
Scripture. Christianity goes beyond doctrines to ask about practical embodiment: How
does Christianity look in everyday life? What is its texture? He said the battle was for a
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Christianity that could be shown not merely in a verbal sermon, but to be lived “in the
living room.”83 “A confession of faith is not enough to indicate whether one is a
Christian.”84 Everyday living in a manner of love was what mattered most for the single
individual.
(2) Godless Existentialism vs. God-Centered Existentialism. Kierkegaard is
known as “the father of existentialism,” but since he was a Christian, his version differs
from, say, the atheistic versions we find in Nietzsche85 and Sartre86 in at least two ways
since he (a) affirms a universal human essence or common human nature (“essence is
prior to existence”87), and (b) believes that each person can only become a true person, “a
whole human being”88 through a relationship with his creator, God.89 His version differs
because it focuses on the question, “What difference does God make to a person’s life?”
The answer is that a person can only become a true self by unity with the One who
created him. The result of not knowing how to exist was spiritual despair and emptiness,
defined as “the lack of the eternal”90 or the lack of God’s presence, which speculative and
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ambitious thought did not cure. Man’s mind is to serve the character development of
man’s spirit (deep being, heart, center, a person’s core), not vice versa.
(3) Godlike Thinkers vs. A Limited Human Mind. One of Kierkegaard’s mottos
might be, “Humanity is all too human.” He aims to preserve the humanity of the human
person, which means being placed higher than animals but lower than angels (and God).
There is a tendency on the part of philosophers to push man up a level or two on the
cosmic hierarchy to angelic or even godlike status—Hegel, Descartes, Kant, and many
thinkers of the Enlightenment. In contrast, some philosophers push man down to the
level of animal or even instinct—such as Hobbes, Hume, Sartre, and many thinkers of
materialism and scientism. But man is both earthy and animal-like as well as heavenly
and God-like; Kierkegaard calls this temporal and infinite.
Kierkegaard is about limits: he sees a limit to human reason in contrast to a
godlike notion of “pure reason” (that does not exist in any man, he says); he sees a clear
limit to the scope of government; he believes in a limit to human love.
Epistemologically, we are not God and therefore cannot see from God’s view or sub
specia aeternitatis (the view from eternity). We are placed and created and situated in a
story that began before us, and which we cannot see fully, and so we cannot fully
interpret all of reality. No person thinks without presupposition; no thought is created ex
nihilo. Thus doubt is part of what it means to be human because we can never develop a
system of all of reality. Instead, our task as humans is to develop ourselves with the right
passions: with faith, hope, and love, for example.91
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(4) Christendom vs. Christianity. “Christianity is not doctrine; it is an existence
[Existents], an existing [Existeren].”92 Living like Christ is “not a sum of statements, not
a definition etc., but a life.”93 “Christianity is praxis, a character-task.”94 Christians are
to practice what they preach, and in fact this type of loving existence is how Christianity
is really communicated. “Christianity can be communicated only by witnesses: that is,
by those who existentially express what is said, actualize it” and realize it in their own
lives.95 “Christianity can be preached only in actual life.”96
Kierkegaard wanted people to imitate what he called “the supreme example”97 of
human existence—the Imitation of Christ (imitatio Christi),98 or “the prototype”
(Forbilledet), or “the pattern,” or simply “the imitation”99 (Efterfølgelse) which means
the imperative to emulate the life of Jesus: dying to the world via suffering and then be
“hated, cursed by men, abandoned by God (that is, sacrificed).”100 Instead of being like
everyone else, each person becomes a disciple of Christ—or else Christianity is
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essentially mythology and poetry.101 Ultimately, without “the pressure of imitation” of
Christ as the model, “people become bored with Christianity.”102
The ultimate fall to boredom is what he called Christendom (Christenhed), a false
Christianity. In Christendom, Christianity comes insipid and fails to touch a person’s
desires for awe and astonishment.103 It lacks passion. The fall and decline to boredom is
a four-stage process, he said. In the first stage, there is no boredom but a true Christianity
where people “will to suffer for it—not accidentally to happen to suffer for it.”104 This
form is now “obsolete,” he says. Second in the decline is where Christianity is “the
struggle of an anguished conscience”—we endure the guilt of our sin. Also in this stage,
Christianity “is an offense to the Jews and foolishness to the Greeks.”105 Christianity
differs from Judaism because it believes a man, Jesus of Nazareth, is Lord (divine) and
the Way to eternal happiness,106 for example, and Christianity differs from some of the
Greeks and the Enlightenment thinkers because it places fundamental focus on the faith
(passion) of a person’s heart or will, rather than a person’s reason or the ethical way of
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life.107 We are more than “thinking things.” Faith goes beyond reason, and the life of
faith cannot be reduced to the life of the ethical (as Kierkegaard explains in Fear and
Trembling).
The third stage of decline is where people have “a more quiet enjoyment of life,
observing civic virtues, also occasionally thinking about God.”108 In the fourth stage of
the decline of Christianity, a person enjoys “a secularized life, avoiding major crimes,”
seeks pleasure, and allows Christianity to be defined by a culture rather than by the
Christianity of the New Testament.109 This final stage is what he found ubiquitous in
Denmark, and he called it Christendom. It is boredom and reflection, or what he called
the aesthetic stage of life.
Kierkegaard’s attack against Christendom was an act of love. It was an act of
love toward the neighbor because Kierkegaard wanted to free citizens from the illusion
that Christianity could be embodied in culture. Christianity is always to some measure
counter-cultural. “[N]ow I see what a dreadful distance there is between society and
Christianity.”110 He stressed that “such talk [about Christianity as a culture] is 100,000
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miles removed from the Redeemer.”111 Christianity is higher than social morality or the
morality of one’s culture, and consequently, there must be a clash of values. For
Christianity to be embodied in culture is to be compromised. As an illusion-destroyer, he
wanted to free people from the illusion that they were living a religious existence, or in
the religious sphere of life—i.e., faith vs. sin; or passionate seeking for God—when they
were merely, at best, living in the ethical sphere of life—i.e., good vs. evil; or abstract
duty. Christianity cannot be reduced to merely ethics. It goes beyond.
Perhaps more commonly, citizens were living in an aesthetic state of existence—
i.e., pain vs. pleasure, in an immediate gratification version; or boredom vs. the
interesting, in a more reflective form. This stage tends to be secular, “spontaneous,” selfcentered, and tends to disregard ethical and religious claims. The aesthetic stage, he says,
often leaves people’s spirits in despair (which he calls “the sickness unto death”), ennui,
doubt and the vortex of existence.112 Christianity clashes with culture and so one cannot
become a Christian by living a culture’s values in the same way a person cannot become
a Christian simply by having Christian parents.113
In contrast to the aesthetic and ethical ways of living, the religious existence is
genuine existence but it takes the free act of “a leap”114 to arrive in the loving arms of
Jesus as Christ or what he calls “the inspired leap of religiousness” into “the embrace of
111
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the eternal.”115 By a leap to Christ, one can overcome the paradoxes, the mysterious
appearance of contradictions that are not contradictions (e.g., The Absolute Paradox of
the Incarnation, of God becoming man). A leap must be lived and not merely
contemplated or imagined; a leap is an act of the will or heart, not an act of one’s
cognition. It is a passionate commitment. It takes an internal fortitude of passion or
“inwardness”116 or “interestedness”117 or “subjectivity” or “willing deeply and
inwardly.”118 Saints are not saints merely for what they know; they are saints in large
measure for how their lives embody heroic and holy passions.119
In addition to this leap, to know that one is living in the religious sphere of life is
to suffer and endure pain, just as the martyrs did. A martyr is a witness to the truth. But
the priests of the state Church lived a comfortable life and taught lax Christianity, and so
they were phony Christians. Like leaches living off the taxpayer, the state priests who
promoted the national religion were “liars” and “hinder others from entering” Heaven by
their counterfeit Christianity.120 Only a love that suffers, a suffering love of self-
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sacrifice, can win the world. That is what the lives of his heroes Jesus and Socrates say.
That is what a lived neighbor-love for others says.
Kierkegaard’s writings are sometimes divided into two sections. There were
seven major pseudonymous writings from February 1843 to February 1846: Either/Or
(1843), Repetition (1843), Fear and Trembling (1843), The Concept of Anxiety (1844),
Philosophical Fragments (1844), Stages on Life’s Way (1854), and Concluding
Unscientific Postscript (1846). (Kierkegaard refers to Postscript as the turning point in
the authorship.) The second section is his attack on the state church. His direct attack on
Christendom (or worldliness) did not start until 1854, and once the direct attack began we
find more bellicose titles: “Is this Christian Worship or Is It Making a Fool of God?”
“Beware of Those Who Walk in Long Robes;” “If the State Truly Wishes to Serve
Christianity, Then Let It Abolish the 1,000 Paid Positions;” and “The Pastors are
Cannibals of the Most Abominable Sort.” For his final quest to free the church from
government control, Kierkegaard is an icon of church-state separation.
In September of 1855, Kierkegaard became very ill. At a party “he slid from the
sofa to the floor, winked, and said to the friends around him, ‘Oh, leave it—let—the
maid—sweep it up—in the morning.’”121 He collapsed unconscious on the street a few
days later, and was eventually taken to the hospital where he refused to take communion
from a State-Church official. His dear (perhaps best) friend Emil Boesen122 recalls this
deathbed conversation.
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Boesen asked him, “Won’t you take Holy Communion?”
“Yes, but not from a pastor, from a layman,” Kierkegaard said.
“That would be quite difficult to arrange.”
“Then I shall die without it.”
“That’s not right!” Boesen insisted.
“We cannot debate it. I have made my choice. I have chosen. That pastors are
civil servants of the Crown and have nothing to do with Christianity.”123 Kierkegaard’s
final journal entry of September 25, 1855, written in the third person, gives thanks to God
for his life’s work.
[B]ut the surprising thing is to be able to express oneself by thanking God for it,
as if it were God who did it. And in his joy over being able to do this, he is so
happy that he will hear absolutely nothing about his having done it, but he
gratefully attributes all to God and prays God that it may stay that way, that it is
God who does it, for he has no faith in himself, but he does have faith in God.124
On the eleventh of November, Søren Kierkegaard died.
6.2 On Neighbor-Love
“I can honestly say that I have loved every man . . . . All assurances are distained
these days—and yet the best assurance that a man loves men is and will be that God is as
close as life to him, which is the case with me almost every moment.”125 Kierkegaard’s
writing captures this same spirit by which he put into daily practice. In one of his most
famous quotations from Works of Love he wrote, “[T]o love people is the only thing
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worth living for, and without this love you are not really living.”126 Or, as I have
attempted to paraphrase earlier: all real living is loving.127 For the Christian reader, this
is particularly important since “to love people is the only true sign that you are a
Christian.”128
While not the highest form of love, love can still be expressed by how a person
gives his money or material resources to others. Unlike spiritual resources, which do not
diminish when given but multiply, material resources do in fact diminish when given, and
so giving money away can be costly. Kierkegaard lived off the small fortune inherited
from his father. In the end, he died basically broke, but we do not know how much
money he gave to others. We can point to one passage for insights. In his own life,
Kierkegaard gave the impression that he was a slacker and loser and “street-corner
loafer” in order to remain disguised and not bring attention to himself. But in reality, he
worked at a frantic pace to write. “I almost never made visits, and at home one thing was
strictly observed—unconditionally not to receive anyone except the poor who asked for
help.”129 He wanted no one to suspect that he was the author of so many books, but as an
expression of neighbor-love, he favored the poor and gave them preferential treatment.
What he was often writing about was noble and pure passions.
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Is reason then alone baptized, are the passions pagans? asks the English poet
Edward Young (1683-1765).130 Kierkegaard employs this quotation at the opening of
Either/Or (1843), and some say that it could be a central motto for all of his writings.
Kierkegaard places emphasis upon redeeming a person’s desires, and the one passion that
Kierkegaard is most concerned about throughout his authorship is the passion of love.
“Love is a passion of the emotions.”131 For Kierkegaard, faith, hope, and love are
“formed passions” or “articulated passions.”132 “A Kierkegaardian passion is more of a
formed emotion, or a disposition to have certain emotions,” explains Evans. “As an
example, think of the love of two people married for many years who have worked hard
to preserve and develop their love, rather than the tingly feeling of infatuation two
teenagers might feel when they first meet.”133
How does a human being live a life of love? Works of Love is often the source for
Kierkegaard’s view of neighbor-love. “It would be quite within the realm of plausible
and defensible assertion to claim that, in Works of Love, Søren Kierkegaard has given us
the greatest treatment of Christian love to have been produced since the New Testament,”
writes Vernard Eller.134 But as Sylvia Walsh notes, while his book is a rare and unique
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work in the history of Christianity, “it is still relatively unknown and unexplored.”135 In
simplified form, to live love means to become like and with God. We are to tether
ourselves to God first, and then we can love our neighbor. “Worldly wisdom is of the
opinion that love is a relationship between persons; Christianity teaches that love is a
relationship between: a person—God—a person, that is, that God is the middle term.”136
God must “become the thoroughly decisive middle term” between neighbors.137 It takes
three to love thy neighbor: you, the neighbor, and God. God is in fact more than a middle
term, he says, but “our first teacher” since he first loved us.138 The whole point of
neighbor-love is to help each other love God, says Kierkegaard; to love another person
means to help him love God.139 Walsh calls this one of Kierkegaard’s “most profound
insights.”140 We are to help each other love, Walsh says, not by loving each other like
two islands coming together side-by-side, but by teaching each other to love God in a
dynamic unity and interconnectedness of “person—God—person.”
This three dimensional template is revolutionary. “Love is a revolution, the most
profound of all,”141 and it is anti-pagan. There are three ideas Kierkegaard wishes the
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revolution of true love to dethrone from paganism, as Evans points out:142 (1) “Love is
spontaneous.”143 (2) “Human reason is God.”144 (3) “Loving the neighbor is like
friendship and romantic love.”145 All of these are “unholy confusions” from paganism.146
These three downgrades of true love are more examples that “in the name of Christianity
all respect for Christianity has been lost on the largest possible scale, and Christianity has
been degraded to the lowest paganism.”147 Instead of these three mottos above,
respectively, love is commanded and thus consistent; love is directly from God and not
human reason; and neighbor-love is not like friendship and romantic love because it
contains no natural preference. These rejections of pagan love are a collision. “[T]he
world before the time of Christianity never saw that in loving there was the possibility of
a collision between two conceptions between which there was a difference of eternity,
between the divine conception and the merely human conception.”148 This is the clash of
human love versus divine love.
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6.2.1 Question One: Is Neighbor-Love a Grace?
Yes, says Kierkegaard; neighbor-love is a grace, a divine power, dunamis in
Greek. Grace is the undeserved favor of God’s presence; grace is a gift. Neighbor-love
is a grace that comes “from above,” that is, from God who is the source of all love. “[A]
human being’s love originates mysteriously in God’s love,”149 Kierkegaard says, and he
notes that “God gives not only the gifts but himself with them in a way beyond the
capability of any human being.”150 In Works of Love, Kierkegaard uses the more generic
term God when he describes Him as “you God of love, source of all love in heaven and
on earth,”151 and then in regards to the Holy Spirit, Kierkegaard specifically says, “How
could one speak properly of love if you were forgotten, you Spirit of Love.”152 He also
describes the Holy Spirit by saying that He “is really the dispensator of grace.”153 The
Holy Spirit is “the gushing spring” and the “eternal spring” of love.154 In fact, he says
that the Holy Spirit’s love is the primus motor in the Christian life, rather than the primus
motor being fear and trembling.155
This grace of love from God requires receptivity by the individual. Amy Laura
Hall describes Kierkegaard’s view of the role of God’s grace as “sheer receptivity—that
God’s grace is the only possible source of hope in our blundering attempts to love. . . .
149
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When we fail to do so, we are thrown again on the necessity of grace.”156 After studying
Kierkegaard, Eller comments that loving a neighbor “is not essentially a human action; it
does not live within the human powers of initiation or consummation. Neighbor-love can
appear only as a consequence of one’s relationship to God.”157 Or, more specifically, as
I have attempted to sharpen the generic term “God” to the more specific Person, the Holy
Spirit, neighbor-love can appear only as a consequence of one’s relationship to the Holy
Spirit. I believe the evidence supports such a claim: Christian love (Kjerlighed) comes
from the Holy Spirit when we receive it. But first we must establish a strong division in
Kierkegaard’s thought.
In Kierkegaard, there is a strong division between immanence and transcendence,
between what is natural and supernatural, between what is human and divine. David
Cain calls such a division between immanence and transcendence a “‘breach’” and “the
complete break.”158 Kierkegaard affirms both immanence and transcendence, unlike
pantheism, which denies transcendence, and unlike deism, which denies immanence. But
it was transcendence that had often been lost in his day. For example, as way to “lift up”
a readers mind, he often uses the cry, “Father in Heaven!” Kierkegaard considered the
heart of Christianity “Religiousness B,” which means acknowledging a gap between the
human and the divine. Christianity is a religion of transcendence; Christianity is a
revealed religion. “Religiousness A,” in contrast, means essentially a natural pagan
156
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religion of immanence and understandability. Is there content within Christianity that
could not have been understood by natural philosophy? Kant attempted to put religion
within the realm of reason, and so Kierkegaard would disagree with Kant since
Christianity offends natural reason. Hegel attempted to show that religious belief could
be obtained through philosophy, and that Christianity was merely one more stage in
existence toward something higher and more absolute. But contrary to Hegelian thought,
said Kierkegaard, Christianity is not a stage of history in which it will dialectically
synthesize with poetry to form a higher stage of truth.
Such a template of Religiousness A and Religiousness B, or immanence and
transcendence, can also be applied to purely human love and divine love of neighborlove. In Works of Love, Kierkegaard refers to “purely human love.”159 What determines
the difference between human love and divine love? It is the One who brings love.
Neighbor-love is a grace from the Holy Spirit.
“Finally the Spirit also brings love. Elsewhere I have tried to show what cannot
be sufficiently stressed and never made clear enough, that what we extol under the name
of love is self-love, and that the whole of Christianity becomes confused for us when we
do not pay attention to this.”160 (His definition of self-love is important to mention.
“Self-love is egotism unless it is also love for God—thereby love for all.”161 In the best
form, self-love means: “To love God is to love oneself truly.”162 We are to love ourselves
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and others for the love of God, for the sake of God. Or, as another helpful definition of
self-love, he refers to it as one who “actually loves being a human being.”163 That is,
proper self-love includes loving the limitations of being human.) The Holy Spirit is a
“vitalizing, enabling power for ‘dying to the world’.”164 Regarding the success of the
ordinary Apostles who were transformed into extraordinary persons after an infusion of
the Holy Spirit in Jerusalem, and then “turned the world upside down,”165 he notes that
“the life-giving Spirit brought them love . . . in order to save this unloving world.”166 He
says that each person will have “no staying power, no endurance” without the Holy Spirit
as “the royal coachman” who drives and animates us.167 The Holy Spirit is the one we
ought “to become the power in us.”168 The Holy Spirit is the power to the power of faith,
hope, and love—each like a “divine joint in a human person” that allows him to be whole
and mature.169 “Would that Spirit might also bring us such gifts—truly they are certainly
needed in times like these!”170
There is no shame in needing the Holy Spirit. In fact, “to need the Holy Spirit is a
perfection in a human being. . . . The need itself is a good and perfect gift from God.”171
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But we can ask for the Holy Spirit. He cites the a fortiori argument used by Jesus in
Luke 11:13 that says God the Father will give the Holy Spirit to those who ask Him.172
“Father in heaven!” Kierkegaard asks in prayer. “Send, then, your Spirit into our hearts. .
. . to come and bring courage and life and power and strength.”173 Love is a type of
strength, and after what Thomas Aquinas calls “a mutual indwelling”174 between a
person’s spirit and the Holy Spirit, we become “God’s co-workers—in love.”175 And this
is “a human being’s exalted destiny—to be God’s co-worker.”176 As I Corinthians 3:9
says, “For we are God’s fellow workers; you are God’s field, God’s building.” To obtain
the status of a co-worker in love requires the Holy Spirit. “And you, God the Holy Spirit,
you who come to our assistance if we honestly want to be healed.”177 Without the Holy
Spirit in a person, the “coachman is lacking.”178
Faith and love are two key terms for Kierkegaard, and Evans notes that they are
used almost simultaneously since the root of love is faith and love is the fruit of faith’s
roots. For Kierkegaard, faith is heart-faith, a passion that includes beliefs.179 Faith is a
gift: it cannot be achieved by man.180 It cannot be self-created by man. It is given first172
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hand by a transcendent god instead. “But in order for the teacher to be able to give the
condition [i.e., faith], he must be the god.”181 Christianity is a transcendent religion, and
so it contains elements of which that could not have been created or understood by
humans; divine revelation is necessary for both understanding as well existing. Like
faith, neighbor-love is an element within this transcendent religion. Like faith, which
cannot be self-generated, Kierkegaard believed that an individual could not create divine
love. Divine love, or neighbor-love, comes from God. When a person stops rejecting
God’s presence in his soul, the Holy Spirit is able to enter. There, He creates faith, which
is the seed for the flower of love. God comes in, thus faith, thus love, thus works of love.
The Holy Spirit, then, does at least two essential things: reminds182 us to love, and gives
us the power to love. These two things show why a person who truly loves the neighbor
is “completely and wholly transformed into simply being an active power in the hands of
God.”183
The requirement to be able to love thy neighbor asks for a union with God which
means a sacrifice of ourselves, our sins, and the old flesh. But many do not accept the
gift of love. “If we say that a rich man fed all his people, did he also feed the man who
left the food untouched and did not eat?”184 Instead a person should assume a posture of
receptivity and humility. We are to open our hearts to the Holy Spirit. Kierkegaard
believed that “each individual in quiet inwardness before God is to humble himself under
what it means in the strictest sense to be a Christian, is to confess honestly before God
181
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where he is so that he still might worthily accept the grace that is offered to every
imperfect person—that is, to everyone.”185 And with this grace he is to “do his work and
rejoice in it, love his wife and rejoice in her, joyfully bring up his children, love his
fellow beings, rejoice in life.”186
I was glad to find that my own intuitions about the Holy Spirit being key for
Kierkegaard’s view of neighbor-love matched at least two other scholars (though both
scholars do not focus in the same way on the political implications of neighbor-love as I
have attempted to do). Paul Martens says “most have missed the importance”187 of the
Holy Spirit and that “so few have taken Kierkegaard’s understanding of the Holy Spirit
seriously.”188 In reality, especially after 1848, “Kierkegaard’s thought is radically
dependent on the Holy Spirit.”189 For Kierkegaard, “the Holy Spirit becomes the ‘new
organ’” inside a person’s “inner being” and then expresses itself outward “through our
actions,” explains Matthew J. Frawley.190 Faith comes from the Holy Spirit, also called
“the third something.”191 (Inner being means our center, core, and the deepest place
within us.) “The role of the Holy Spirit is often overlooked in Kierkegaard’s work,”
writes Frawley, but an indwelling of the Spirit is nevertheless “the ultimate goal” for
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Kierkegaard.192 The Holy Spirit is the most personal of the Trinity because He dwells
within a person. “It is thus not the Son, who draws [people] to the Father, but the Father
who refers to the Son; and the Son refers again to the Spirit.”193 Without the Holy Spirit,
the natural man remains the natural man rather than a participant of the divine love of
God. “If we do not emphasize the role of the Spirit as the empowering presence of God
in the individual, then all of Kierkegaard’s talk of imitation reduces to ethical mandates
in which there is no true sense of life in God.”194 Neighbor-love without the Holy Spirit
is not genuine neighbor-love. It is a gift of God’s grace.
6.2.2 Question Two: Who Is “My Neighbor”?
“And who is my neighbor?”195 Kierkegaard answers in three key parts: the
neighbor is a human person; the neighbor is not to be idolized as God; and the neighbor
is near us.
(1) The neighbor is first of all a human person, and so all individual human
persons are neighbors, even our enemies: “‘the neighbor’ means ‘all people’.”196
“[E]veryone is the neighbor.”197 We are not “to deny kinship with all people, with
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unconditionally every person.”198 The reason each individual qualifies as the neighbor is
because all human persons share a common essence of equality in two ways. The first
equality is that we stand before God. “The neighbor is one who is equal [to you]. . . . He
is your neighbor on the basis of equality with you before God.”199 Each person will stand
before God as an individual to account for his life. And all human persons have this
equality before God, thus all human persons are neighbors. This equality is deeper than a
lover or a friend due to the fact of preference, and not due to equality before God.200
The second form of equality we share with the neighbor is divine origin—that as a
created being, each human person originates from the same ultimate source of creation,
God, and so all humans bear Him image and are valued. (As one other example of him
referencing divine origin, Kierkegaard refers to the human “ability to be occupied with
the future” as “the greatness of human beings, the demonstration of their divine
origin.”201 This human ability contrasts with animals and creatures that can only live in
the present.) We refer to God as “Our Father.” Such a view of humans as of divine
origin in God contrasts against a materialistic view that believes human persons originate
from mere matter. The divine origin of man also differs from the pagan view of a person.
“The pagan saw his fellow man as a member of the body politic or the group,” explains
Gregor Malantschuk, “whereas the Christian always sees the other as his neighbor.”202

198

Ibid., 74.

199

Ibid., 60.

200

Ibid., 60, 141.

201

Kierkegaard, Eighteen Upbuilding Discourses, 17.

202

Gregor Malantschuk, The Controversial Kierkegaard, trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H.
Hong (Waterloos, Ontario, Canada: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1980), 5.

297

Kierkegaard apparently does not use the Latin phrases imago Dei or imagio Dei to
describe the neighbor, but he does say, “But he [God] who created man in his image,”203
and he does use the phrase “inherent kinship with God”204 and “inner glory”205 and “a
common watermark.”206 In the foundation of every person is God’s love; in the
foundation is the Creator’s fingerprint: His nature is love, and He is the God who loves
each person. God’s love is “in the ground” (iGrunden) of each person, Kierkegaard
says.207 It is an internal equality. All persons are equal in this sense of originating from
the same Heavenly Father, and he calls it “the equality of eternity.”208 This is “the divine
equality that opens the soul to the perfect and blinds the sensate eye to the difference.”209
Thus “no person is so exalted in rank that he is not your neighbor in exactly the same
sense as no person is so inferior in rank or so wretched that he is not your neighbor.”210
Each human person is valued “by each individual’s equal kinship with and relationship to
God.”211
Though all human persons are equal in a fundamental sense of bearing God’s
image, many particulars still exist in each person; each person is different due to the
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presence of particulars. However, the fundamental category of neighbor remains
unchanged by these particulars. “The category ‘neighbor’ is like the category ‘human
being.’ Each one of us is a human being and then in turn the distinctive individual that he
is in particular, but to be a human being is the fundamental category.”212 Particulars,
however, do not obstruct our love for the neighbor. Neighbor-love is an equalopportunity employer, so to speak, because no one is disqualified from our love.
Neighbor-love is exceptionless. We are to love regardless of a person’s particularities
and distinctiveness. No particulars—sex, race, religion, age, intellectual ability, political
philosophy, handicapped status, et cetera—are to block the neighbor-love. Differences in
functionalities and features do not change equality in ontological worth; people may
differ immensely in function and features but still remain equal in value, and thus equal
(exceptionless) in the love we show them.213
If we struggle with this type of equality in love, we are to shut our eyes to
dissimilarities, unlike the aesthete who focuses on them. “See, when your eyes are closed
[to dissimilarities] and you have become all ears to the commandment, then you are on
the way of perfection to loving the neighbor.”214 Kierkegaard does not say to airbrush
out dissimilarities or to see only a bland, generic person, but to go beyond dissimilarities
to a higher perfection of exceptionless neighbor-love. “Christianity allows all the
dissimilarities of earthly life to stand, but this equality in lifting oneself up above the
212
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dissimilarities of earthly life is contained in the love commandment, in loving the
neighbor.”215 No person disqualifies for neighbor-love and so there is an “eternal
equality” in neighbor-love that does not “make distinctions . . . the slightest
distinction.”216 We are to love all persons, even our own spouse, first as a neighbor since
being a neighbor is more fundamental to that person than being a spouse.217 Neighborlove (or what he calls “the spirit’s love”) should “lie at the base of and be present in every
other expression of love. How wonderful!”218 Since it is at the base it is also the ultimate
love: “ah, love for the neighbor is the ultimate and the highest love and therefore should
be ranked even higher than the first and highest moment of falling in love,” i.e., the
momentary infatuation of romantic love.219 “Erotic love [Elskov] is defined by the
object; friendship is defined by the object; only love for the neighbor is defined by love. .
. . [A]ll dissimilarities are indeed removed from the object, and therefore this love [of
neighbor] is recognizable precisely by this, that its object is without any of the more
precise specifications of dissimilarity, which means that this love is recognizable only by
love. Is this not the highest perfection?”220
Particulars are important, but they do not trump obligations to love since
particularities or dissimilarities are to “hang loosely” on our perception of a human
person (like the cape of a king) so that we see “the eternal resemblance, the likeness” in
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all of us.221 We are to love a person in his particularities—and we are to do this
regardless of our circumstances. We are to love the best we can no matter how difficult
the circumstances. Even if we ourselves are hurting, we are to be the comfort to others.
Neither the neighbor’s particulars nor our own circumstances, trump our obligation to
love in a limitless way. “[T]here is no limit to love; if the duty is to be fulfilled, love must
be limitless, it is unchanged, no matter how the object becomes changed.”222 Love
conquers circumstances and particulars.
In Socrates’ words, one of the “particulars” of the neighbor is ugliness. He says
that the neighbor can be “ugly”—roughly, that which is unpleasant—since the neighbor
is outside the realm of our natural preference to love.
What Socrates says about loving the ugly is really the Christian doctrine of love to
the neighbor. The ugly is the reflected, consequently the ethical object; whereas
the beautiful is the immediate object which all of us therefore most willingly love.
In this sense “the neighbor” is the “ugly.”223
To love the “ugly” might be understood as one who is not our beloved (erotic love) nor is
our friend (friendship) nor is beautiful, exciting, or entertaining, all of which appeal to
our natural attraction and our sense of “gaining something by loving.” The neighbor has
no such natural attachments to another person since the neighbor is outside of these
categories. Loving the “ugly” means we gain nothing; the “ugly” cannot return our love.
(2) In addition to the neighbor being every individual (defined as sharing equality
with us, and as being loved in a limitless way regardless of particulars or circumstances),
a second key point for Kierkegaard is that the neighbor is not God. The neighbor is not
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to be idolized. Kierkegaard makes clear that ultimate and unconditional adoration and
obedience belong to God alone. God comes first. “In short, the Christian contention is
that God quite simply must have first priority for a man’s life at every point in existence
[Tilvœrelsen], in every relationship of his life. And this must be in earnest—not Sunday
platitudes.”224 To love another person more than God is “blasphemy” and
“ungodliness.”225 But “blessed is the person who could truthfully say: God in heaven [is]
my first love.”226
We are to love others like we love ourselves, which means we are not to idolize
and adore them. “There is only one whom a person can with the truth of eternity love
more than himself—that is God. . . . It is ungodliness if any human being dares to love
himself in this way, or dares to love another person in this way, or dares to allow another
person to love him in this way.”227 We are to love the neighbor “as yourself” which
means loving yourself “in the right way.”228 (Christianity presupposes a type of selflove.229 Christian presupposes “that every person loves himself.”230) To love yourself
and the neighbor in this way means that they are “one and the same thing.”231 The
“neighbor is the other you” and how we love the neighbor is “the redoubling of your own
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self.”232 The neighbor is an extension of one’s self, just as many parents see their
children as extensions of themselves.
Nevertheless, while the neighbor is not to be idolized, Kierkegaard does see the
command to love thy neighbor as linked to the first command to love God. “Love to God
and love to neighbor are like two doors that open simultaneously, so that it is impossible
to open one without opening the other, and impossible to shut one without also shutting
the other.”233 Loving the neighbor is a “reduplication of the eternal” into another person
since spiritual goods, such as God’s love, do not diminish but multiply when given.234
(3) The third key point for Kierkegaard’s concept of “the neighbor” is the
neighbor is near. Kierkegaard says we are to go into our prayer closet, close the door
and pray.235 When you get up and open the door, “the very first person you see is the
neighbor (Nœste),”236 which comes from the word nearest (Nœrmeste).237 We are to first
pray; that is, make a connection with God and become full of His love by nourishing the
roots of love; and then, we can go out and love the neighbor as a secondary act, the
expression or fruit. Also, his point about nearness gives a physicality to the concept of
the neighbor, in contrast to a disembodied, “figment of the imagination,” abstract concept
where location does not matter.238 By definition, the neighbor is the one who is near:
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“your neighbor,” as the command itself says, is near you. While it is easy to affirm the
neighbor as every person in abstract thought, it is “God alone” who knows who loves the
neighbor “in actuality—that is, close at hand.”239
Here Kierkegaard once again defends and acknowledges the limits of being
human as rooted in a particular time and place. We are finite beings with finite loyalties
and loves; we do not have a boundless love above the time-space continuum, unlike God
who does. How are we supposed to love a person we cannot see? How are we supposed
to love a person we do not know? Can such attempts to love one who is little more than a
figment of imaginations really qualify as neighbor-love? Perhaps at a “low level” of
neighbor-love they can, but that would seem to dilute and cheapen the power of love.
The neighbor is not a faceless abstraction or a figment of our imaginations. The neighbor
is the seen and the unseen (as we are to remain “blind” to his dissimilarities, as noted
above). “The matter is quite simple. A person should begin with loving the unseen, God,
because then he himself will learn what it is to love. But that he actually loves the unseen
will be known by his loving the brother he sees; the more he loves the unseen, the more
he will love the people he sees. It is not the reverse.”240
Love requires personal relationship. Love of neighbor calls for us to provide a
face-to-face feast with the near and seen individual. We are “to be consolation” to others,
to “seek the company of the cripples, the despised, the sinners, and the publicans.”241
“We are supposed to be like [ligne] Christ,” who urged such a banquet.242 Neighbor-love
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calls for a personal banquet that you fund, plan, participate in, and become one with the
guests. It does not call, on Kierkegaard’s view, for a new social program pronounced
from some distant ruler in the name of love. We are to look the neighbor in the eye and
love him in relationship. To love thy neighbor also means to endure suffering—either
spiritual suffering or physical suffering or both—because others may scorn us for hosting
a banquet, for spending time with those whom society rejects—but “love is hated.”243
Being hated by those of worldly ways is the cost of love, and it is a wound of honor.
6.2.3 Question Three: Does Divine Love Purify Natural Love?
Yes, says Kierkegaard. Divine love such as neighbor-love is a “sanctifying
element”244 to natural loves such as erotic love (Elskov) or friendship (Venskab), but he
affirms natural loves by saying that “erotic love is undeniably life’s most beautiful
happiness and friendship the greatest temporal good.”245 Yet these need to be rooted first
of all in the foundation of neighbor-love; the foundation needs to be secured in the
impenetrable Eternal rather than our natural preferences or sensations or inclinations
which change from time to time.246 Erotic love and friendship are both forms of
“enhanced and augmented self-love”247 rooted in preferences of the beloved, he says,
rather than truly wishing the beloved and the friend the best; we need to remove the
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“selfishness in preferential love.”248 “Just as this commandment [to love thy neighbor]
will teach everyone how to love oneself, so it also will teach erotic love and friendship
genuine love: in loving yourself, preserve love for the neighbor; in erotic love and
friendship, preserve love for the neighbor. . . . Believe that he who was love will
expressly teach every person to love.”249 The God who is love will teach us to love as
“the schoolmaster who looks after all, everyone in particular.”250 Neighbor-love heals
our ability to love properly, just as grace perfects nature rather than destroying it. He
specifically refers to the Holy Spirit as the One who “makes everything new.”251
The presence of divine love in a human’s soul is a human being’s highest
perfection. When we love thy neighbor we “can be like God,” he says, since God does
not love based upon preference or distinction.252 “The Christian doctrine . . . is to love
the neighbor, to love the whole human race, all people, even the enemy, and not to make
exceptions, neither of preference nor of aversion.”253 As a Heavenly Father with open
arms, He loves all—and we are do likewise to all our neighbors by virtue of His divine
love our soul.
But neighbor-love offends man’s natural loves of romance and friendship which
have been idolized. Kierkegaard is an idol crusher. Divine love, and specifically the
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command to love thy neighbor, has “thrust erotic love and friendship from the throne” of
pagan culture.254 He has put them in their proper place by sanctifying them; that is, by
removing their shaky foundation and grounding them in divine love, to love the person as
a neighbor made in God’s image, and therefore he wants to root erotic love and
friendship in God as the “middle term.” In addition to erotic love and friendship,
neighbor-love also goes beyond politeness—“a certain social courtesy, a politeness
toward all people, a friendly condescension toward inferiors.”255 In fact, divine love is
beyond all human compassion, too, and when compared with divine love which loves
unto perfection, he says, “all human compassion counts as nothing.”256 (As defined in
Chapter Four, compassion is merely the removal of pain, rather than loving unto one’s
best which can sometimes involve pain in order to grow.)
Divine love not only purifies other merely human loves such as erotic love or
friendship (as defined in Chapter Five using the Greek names eros and philia,
respectively), but it allows us to see the neighbor—something we would not be inclined
to do without the command to love. “And yet it is only this kind of love which finds out
that the neighbor exists [er til] and—it is one and the same—that everyone is that.”257
Duty-love lets us see the neighbor, or else we would be merely focused on romantic love
and friendship love.
By purifying our natural loves, neighbor-love gives us at least the three goods of
steadfastness, which conquers alternation; independence, which conquers dependence;
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eternal worth, which conquers despair. Evans profiles these goods in detail and I would
here like to try and offer some complementary thoughts.258 As Evans observes,
Kierkegaard mentions these three goods in a summary sentence in Part I of Works of
Love: “Only when it is a duty to love, only then is [1] love eternally secured against every
change, [2] eternally made free in blessed independence, [3] eternally and happily
secured against despair.”259 Later, Kierkegaard mentions a fourth good of neighborlove—perhaps the greatest good—in Part V: neighbor-love is a divine love that (4)
prepares us for the eternal love of Heaven. Neighbor-love conquers the eternal death of
Hell (a place where souls die).
(1) First, neighbor-love gives steadfastness or eternal security, rather than diming
or even extinguishing. Neighbor-love, as a commanded divine love, is a love that lasts.
Its home is in eternity, he says, and therefore neighbor-love is permanent.260 Kierkegaard
calls this “the change of eternity.”261 “[T]he love commandment remains new until the
last day.”262 Time does not change the commandment to love. Calendars and watches do
not decide whether a person ought to love. “[O]nly when it is a duty to love, only then is
love eternally secured.”263 (Duty here means to do what God wants us to do.) I see three
implications of steadfastness for (a) theology, (b) society, and (c) marriage.
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(a) In theology, the steadfastness of the command contrasts with process
theologians who claim that God is unfolding, an ever-evolving being, a mix of actuality
and potentiality. But Kierkegaard says that God is eternal, purely actual and thus perfect.
The command is an example of God’s divine timelessness. Thus the command is also
eternal and unchanging because it comes from an eternal and unchanging source.
(b) In society, the steadfastness of the command to love thy neighbor has many
implications here, too. The command to love thy neighbor is an eternal law that gives
freedom—freedom from arbitrariness and inconsistency. It does not change, and man
cannot change it. The command is transcendent and so it cannot be rooted in the vox
populi, the voice of the people, nor rooted in the Hegelian idea of Sittlichkeit, which says
that true and full Christianity can be manifested in social customs, institutions, and what
people have, do, and think. Hegel believed that the state (nation) was the supreme origin
of ethics.264 “The rational end of humanity is life in the state . . . [I]t is absolutely
necessary for every individual to be a citizen of a state. The great advance of the state in
modern times is that it remains an end in and for itself; it is no longer open to individuals,
as it was in the Middle Ages, to make private stipulations in connection with it.”265
Sittlichkeit is a type of pantheism that says a culture can be a form of an ever-evolving
God. Culture becomes absolute via divine immanence, and socialization becomes
salvation.
For Kierkegaard, however, the command is higher and more transcendence. The
command cannot be rooted in one’s self, a type of Kantian self-legislation, he says, nor
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can it be rooted in a group of other people such as society. Human agreements lack
authority and bite. “The love commandment is not like a human commandment, which
becomes old and dulled over the years or is changed by the mutual agreement of those
who should obey it.”266 The command becomes emasculated, domesticated, and
“naturalized little by little”267 or “naturalized in the world”268 such as found in Hegelian
political philosophy, instead of being a transcendent religion (Religiousness B), where
God is not limited, nor can He be fully embodied in a culture. Christendom wants to
deify itself and answer only to itself, but it is in fact really only human.269 Transcendence
is necessary or else the human tendency to create man in our own image will emerge and
dominate; transcendence is like a barrier to protect human life and true Christianity.
(c) On a practical note for married lovers, the steadfastness of the command to
love thy neighbor has marriage implications. Love is supposed to be eternal, but one
flaw of natural human love is its lack of steadfastness, which means having an eternal
foundation as well as an eternal power source. One of the great tragedies of life is to find
that romantic love has crashed. But neighbor-love has an eternal foundation rather than
being grounded in a temporal foundation of need and desire. “[Love] never falls. Such
love is not dependent on this or that.”270 It never falls in two ways: first, as an eternal
command itself rooted in eternity, and second as an eternal source of power due to the
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Holy Spirit’s presence, since the Holy Spirit never falls (i.e., fails). “Love fades” now
becomes “love abides.”271 Steadfastness replaces fading, diming, or extinguishing. The
love may change forms depending on the circumstances, but the love never becomes
unloving. Love loves regardless of vicissitude.272
(2) In addition to steadfastness, a second good neighbor-love gives is
independence, rather than dependence. Independence here means at least two things: (a)
autonomy from an unhealthy dependency, or a tendency to attach that drains another
person. Loving the neighbor means “to help another person to love God.”273 We are to
love the neighbor in order to connect him to God. If a person can help another person
connect to the love of God, there is no fear of an unhealthy dependence since “every
human being indeed stands by himself—through God’s help.”274 The person who was
loved can stand on his own attached to the source of love; and the help from the one who
loved “infinitely vanishes in the God-relationship.”275 To help another person love God
does not threaten our own independence because when a person connects to God he does
not need others in an overly dependent manner. He has connection with a greater love.
(b) Kierkegaard also says “to be helped by another person to love God is to be
loved.”276 To love God is to find independence from having to rely upon another person
as a crutch; but if you are the recipient of neighbor-love it does not mean that you must
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then reciprocate the “favor.” You do not owe anyone. Neighbor-love is commanded,
and this command provides us with an independence from the game of “I’ll scratch your
back if you scratch mine.” There are no deals. No reciprocity is needed. We are simply
to love the neighbor. Such an approach would contrast sharply with some politicians,
lawyers, and businessmen who “play politics” and “wheel and deal.” We are to love
simply because it is the right thing to do, and so we can remove ourselves from such
power games. Love keeps no scorecard.
(3) Third, neighbor-love gives eternal worth to a person, which means giving
significance to a person’s life and thus it fights against despair. Despair means a lack of
the eternal, a lack of God’s presence in one’s life. “Despair is to lack the eternal; despair
is not to have undergone the change of eternity through duty’s shall.”277 The trials and
sufferings of life should not cause us to have suicidal thoughts or to believe that life is
worthless. If they do, then such trials and sufferings merely reveal an absence of God’s
presence in a person’s life. We might phrase it as “the absence was already present.”
Kierkegaard replies against despair, “No, love’s command forbids despair—by
commanding one to love.”278 In fact, it is an eternal command to love and therefore it
allows a person to be “eternally saved from despair.”279 If I am commanded to love via
the backing of Absolute Reality, and if my love has eternal worth, then my life has
eternal worth. In syllogism form:
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1. My love is the essence of my life.
2. My love has eternal worth.
3. Therefore, my life has eternal worth.280
And therefore love conquers despair since “eternity then saves love from despair by
making it eternal.”281
(4) Fourth and finally, neighbor-love gives a preparation for Heaven, which
means preparation for the presence of God. Heaven is for those who want to be in God’s
presence, who love God, and who are strong enough to see God’s face and not die.
“‘But,’ [God] said, ‘you cannot see my face; for man shall not see me and live.’”282 God
is too real, too solid for us sinful and finite creatures to be able to handle. But being
redeemed and strengthened by divine love, that is, being full of God himself, allows a
person this strength to be in God’s presence.
To love, then, is to save one’s self from spiritual death, says Kierkegaard. “[T]he
one who loves . . . saves himself from death.”283 Spiritual death means sin or Hell. Jesus
described Hell as Gehenna, the place Jews burned garbage, just as where souls die or
burn for lack of God’s presence. But love overcomes Hell. Love is stronger than
death.284 Yet the motive for our love is not to avoid Hell. We are to love because it is the
right thing to do, and because we love our Heavenly Father out of utmost gratitude for
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saving us from Hell and for loving us first; we are not to love Him egotistically as a way
to receive a reward, “What can you do for me, God?”
We save ourselves by loving and we also save others. “[T]he one who loves
saves another person from death.”285 We are to love others as God loves them; we are
His extensions. Kierkegaard said that love is a trait by which “you are [i.e., exist] for
others” and to be a living love to others.”286 Unlike physical goods, divine love is a
spiritual good that does not diminish when it is given. As mentioned earlier, love
redoubles itself when we put love into another.287 The love God has put into us we in
turn put into others.
Love’s preparation for Heaven also frees us from the fear of death, i.e., Hell: “It
seems as if I were a galley slave chained together with death; every time life stirs, the
chain rattles and death makes everything decay—and that takes place every moment.”288
But by loving in an eternal sense, we become what and how we love, and each moment
we become closer to and more like Eternity itself. The pure lovers of God are able to
“keep near to him and preserve this purity through his keeping near to them.”289 By
becoming more like God in loving, we increase the capacity of union with God (capax
Dei). By loving with a pure heart, we shape ourselves to be able to see the smile on
God’s face.290 We break the chains of death because neighbor-love conquers Hell.
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6.2.4 Question Four: Can Love Be Commanded?
“God is love.”291 Since God’s essence is perfect love, it follows that all His
actions are loving acts; and therefore the command to love thy neighbor is an act of love,
a divine gift for which individuals ought to be thankful. It supports their best interests.
The command to love is known in two ways, by divine revelation and by general
revelation. Divine revelation here means fundamentally the ideas recorded in Holy
Scripture. General revelation here means knowledge given to the faculty of conscience,
a faculty which has been commonly understood as an echo of God’s voice to sense right
and wrong, as moving our will to do right, and as making us feel guilty when we fail to
do right. Every person has a conscience and knows he should love others. “[T]o relate to
God is precisely to have conscience.”292 So, either by an outer divine revelation or by an
inner general revelation of conscience, love is commanded.
But the aesthete wonders if love can be commanded since he believes love is to be
spontaneous. This objection of love being commanded looks like an “apparent
contradiction: to love is a duty.”293 How can duty-love be “sincere,” as Kierkegaard says
it should be?294 He argues that the apparent contradiction is not a real contradiction.
Agape in pure form must shed its duty, but the point is to overcome the duty dimension in
neighbor-love as we mature and grow.
Kierkegaard maintains that we really can love our neighbor and not just act like it,
not just act “as if” we loved them. In order to do this a definition of emotion is needed
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since Kierkegaard says, “Love is a passion of the emotions.”295 Robert C. Roberts
defines an emotion as a “concern-based construal” or “serious concern-based construal”
or “verisimilar concernful construal.”296 A construal is “a mental event or state in which
one thing is grasped in terms of something else;”297 it is “a way the object presents
itself;”298 it is a way of seeing or “seeing as,” but we often do not see clearly, and in
Scripture, for example, spiritual blindness is common due to sin. It is important that we
view an individual correctly. We are to see a person as a personification of Jesus Christ.
Roberts writes, “The defining proposition for agape as an emotion is this: S is wonderful
because S personifies Jesus Christ and is loved by him; may S’s true interests be
promoted.”299 Roberts also explains the “concern-based” part of his definition of an
emotion. “My formula is that emotions are concern-based construals, that is, construals
imbued, flavored, colored, drenched, suffused, laden, informed, or permeated with
concern. . . . To be afraid of heights is not just to see them as a danger to something or
other; it requires that something the subject holds dear appear to him threatened. . . . For
this reason, concerns, cares, desires, loves, interests, attachments, and enthusiasms are
dispositions to emotions.”300 Concerns are “desires and aversions” and their
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corresponding “attachments and interests.”301 Roberts’s definition of emotion allows us
to see the individual in a certain way and be concerned about his eternal fate.
As mentioned above, for Kierkegaard, faith, hope, and love are “formed passions”
or “articulated passions.”302 They are “intentional states.”303 This is a “both/and”
concept of God and man working together, rather than an “either/or” view (of only God,
or of only man). We can co-create, shepherd, and guide our passions. With the presence
of the Holy Spirit as the source of love, we have the capacity to cultivate this spiritual
fruit in our souls. We can shape our emotional disposition to love like a muscle that
strengthens with exercise. We can even shape our moods for less than honorable
motives, such as being paid a large amount of money each day to act loving toward
others.304 Yet we also have the ability to work honestly and honorably with God. As the
Apostle Paul commands us, “Train yourself in godliness. . . . Practice these duties [of
love, faith, and purity], devote yourself to them, so that all may see your progress.”305
We can obtain “enduring traits or qualities not merely of our bodies (say, height,
complexion) but of us as persons,” explains Roberts.306 And therefore we can really love
in an abiding and true way. Toward this goal, Kierkegaard can help us immensely
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because he “repeatedly instructs us on how to think so as to have, or not have, a given
emotion.”307
Roberts mentions the truism that “emotions aren’t feelings” and Kierkegaard
would agree.308 Love is not a surface or immediate sensation, and as Kierkegaard insists,
it is far deeper than “drives and inclination” or “feeling” or “intellectual calculation.”309
Love goes beyond merely liking a person and so we can love those we do not like. “But
faith shall be known by love. . . . To say that love is a feeling and the like is really an
unchristian conception. This is the esthetic definition of love and therefore fits the erotic
and everything of that nature. But from a Christian point of view love is the works of
love. Christ’s love was not intense feeling, a full heart, etc.; it was rather the work of
love, which is his life.”310
It is important to note that Kierkegaard saw a close connection between a person’s
being and action, or as stated in the quotation above, “his life” (his being) and “the work
of love” (his action). As he puts it, “What love is, it does; what love does, it is.”311 To
deny either being or action is a mistake. This is why, I suggest, he begins his book
Works of Love with a Trinitarian prayer by talking about the locus and the source of love
being in God. He puts first things first. The roots must be strong before the fruit of love
can exist. God must plant the seed of being in us first, and then the actions of love will
307
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come. A person must become full of the Holy Spirit, just as Jesus was “full of the Holy
Spirit.”312 To return again to a central theme of this essay, imitation requires infusion.
Kierkegaard saw a dearth of action or imitation as the new conflict for Christianity. “The
conflict about Christianity will no longer be doctrinal conflict . . . . The problem will
become that of loving the ‘neighbor’ . . . . The rebellion in the world shouts: We want to
see action!”313 That is, I think he believes the action as a fruit of the Holy Spirit, rather
than uprooted godless action.
Neighbor-love is a fruit of the Holy Spirit, and as a fruit it takes time to develop
and ripen and mature.314 The fruit of love takes cultivation; it is not microwavable or
immediate. While the seed of love itself, so to speak, is given to us by the Holy Spirit, it
is each individual’s responsibility to nurture the seed of love. In this way, each person,
like each tree, “is known by its own [individual] fruit.”315
6.3 On Government: The Political Context in Denmark
“I love my fatherland.”316 “I love the common man (den menige Mand).”317 “I
hate politics.”318 Kierkegaard loved Denmark and so his attack on the politics of the
government should not be confused or seen as an attack on the nation. He loved his
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native home, he saw the government as a threat to his homeland, and that is why he
attacked the government. More importantly, he loved his neighbors (“the common man”)
and the cause of Christianity—two things the church-state merger threatened with deadly
aim.
“Søren Kierkegaard could hardly have lived through a more significant and
dramatic period in Danish history,” writes historian John Elrod.319 During the Golden
Age of Denmark from 1800-1850, the arts flourished and there was very little political
strife and contention. “Between 1815 and 1830,” points out historian B. J. Hovde, “one
might almost say that there were no politics in Denmark.”320 Hans Christian Anderson, a
fellow Dane and linguistic competitor of Kierkegaard, wrote that “politics played no part
at all in Denmark, the theatre was the ‘public interest,’ the most important theme of
conversation for the day and evening.”321
In 1849, however, there was a change in Denmark from “no politics” to “politics
is everything.”322 The new religion of Denmark was not Christianity: it was the new
religion of politics in the form of democracy or the public. Political activism replaced
political passivism. Kierkegaard saw this shift as a threat to his philosophy of existence
since politics cannot answer the question of existence, but people where looking to
politics for the ultimate answers of life. Across Europe “everything is politics. Politics is
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all that occupies people, politics is all that people understand.”323 This was a shift from
the spiritual to the political. “The whole modern mentality,” he said elsewhere, “can be
reduced to that d****d caricature of religion, which is represented by politics.”324
In 1848-1849, there was a shift from the nominally absolute monarchy to
constitutional and popular government. “The Public” was enthroned in power; it was a
faceless crowd. The new Constitution said that “no one can be deprived of full use of his
civil and political rights on the basis of religion,” but it also stated that the “Evangelical
Lutheran Church is the Danish People’s Church and as such is supported by the state.”325
In Kierkegaard’s view, the merger of church-and-state was simply a new form and a
more dangerous version of Apostate Christendom. Jørgen Bukdahl explains:
They [true Christians such as Kierkegaard] could protest against the
religious tyranny of the state church in the name of true Christianity and of
“the people.” But now that Denmark had become a democratic country,
now that the people legally owned the state and the government, now that
the church had become the People’s Church (though with no change in
personnel and little in policy)—in whose name now could the people
protest the religious tyranny (and for Kierkegaard, the spiritless
mediocrity) of the established church? This was what prompted
Kierkegaard to break his silence.326
Bruce Kirmmse notes that Kierkegaard lived through a political revolution from “faceto-face” monarchy to an “anonymous” economy and political system of
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parliamentarianism.327 This means that the people are no longer represented via a king,
says Nicoletti, but now are identified by a parliament, that is, a type of crowd. “We are
the government.”
Not all agreed the church-state merger threatened Christianity. Hans Lassen
Martensen,328 Kierkegaard’s former tutor329 who was only five years older than him, and
the successor to Bishop Peter Mynster, Primate of the Danish Church, wrote, “It was
certainly of great importance that Church and State should continue to be united and that
there should continue to be a State Church, even if it was called a People’s Church.”330
But Kierkegaard rejected this, Kirmmse notes, because Christianity does not belong to
the people: the people belong to Christianity. Additionally, how is it possible for the
state to receive an oath from a priest? Is this not self-contradictory? The priest gives an
oath to the state but the true oath is to God who is above the state. He believed that the
priests of his day were more obligated to the government than to God. In fact, there was
innately a self-preservation element in the relationship. Practically speaking, how many
priests will critique a powerful government when they all work for it and make their
living off it?
Mynster died on January 30, 1854 and this changed everything for Kierkegaard.
He loved Mynster personally but could now plan for a public battle. At Mynster’s
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funeral, Martensen proclaimed him as “a witness to the truth.” This enraged Kierkegaard
since people ought to imitate Jesus’ life of suffering and striving, rather than Mynster’s
rather comfortable life of power and pleasure. Kierkegaard prepared for spiritual war.
He spent the rest of 1854 in intense strategy preparation and writing much material,
readying himself to commence a formal attack.
On December 18, 1854, the same day that a new ministry took office, he declared
public war on the State Church. Kierkegaard launched his attack in “a widely circulated
political journal,”331 The Fatherland (Fœdrelandet), the premier political newspaper of
Denmark, by publishing an article he had written months earlier in February 1854. He
called on the State Church to admit that Mynster was not a “witness for the truth.”
“Bishop Mynster’s preaching veils, tones down, suppresses, omits some of what is most
decisively Christian,” as he explained (in his third article).332 For example, Mynster
failed to make a break with world’s prestige, luxury, power, and self-promotion. In his
first article, Kierkegaard thunders: “A truth-witness is a person whose life from first to
last is unfamiliar with everything called enjoyment.”333 A martyr or truth-witness is
“unappreciated, hated, detested, so mocked, insulted, laughed to scorn—so poor that he
perhaps has not always had daily bread . . . flogged, mistreated, dragged from one prison
to another . . . then finally is crucified or beheaded or burned or broiled on a grill.”334 A
martyr lives (and dies) for something greater than his own life. In Apostate Christendom,
“Christianity” had become emasculated and comfortable and easy. It failed to provide
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adventure and shock people’s imaginations. The amazing and wonderful beauty of
Christianity had been reduced to mere ethics. But true Christianity, according to the New
Testament, means danger, for “witness and danger are equivalent.”335 Citizens, he wrote,
should stop “playing at Christianity.”336
Kierkegaard continued to publish twenty-one articles in The Fatherland until May
26, 1855, at which time he continued his formal attack through a self-published pamphlet
titled The Moment (or The Instant [Øieblikket]), where he published nine issues.337 A
tenth issue was published after his death.338 In sum, he believed that the government
fostered the illusion that people were living Christian lives but in reality they were not.
So he wanted to (1) awaken the individual from this illusion as well as (2) destroy the
political arrangements (the church state merger) that fostered the lie. His task had “a
double direction.”339 There is the physical and the psychological, the body and the soul,
or what he calls “something physical” and “psychical.”340 This writing continued until
his death on November 11, 1855.
In only about nine months Kierkegaard published more than six hundred pages,
mostly in pamphlet form. “This is something I have religiously understood to be my
duty, and I thus do it gladly, even though it is personally quite repugnant to me.”341 “My
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task is to audit the definition: Christian.”342 While Martin Luther nailed ninety-five
theses to the Castle Church door in Wittenburg, Germany in 1517, Kierkegaard placed
only one on the forehead of Denmark’s Christendom in 1854: Christianity does not exist
here.343
Christianity in Denmark “had become a nothing, a silly game.”344 One was a
Christian merely for being born into an apparent Christian society. Merely a certificate
of baptism nor “a profession of faith is not enough.”345 He rejected the idea of “Christian
states” as they became popular in Europe. “I propose to start here in Denmark to list the
price for being Christian in such a way that the whole concept—state church, official
appointments, livelihood—bursts open.”346 “I am not at all afraid of creating scandal,”
said Kierkegaard.347 He knew that would be “persecuted” but he also believed that he
was uniquely “qualified to proclaim Christianity. Bishop Mynster can keep his velvet
robe and Grand Cross.”348 Christians in Denmark were in fact “Christians only in
imagination,”349 or “nominal Christians.”350 They are Christians in name only (CINOs).
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“They live in esthetic or, at most, esthetic-ethical categories.”351 Therefore the “Christian
world [i.e., Christendom] is still continually offended by the actual Christian.”352
Kierkegaard did not want what remnants of Christianity that remained to wallow
or decline; he wanted to divide the church from the state in order to redeem and restore
Christianity. “What Christianity needs is not the suffocating protection of the state; no, it
needs fresh air, persecution, and—God’s protection. The state only does harm.”353 He
was not aiming for “pluralism” or “diversity” to help create a buffet of religions; he was
not aiming for “fairness among religions” or for Christianity to be a “player” amidst the
“salad bowl” of religions in Denmark. In his quest to disentangle church and state, he
was explicit in his Christian roots and agenda.
He accused the state of “high treason against Christianity.”354 Kierkegaard’s
commentary on the biblical story of the coin with Caesar’s image on it explains: “Christ
clearly means this: If you want to be a Christian, then snap your fingers first and foremost
and above all at politics.”355 We are to give ourselves to the one whose image we bear
(God), he says, just as we are to give a coin to the one whose image it bears (Caesar).
Kirmmse cites him as saying that “the New Testament unconditionally requires the
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separation of Church and State.”356 Or as he put bluntly in his private papers: “the
requirement is: separation.”357
From the state, Christians receive a meaningless “factory stamp.”358 Christendom
“reduces the criteria” for being a Christian.359 To have the state take over issues of
salvation has a “tranquilizing effect” as if the personal responsibility of the individual is
not the primary issue.360 Accordingly, he called Christendom a “junk heap”361 of
spiritual deadness, “a crime,”362 “a scandal,”363 “indefensible,”364 “an enormous
illusion,”365 “an enormous crime,”366 “a forgery, a falsification,”367 “unmanly,”368 and
something evil that had been “perverted into public wisdom.”369 Christianity, he said, has
become “like a eunuch,”370 and the pastors are “quacks”371 and “legions of huckstering
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knaves”372 who “live off”373 the state church lie of Christianity. “[W]hat occupies the
clergy is making a living.”374 He gives a list of “imaginary magnitudes: Christian states,
Christian countries, a Christian nation, a—amazing!—a Christian world.”375 So-called
Christians today are in fact “louts and boors.”376 The 1000 pastors are part of the
“preacher industry” and are in fact “Falstaffs or veterinarians [who tend the herd of
people]” off which their families are living.377 In 1840, Denmark’s population was about
1.3 million, and Copenhagen’s population was about 121,000.378 Kierkegaard writes, “In
Denmark, for example, there are 1 1/2 million inhabitants. They bring in about 600,000
or 700,000 rix-dollars a year.”379
Here lies the whole secret! At one time there must have lived a few rogues, as
Holberg says, who duped the state into thinking that the suffering and death of
Jesus Christ and eternal salvation were something which could be used to raise
money. Great! So the state undertook—Christianly!—to make a complete deal
with Christianity. . . . But the point is this—from a Christian point of view, no
man and no society, either, has the remotest right to intrude between the suffering
and death of Christ and another man and intervene financially between them.380
Instead of the police coming to force a person to pay the tax for the state church, he jokes,
a person ought to be able to call the police in order to receive protection from someone
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who is forcing him to pay this money. He wanted the whole system and structure to fall
and crumble—“let us once again worship God in simplicity.”381 More seriously, he saw a
Satanic attack on the church via financial assistance. “There is one thing which Christ
must unconditionally exclude: financial assistance. But Satan knows that there is only
one way to annihilate Christianity—by means of financial assistance.”382 “Christendom
is Satan’s invention.”383
Before ending this section, there are two other important points to make about
Kierkegaard’s view of government: (1) it was anti-Hegel; and (2) it was anti-Marx.
(1) The contrast against Hegel’s view of the state could not be sharper. Hegel
claimed that the state, as a symbol of the Absolute, was the apparatus to which men must
pledge their ultimate allegiance. In fact, the state is the method of “perfecting” mankind;
this is the goal of the state. This faith in government to improve man Kierkegaard
rebelled against as well, arguing for a distinct separation and saying that one cannot
perfect oneself or mankind through use of the liberal modern state. Only God can perfect
man—and only a man who is spiritually “alive.” Politics and reason both fail for the
same reason. They both are inflated idols, and so Kierkegaard fights against what
Kirmmse calls “any expansionist attempt” by government.384 Problems that can only be
solved “in a godly way,” Kierkegaard says, cannot be solved “in a worldly way,” that is,
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through politics for example.385 He objected to the power of the crowd, or The Public, or
the mass, or the herd, or the mob. It was the new god of Denmark, and the government
fostered it by being its ostensible embodiment.
Kierkegaard foresaw, Nicoletti points out, that the infinite longing of man cannot
be fulfilled by finite politics of power, and thus politics would eventually fail as a god
because it would not meet man’s deepest need. He says that “the movement of our time,
which appears to be purely political, will turn out suddenly to be religious or the need for
religion.”386 The god of politics will collapse. Human beings have an infinite passion,
but have failed to seek satisfaction for this infinite passion from an infinite source outside
of human persons. The cure to man’s spiritual problem of despair is to focus on the
individual, rather than mass politics. “Every reform which does not realize that the real
problem is to reform every single individual, is eo ipso an illusion.”387 We must focus on
reforming the individual in order to reform society. “What is necessary,” explains
Nicoletti, “is an interior government, that of the single individual.”388
(2) In addition to being an anti-Hegelian writer, Kierkegaard can also be known as
an anti-Marxist writer. Works of Love was published on September 29, 1847. A year
later, Karl Marx’s Manifesto of the Communist Party (1848) called for a revolution of
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society and instituting a large government reign to the ghost of Communism.389 As the
first sentence reads, “A specter is haunting Europe—the specter of Communism.” Soviet
Communists hated Kierkegaard and “found him worthy of long and violent
denunciation.”390 Given Kierkegaard’s critique of Hegel as his prime target, and given
Hegel’s influence on Marx, it is no surprise that Kierkegaard showed no support of
communism. The Communist Manifesto is Low Church, but High State: it is messianic
toward Communism’s aim to centralize “all instruments of productions in the hands of
the State”;391 it advocates statism, i.e., the state as god, and militarism, i.e., using war and
violence to resolve differences and engender dialectical progress. But Kierkegaard’s
Works of Love is High Church, but Low State: it is messianic toward the triune God and
in those people He dwells; it advocates God as God, and divine love and the moral law as
ways to resolve differences and engender progress (increasing goodness). (High means
optimistic, and low means pessimistic.)
Kierkegaard saw communism as a threat to individuality because it strips and
devalues our particularities. It brings tyranny, “the most dangerous” of all tyrannies, he
389
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says, because it abolishes God and creates “fear of the crowd of men, of the majority, of
the people, of the public.”392 “In Kierkegaardian terms,” comments Charles Bellinger,
“Karl Marx is a classic example of the ethical sphere of existence. . . . The key to the
ethical sphere of existence is confidence in humanity’s ability to bring the good into
existence in time.”393 It did not work. Kierkegaard predicted that the Communist
government would prey upon the masses by stealing their property, and then take a
“profit” for themselves. The single individual, he predicted (and was correct), would be
crushed under communism, as the blood of 100 million corpses in the twentieth century
testify.394 (Communism, like the demonic, lies since the very name implies a shared
commonality for all but it is in fact strongly elitist.)
Kierkegaard’s opposition to Marxism should not be downplayed. As explained
earlier, Kierkegaard believed that man is to become united with God and to love others.
God is the highest (most sacred) source of Love and The Good, and government must be
held accountable to God. These ideas would of course contradict Marx’s famous
statement that “man [is] the supreme being for man”395 as well as Friedrich Engels
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writing, “What we need is hate rather than love.”396 Kierkegaard plainly said that one
section of Works of Love is “also rightly turned against communism.”397 (It is Section 2,
Deliberation 7.) Perhaps focusing on the word “also” in Kierkegaard’s statement, Gregor
Malantschuk states “the whole book” of Works of Love “is polemically directed against
communism.”398 (Malantschuk goes on to argue that Kierkegaard read Marx.399)
In one section of Works of Love, Kierkegaard says secular minds focus on
remedying all needs, but Christians focus on mercy, the costly acts of giving to others
material goods or spiritual goods such as forgiveness. Mercy pays real debts; it does not
ignore the debts, and thus it goes beyond justice. The temporal, secular person, such as a
communist, cries that a poor person may die: “Provide money for us, provide hospitals
for us, that is the most important!”400 But Kierkegaard says the most important thing is
not that a person may die, but that mercifulness is done.401 Mercy is inwardness, an
inward posture of how it is done.402 Loving acts are not always acts of love; the external
act may be loving, but the internal motive may be unloving. Kierkegaard emphasizes the
internal posture of a person’s heart. “Is it mercifulness to give a hundred thousand to the
poor? No. Is it mercifulness to give two pennies to the poor? No. Mercifulness is how
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it is given.”403 You must “concentrate your attention completely on inwardness.”404 Or
as he put it elsewhere, “The ethical is inwardness”405 and “In order to study the ethical,
every human being is assigned to himself.”406 To focus on the Hegelian and Marxist
external forms of the ethical, i.e., the social expressions of life, is to fail to build up a
person; it lacks edifying a person’s heart, and the individual is far more important than a
mass society. This the large gap between those who confuse extroversion for
conversion.407 “[L]ove can express itself in many external deeds, but all these deeds can
also be lacking in love.”408 What is needed is the “qualification of heartfelt inwardness.
For whatever does not proceed from faith is sin; the same holds for love.”409
To be a work of love, then, the internal motive must be good; thus acts of force
against a person’s will to give are not acts of love. We are enchanted by the “power and
might” of what government can do externally: “[Y]ou become amazed at the
externals.”410 Kierkegaard never called for large government and its “externals”; he said
his reader should put on a banquet and invite the poor, as Jesus calls for in Luke 14.411
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Kierkegaard never thought that just because there was social equality and economic
redistribution there was love. The internal motives matter and thus forced redistribution
via government was not love.
In these thoughts of Kierkegaard, I believe he is trying to highlight a logical
fallacy of Communism, the logical fallacy of affirming the consequent: If A, then B. B.
Thus, A. Or: If I love others, then I will give my goods to others. I gave my goods to
others. Thus, I love others. Proposition A does not follow logically from the affirmation
of Proposition B since one could give goods for other motivations other than love. Or to
use his terms extroversion and conversion from above:
1. If conversion, then extroversion.
2. Extroversion.
3. Thus, conversion.
Or: If I am converted, then I will give my goods to others (extroversion). I gave my goods
to others. Thus, I am converted. The fallacy of affirming the consequent is the fallacy of
Communism and the fallacy of Christendom. It is the fallacy of the Pharisees
reincarnated.
6.3.1 Question Five: Is Government Divinely Ordained?
An answer of No is clear from Kierkegaard. Government is not divinely ordained
with a special mandate to implement holy orders subcontracted from God’s supernatural
will, but its purposes are rather for the natural, the ordinary, and the commonplace. We
once again see this theme of limited government from Kierkegaard, or what may be
called “non-divine immanence,” and how the demonic had employed its two common
strategies of either (1) inverting the roles of church and state, i.e., trying to make force
335

into love or love into force; or (2) setting up a caricature imitation of true Christianity in
order to blunt Christianity’s full power of love. Hegel’s political philosophy considered
the state a form of divine immanence. He believed that it was the individual’s task to
seek one’s identity with the state and obey it in a posture of submission. The state
mediates God’s supernatural will. By contrast, Kierkegaard held a pessimistic view of
government and defined the state as “of the evil.” “The state is of the evil rather than of
the good, a necessary evil, in a certain sense a useful, expedient evil, rather than a
good.”412 The government uses force but sometimes this force is useful and expedient.
Kierkegaard favored limited government.413 Limited government here means the
mostly non-religious things of everyday life found predominately in material and survival
things. Government should focus on basic material and earthly comforts “such as public
security, water, lighting, roads, pavement, etc. etc.”414 As Kirmmse summarizes,
“Politics must be limited to the daily world of practical utility, of approximations, and it
must be prevented from making ultimate or transcendent claims.”415 Such a limited
government is only valid “with respect to material interests; it is based upon “the
principle of association (which at best can have validity with respect to material
interest)”416 or “all temporal, earthly, worldly matters.”417 In these mundane pursuits, the
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state ought to be quiet and steady. It is certainly not to be the leader of a society. (He
also objected to the new form of democratic government where anyone could become an
official. It did not provide quietness or steadiness. He writes, “In former days, when life
was quieter, there were only a few who could hope to become cabinet members.”418
Such access to power engendered cleverness and scheming to obtain power. The powerhungry are more likely to obtain power, and the power-hungry by definition are already
corrupt.)
Government in Denmark, however, wanted not only to supply basic comforts, but
transcendent and ultimate goods; it wanted to provide not only natural and ordinary
things, but supernatural goals as well; it wanted to satisfy “eternal happiness in the life to
come.”419 Kierkegaard mocks: “how generous!—and in as inexpensive and comfortable
a way as possible.”420 The state is taking care of the need for eternal happiness among
citizens by forcing them to pay taxes for it. As he jokes, “Christianity came into the
world when Caesar Augustus levied taxes on the whole world—one could be tempted to
believe that Christendom has made the mistake, that it confused these two simultaneous
events and thought that it was Christianity which came into the world for the purpose of
levying taxes on everyone.”421 By coercion, all are entered upon the tax rolls, and so the
citizens are paying for eternal happiness by way of 1000 state priests. Thus the state he
derides as “the greatest blessing to individuals” since it can give eternal happiness more
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cheaply than if an individual were on his own.422 The state gives eternal happiness at a
bargain! But in reality, he says, eternal happiness can only come through suffering or
“eternity’s hard way . . . . The way is narrow and the gate is strait that leads to life, and
few there are who find it.”423
He makes clear that “the eternal is not something like that,” that is, the eternal is
not like water or pavement.424 The state is to deal with comfortable distribution of
objects such as water, but eternal happiness relates to how a subject (a person) inwardly
relates to God. Eternal happiness is an existence that requires intense suffering, a striving
to reach our potential, a becoming; it often means holding tight to religious obligations
when they conflict with legal, societal, and familial obligations. He then scornfully
thanks bureaucrats for arranging and dispensing “an eternal happiness in an inexpensive
and comfortable way.”425
The “Hegelian hope,”426 a high and optimistic faith placed in government to solve
problems, is merely an attempt to satisfy the desire for Heaven by politics. (Hegel
affirmed and encouraged the method for progress by violence and war.) As mentioned
earlier, and as cannot be said enough in order to understand his view, Kierkegaard
believed that “the whole modern mentality can be reduced to that d****d caricature of
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religion, which is represented by politics.”427 It is a massive confusion, a massive
inversion of the proper roles of church and state. “There is nothing about which I have
greater misgivings than about all that even slightly tastes of this disastrous confusion of
politics and Christianity.”428 It is Christianity alone which makes men good and which
can satisfy the desire for Heaven. The state seeks power; it wants to govern in
temporality, in an earthly and worldly way, which consists of getting more of the crowd
on its side to use for power and force. But Christianity sees individuals first and
considers each individual’s fate before God; Christianity seeks to give love and eternal
salvation.
In Denmark, Kierkegaard believed the political sphere was trying to usurp the
religious sphere by dispensing eternal salvation. When that boundary is violated, the
sphere of the religious shrinks and is politicized, and thus secularized. The boundary
between the religious and the political has been crossed, and the government is deified.
“The deification of the established order is the secularization of everything.”429
Kierkegaard fights against “the established order that has deified itself” and “wants to be
a totality that recognizes nothing above itself but has every individual under it and judges
every individual who subordinates himself to the established order.”430 Like Jesus of
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Nazareth, the individual who objects to this type of establishment and does not bow in
submission will be “guilty of blasphemy.”431
Jesus “made piety into absolute inwardness not directly commensurable with the
external.”432 The keepers of external behaviors—the Pharisees and scribes, the
Herodians, and other rulers—objected to it. It was the government and its supporters
who carry on this Pharisaic mission to impose true goodness from the outside. “Politics
is the external system, this Tantalus-like busyness about external change” that usually is
worthless and unfulfillable, but “Christianity is victorious inwardness.”433 True goodness
is “absolute inwardness.”
The government cannot make men good. Force cannot access the human heart.
In a biting critique of Hegel, Kierkegaard recorded in his journal, “[T]o be improved by
living in the state is just as doubtful as being improved in a prison.”434 Brute force rules
both. Hegelian philosophy gave many Christians three errors about the state and its
moral purpose: “That the state in a Christian sense is suppose to be what Hegel taught—
namely [1] that it has moral significance, [2] that true virtue can appear only in the state
(something I also childishly babbled after him in my dissertation435), [3] that the goal of
the state is to improve men—is obviously nonsense.”436 Sarcastically, he writes, “And
then the state is supposed to be counted on to develop men morally, to be the proper
431

Ibid.

432

Ibid., 92.

433

Kierkegaard, The Corsair Affair, 54-55.

434

Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. IV, 200 (no. 4238).

435

See Søren Kierkegaard, The Concept of Irony: With Continual Reference to Socrates, ed. and
trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1989), 229-35.
436

Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. IV, 199-200 (no. 4238).

340

medium for virtue, the place where one really can become virtuous! In fact, for such a
purpose this place is just as strange as would be the claim that the best place for a
watchmaker or an engraver to work is aboard a ship in a heavy sea. Christianity therefore
does not believe that the Christian is to remain in the body politic for the purpose of
being morally improved—no, in fact it tells him in advance that it will mean
suffering.”437 Christianity requires suffering, like a spiritual heart surgery that only the
Holy Spirit can perform.
Government cannot morally improve man, then, but an even deeper issue is a
challenge to the foundation of government. The foundation for government itself is in
question since it grants actions that no individual would be allowed to do, therefore there
is a double standard (one for individuals, and one for the collective). But injustice can
never be justice, Kierkegaard says. “Thus the state is continually subject to the same
sophistry that engrossed the Greek Sophists—namely, that injustice on a vast scale is
justice.”438 If it is wrong for Bob to steal money from John, then it is wrong for the
government to steal money from John. There is no separate morality for government; the
same morality that applies to an individual is the same for the government. Just because
government does an action does not make it right: if it is criminal for the individual, it is
criminal for the collective body of the government. As the French writer Frédéric Bastiat
wrote in The Law (1850): “See whether the law performs, for the profit of one citizen,
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and, to the injury of others, an act that this citizen cannot perform without committing a
crime.”439
In another blow against the foundation of government, Kierkegaard also believed
the concept of using unjust force (violence) to be against a Christian way of living.
From a Christian point of view men ought to have the right to this life to conduct
themselves entirely as they themselves wish—the state, something far lower,
cannot concede its constituents this kind of freedom in civil matters—but, but, but
(here comes the earnestness!): you individual, every single individual, you are on
the way to the accounting of eternity. But the fact is that judgment, the
accounting, and the earnestness of eternity has completely vanished, and
therefore, to get a little bit of earnestness, police are called in to help. What an
abysmal depth of nonsense!440
Similarly, against using government force to impose Christianity, he writes: “Above all,
rescue Christianity from the state; with its protection it smothers Christianity just as when
a woman smothers her baby with her body, and it teaches Christianity the most loathsome
bad habits: in the name of Christianity to use police force.”441
The slick politicians who order the police force are often corrupt while talking
about moral improvement for society at large. Kierkegaard says that “in thieves’ slang,
of course, the state is said to be morally ennobling.”442 He refers to the politician as “the
person who knows precisely how far he dares to go with his swindling and still preserve
the reputation and esteem of being a highly respectable man.”443 The pure swindler, he
says, is not as corrupt as the slick, conniving politician; at least the pure swindler is
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honest that he is dishonest. “Generally speaking, it can never be emphasized strongly
enough that the immediate, the unrefined, the imprudent, etc., are never as corrupt as the
shrewdly prudent”444—the “shrewdly prudent” being a politician or a dark angel
disguised as light.
Real reform or a moral improvement for society, i.e., a reform that lasts, does not
begin with government, which only changes the external; real reform begins on the
inward or spiritual dimension of persons. This is the inside-out method of healing so
often mentioned earlier in this essay. What matters to Kierkegaard is that Christianity—
that is, “Christ in you” or the Holy Spirit entering one’s soul—is the real catalyst for
progress, not an optimistic view of the state.445 Real change requires dealing with people
as individuals and not en masse, as government does. Real transformation begins in the
human heart and can only take place in a God-relationship. “[T]he essentially Christian
reformation means that each person must be reformed, and only then is the most ungodly
of all unchristian categories overthrown: the crowd, the public.”446 The prominence and
faith placed in government was an example of the dominance of the crowd and the
public, since many people identified themselves with democratic government. “We are
the government.” We rule ourselves.
But even in the old system of monarchy, the king was not divinely ordained with
a special mission to reform individuals. A king is merely “a weak, fragile human.”
“Therefore the king is no incarnation, not a being we should worship; he is a weak,
444
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fragile human being like the rest of us, but he is king by the grace of God, and it is this
religious boundary which limits and terminates the state.”447 A king must not violate the
character of God. Thus, the character of God and His unique ability to reform individual
hearts limits the government. Regardless of whether the political system is a democracy
or a monarchy, the common denominator on Kierkegaard’s view is a limited government
of “public security, water, lighting, roads, pavement.”448
6.3.2 Question Six: Does Original Sin Limit Government?
Yes, says Kierkegaard; those who hold power are susceptible to addiction to
power since the power of power can overpower them, and thus abuse, and therefore limits
must be applied to how much power those in government possess. For Kierkegaard, sin
means defiance against God and what is good. It is a weakness of will to do what is
right.449 It also means a failure to become our true selves by a lack of intimate
relationship with God. “Sin is: before God, or with the conception of God, in despair not
to will to be oneself, or in despair to will to be oneself. Thus sin is intensified weakness
or intensified defiance.”450 A failure to realize one’s own sin and a failure to love God
result in some of the greatest murders in history. Those who do so evade the purpose of
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their lives, the task of becoming like and with the God of love, and as a result they turn to
wielding political power in an attempt to become gods themselves.
Kierkegaard believed in Original Sin (Arvesynd in Danish), which essentially
means a strong proclivity or predisposition to sin. As the Apostle Paul explains,
“Therefore as sin came into the world through one man and death through sin, and so
death spread to all men because all men sinned.”451 Through Adam’s sin, and through
Adam’s solidarity with all of humanity, all humans now inherit sin. “We human beings
think as follows: this business of Adam’s fall, that happened a long, long time ago and is
forgotten, and nowadays we are nice people—for God this happens with Adam today.”452
Kierkegaard believed in anxiety and guilt, which are the results of realizing our
responsibility to act a certain way and our failure to do so by sinning. In fact, he believed
strongly in inherited sin. As an all-too-personal example, Kierkegaard believed his life
was cursed—that he had inherited the sins of his father’s sexual unfaithfulness. His
father had impregnated his second wife before they were married, and so one of the
central features of Kierkegaard’s life was his belief that his father’s infidelity cursed his
own life. He did not expect to live long.
His father Michael Pedersen Kierkegaard married his first wife453 but she died
after two years of marriage. Michael then impregnated his first wife’s maid, Anne
Sørensdatter Lund. Afterwards, he married her and the child (Peter Kierkegaard, Søren
Kierkegaard’s oldest brother) was born about five months after the wedding. The family
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was conceived in sin and thus Kierkegaard, believing shed blood and death to be the
consequences for sin, thought that his life was not only wounded by Original Sin but also
cursed as a result of this sexual sin. “I came into existence [er blevet til] through a crime,
I came into existence against God’s will.”454
As strongly as Kierkegaard believed in inherited sin, he also believed in a loving
nature that is inside of every person. Love is still in every person as our first nature from
our Creator, and this would appear to put Kierkegaard in contrast to some (extreme)
forms of “total depravity” in Calvinism. But while Kierkegaard believed that love was
“in the ground” (iGrunden)455 of each person, he was not naïve about the reality of sin
and wickedness. Our second nature of sin is prominent; the love in us has been deeply
wounded and damaged. Be that as it may, he is hopeful that love will prevail: “And this
is my faith, that however much confusion and evil and contemptibleness there can be in
human beings as soon as they become the irresponsible and unrepentant ‘public,’
‘crowd,’ etc.—there is just as much truth and goodness and lovableness in them when
one can get them as single individuals. Oh, to what degree human beings would
become—human and lovable beings—if they would become single individuals before
God!”456 However great the sin and evil is in a person, the goodness and love of God is
greater. “[B]ut where sin increased, grace abounded all the more.”457 There is hope for
the most ruthless tyrants of nations on earth; there is hope for the tyrants of households in
our neighborhoods; and there is hope for each of us.
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Ruthless realities, however, still exist. As Bellinger warns, in a totalitarian
society, such as found in modern day China, North Korea, and Cuba, government agents
exert pervasive control on virtually everything and thus a person is often prevented “from
being changed by God.”458 For those who favor such a totalitarian society (either the
citizens or the government agents), they evade the true self that God has called them to
become. They avoid being healed. “[T]he human race does not want to be healed.”459
We resist God’s offer to be healed, Bellinger says. The nation or government or political
party can be what Bellinger calls a “‘nest’ that protects one from the voice of God,” and
where people can hide and fail to become a loving, mature person united with God. The
evasion of God takes two basic forms. Some fear the future self, and some fear the past
self, Bellinger says, and thus they long for control as a way to avoid God. We kill the
“new Adam” of our future selves, or we kill the wicked “old Adam” of whom we are
trying to escape.460
For the one who fears his future self, Adolf Hitler is an example. Idolizing the
nation-state is the result. Those like him are afraid of the future, explains Bellinger, but
we must move forward into the life of a true self that God has designed us to be in order
to reach our telos. For the one who fears his past self, Karl Marx is an example; he
exemplifies the failure to repent of past sins and is too optimistic about the future.
Progress first requires repentance in order to be free and clean of previous sins. Both
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views are running from the “shadow” of either the future or the past.461 Both are stagnate
against maturity. The political result of both views—those who fail to embrace the future
where their true self lies, and those who fail to repent of past sins and thus are hindered in
the future—is death for many citizens from those manning an unlimited government.
Those manning the governments of Nazism and Marxism murdered millions.
To dominate others, as those who lived by the ideas of Marxism and Nazism did,
means to fail to love. Kierkegaard opposes the domineering person, the tyrant of either a
nation or of a household who “wants everyone to be transformed in his image, to be
trimmed according to his pattern for human beings. . . . [H]e seeks his own so that
wherever he points he can say: See, it is my image, it is my idea, it is my will. . . . [He
refuses] to go out of oneself, domineeringly wanting to crush the other person’s
distinctiveness or torment it to death.”462 Kierkegaard agreed with Socrates that a good
society is full of men who do not wish to rule over others.463 There is something
corrupt—an addiction to power—in those who desire to boss others around.
Kierkegaard, via a pseudonym, knew this immense addiction to power in man,
especially a tyrant in political power, a boss, or a man as a husband in a home—and
especially a man living separated from the Holy Spirit and living in aesthetic categories
of life. In fact, he says, pleasure for the aesthete is merely an accidental feature of the
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underlying power of getting one’s own way. As he voices the view of the aesthete: “If I
had in my service a submissive jinni [i.e., a type of servant] who, when I asked for a glass
of water, would bring me the world’s most expensive wines, deliciously blended, in a
goblet, I would dismiss him until he learned that the enjoyment consists not in what I
enjoy but in getting my own way.”464 Thus is the greatness of the pleasure of power.
The first step in combating the addiction to power is to know that sin exists, and
causes many problems, such as a loss of truth, goodness, and beauty.465 “Christianity
regards everything as under sin.”466 Each man is a sinner.467 “Man is a fallen spirit.”468
“No one has loved God in a Christian way who has not had sufficiently both a painful
and a nauseating impression that men are bestial.”469 As a sinner, man is separated from
the eternal and lives with the lies of illusions. “[A]nd truly it is not truth that rules the
world but illusions.”470
The consciousness of sin is and continues to be the conditio sine qua non for all
Christianity, and if one could somehow be released from this, he could not be a
Christian. And this is the very proof of Christianity’s being the highest religion,
that none other has given such a profound and lofty expression of man’s
significance—that he is a sinner. It is this consciousness which paganism
lacks.471
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A proper view of humans must acknowledge that each person is wounded and addicted to
sin, or what he calls “untruth.”472 All fundamental discussions about what a human being
is must include this truth: that humans are what he called “untruth,” i.e., sinners,
separated from intimate relationship with God.473 And perhaps all fundamental
discussions about government start with the truth about “untruth,” too. Those in power
are not exempt.
6.3.3 Question Seven: Does the Natural Moral Law Limit Government?
Kierkegaard does not directly answer this question. However, perhaps there is
some evidence to support the idea that he would support it and answer Yes. First of all
we must ask, Did Kierkegaard believe in the natural moral law? I am not certain and so
this section will be somewhat speculative, but I suggest he did believed in something
similar to the natural moral law. In short, natural moral law refers to the laws of how a
human ought to live (thus moral) in order to flourish; these moral laws are natural
because the Designer (or Designers) imbedded them into a person’s nature, and so they
are known by natural reason and, consequently, divine revelation is not necessary. The
moral laws are universal (known by all humans), necessary (morally binding),
unchanging (geography, time, and space do to change the laws), and objective
(discovered, not invented).
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Kierkegaard praises those who have a pure heart because they will one thing, that
is, they choose, love, desire the good.474 He defines “the good” as expressions of God’s
will, but “the good” is a God without a face, so to speak. It is impersonal. In this
situation, people live in harmony with the good but without an intimacy to a personal
God from whose nature the good derives. Is “the good” equivalent to “the natural moral
law”? To draw a parallel between these two concepts, perhaps those who obey the
natural moral law (but do not know God in a personal way) would also fit the category of
those who obey the good (but do not know God in a personal way).
Furthermore, perhaps “the good” fits closely with “the ethical” stage of existence
about which Kierkegaard writes. For example, “There are three existence-spheres: the
aesthetic, the ethical, the religious.”475 Roughly, the aesthetic stage is pain vs. pleasure,
the ethical is good vs. evil, and the religious is faith vs. sin. Fear and Trembling also
mentions “the ethical” when it posits the question of whether there is a “teleological
suspension of the ethical.”476 But, cautions Evans, this book should not be read as
Kierkegaard’s complete and proper view of ethics since it is primarily a book about the
great passion of faith in Abraham.477 It is, however, safe to say that Kierkegaard believed
in what he called “the ethical” sphere of existence and perhaps this sphere of ethics can
be identified with the natural moral law. If it is true that Kierkegaard did believe in
something similar to the natural moral law, via “the good” and “the ethical,” then we can
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try to understand how this might relate to other passages he has written and how it might
limit government.
Kierkegaard appears to believe that the natural moral law, as an expression of
God’s will, gives freedom. It gives freedom—from tyranny, from arbitrariness of a ruler,
from chaos, from the strong preying on the weak, from much suffering and pain. This
would limit the government. “Alas, we very often think that freedom exists and that it is
law that binds freedom. Yet it is just the opposite; without law, freedom does not exist at
all, and it is the law that gives freedom.”478 To do what is right according to the natural
moral law is how we live out and participate in “the Law of eternity.”479 Our
participation in the Eternal Law would include abiding by the Ten Commandments,
which are often cited as examples of the natural moral law. The Ten Commandments are
what love looks like. A person of love will honor one’s father and mother, give truthful
witness, refrain from murder and stealing, et cetera.
If “the ethical” is rooted in God’s eternal character, then it cannot be rooted in (1)
man, as a single individual; (2) a group of men, such as a society; and (3) an everchanging system of History, such as put forth by Hegel. Like those who believe in a
natural moral law, Kierkegaard would appear to believe that basic goodness is ultimately
rooted in God’s will.
(1) An individual does not define the good because man-made things cannot bind
us. We cannot self-legislate ourselves.
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Kant was of the opinion that man is his own law (autonomy)—that is, he binds
himself under the law which he himself gives himself. Actually, in a profounder
sense, this is how lawlessness or experimentation are established. This is not
being vigorously earnest any more than Sancho Panza’s self-administered blows
to his own bottom were vigorous.480
If man possesses the key to unbinding himself from the natural moral law, then he is not
really locked, and the natural moral law lacks bite and authority.
(2) Kierkegaard holds that a group of individuals cannot provide a moral law
since not all individuals can come together for a meeting. Yet even if they could meet it
is unlikely they could agree.
Or should the determination of what is the Law’s requirement perhaps be an
agreement among, a common decision by, all people, to which the individual has
to submit? Splendid—that is, if it is possible to find the place and fix the time for
this assembling of all people (all the living, all of them?—but what about the
dead?), and if it were possible, something that is equally impossible, for all of
them to agree on one thing.481
Kierkegaard, then, rejects the idea that man can regulate himself and the idea that society
(a group) can regulate man. Individuals and a group of individuals are not the source of
the ethical because they lack an absolute character. Our participation in the ethical and
the good must come from a divine and perfect source, which he locates in God’s eternal,
absolute, and perfect will.
(3) Kierkegaard also criticizes Hegelian attempts to root the source of the ethical
in an evolving world history (“History”). One important point about locating the source
of the ethical in God’s will is that it does not change, and here again this puts
Kierkegaard against Hegel since Hegel believed in a moral law that was always in flux.
Hegel believed in universal process, and so even God was relative to History; that is, God
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changes and is in flux and evolves as a changing, ever-unfolding being, as actuality and
potentiality mixed together. And due to this view of everything evolving, the natural
moral law was also in flux. Hegel affirmed a type of moral relativism.
The political implications of these three points from Kierkegaard are relevant.
First, the use of government force is merely another type of self-legislation; i.e., man
legislating man, or a group of men (the government) legislating another group of men
(the citizens). But here again Kierkegaard believed that neither the government nor the
voters define the ethical. Politics, especially under the influence of Rousseau’s vox
populi vox dei and Hegel’s Sittlichkeit, tends toward the view that what is good and true
is defined by majority vote, by the greatest number of supporters, by culture. But eternal
morality and eternal truth are not determined by vote. “But politics etc. has nothing to do
with eternal truth.”482 Eternal truth is not “to be a matter of voting.”483 He knew the
public was fickle. Kierkegaard knew “the power that numbers exercise over the
imagination.”484 He also knew that if people determined truth that violence was more
likely. (Kierkegaard opposed most violence and since government’s essence is violence,
it is logical that he would oppose many government actions.) Since it is not man-made,
the natural moral law eliminates all human claims to determine basic right and wrong.
A second political implication of how the ethical limits government is that he
believed that evil cannot be used to fight evil. Not all revolutions by evil methods install
a better government; sometimes revolutions install a more horrific regime. “The liberals
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are like the tailor in heaven (see the fairy tale ‘The Tailor in Heaven’)—in order to punish
a single abuse which they notice from our Lord’s usurped throne, they grab God’s
footstool and hurl it down to earth—yes, to punish it they would willingly destroy the
whole world.”485 Even in the political sphere, government agents must not use evil to
combat another evil, and so the ethical restrains.486
As a third political example of how “the ethical” limits government, I believe I
can make some connections in Kierkegaard’s thought regarding love, liberty, and
privacy. A key feature of good government, says Kierkegaard via a pseudonym, is that of
not violating privacy; that is, a good government is limited and respects the individual.
Of all forms of government, the monarchical is the best. More than any other
form of government, it encourages and protects the secret fancies and the
innocent follies of private persons. Only democracy, the most tyrannical form of
government, obligates everyone to positive participation, about which the
societies and general assemblies of our day are already reminding us often
enough. Is it tyranny that one person wants to rule and then lets all the rest of us
be free? No, but it is tyranny that all want to rule, and on top of that want to
obligate everyone to participate in the government, even the person who most
urgently declines to take part in the government.487
Monarchy is the best because it protects an individual’s privacy, “the secret fancies and
innocent follies.” Privacy guards citizens from a religious, moral, and economic
inquisition. It protects them from living in laboratories of political power. However,
Kierkegaard himself does make it clear that no matter the form of government,
Christianity is “indifferent” and Christians “can live equally well under all of them.”488
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One would presume, however, that he meant a government that does not violate privacy
since it is limited in power; as explained earlier, he criticizes a government that “wants to
be a totality that recognizes nothing above itself but has every individual under it and
judges every individual who subordinates himself to the established order.”489 Privacy
and the natural moral law cannot exist in such a deified established order. Those who
held political power where often power-hungry and sought control of citizens (that is,
violate privacy and liberty). “The state, which is not completely secure, desires as much
uniformity as possible—for the sake of supervision.”490 It is far easier for government to
control a herd or mass than to control a single individual.491
There is an intimate connection between the trinity of privacy, liberty, and love.
In order to become a loving person (the telos of life), we must have liberty (as explained
earlier), and a small and limited government provides liberty. Violating privacy violates
liberty and thus hinders love, the telos of man. Violating privacy—e.g., private property,
private conversations, private actions—engenders state-slavery. The term slavery is often
thought of as chattel-slavery but there is another kind of slavery, that of a chainless, stateslavery or becoming a dependent, supervised ward of the government. He knew the
dangers of what others have called state-slavery: and this state-slavery itself takes two
general forms, a hard and soft. Put in terms of modern American culture, just as there is
the danger of the hard state-slavery or totalitarianism of George Orwell’s 1984 (published
in 1949), there is the equally dangerous soft totalitarianism of Aldous Huxley’s Brave
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New World (published in 1932). Both forms of state-slavery violate privacy, thus liberty,
thus love. To love someone means not to enslave him. We can now see how these links
between love-liberty-and-privacy apply to the natural moral law. If slavery violates the
natural moral law’s respect for love-liberty-and-privacy, then the government must not
violate privacy.
A fourth and final example of how “the ethical” (aka “the universal”) might limit
government comes from Fear and Trembling. If only individuals hold the possibility to
be higher than the universal moral law, as expressed in “the single individual is higher
than the universal (i.e., the ethical),”492 and if government is not an individual but
something subhuman with even less potential for rising above the universal moral law,
then the government cannot be above or “higher than” than the universal moral law. If
true, this argument would also limit government to staying “under” the natural moral law
and thus cap its powers and reach.
6.3.4 Question Eight: Is the Religious Collective Supreme?
There are three basic categories at work here—the religious collective, the single
individual, and the secular collective. In what order do they rank, according to
Kierkegaard? As explained earlier, the fundamental difference between the religious
collective and the secular collective is that the religious collective is where a person
becomes a member or “cell” of a body, the Body of Christ, linked by a spiritual bond, and
the secular collective is a group of individuals linked by some sort of affiliation. Even
though Kierkegaard is considered by some to be an atomistic philosopher, I suggest there
is some evidence to support the view that Kierkegaard considered the religious collective
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supreme. But first I shall establish his high regard for the single individual and how the
secular collective threatens the individual.
That Kierkegaard defends the individual is unquestioned. “I am fighting for the
individual, and it is true that the Kingdom of Denmark has been and remains the most
barren ground for this, because here everything is coteries.”493 Kierkegaard believed that
each single individual must unite himself into God, but “it is impossible to build up or be
built up en masse.”494 “Christianity wants to give the single individual an eternal
happiness, a good that is not distributed in bulk but only to one, and to one at a time. . . .
[A]nd there is greater Christian joy in heaven over this one than over world history and
the system.”495
Even non-Kierkegaard scholars can see this obvious but vitally important point of
Kierkegaard’s focus on the individual. The English political historian and conservative
philosopher Michael Oakeshott (1901-1990) saw the threat to individuality culminate
after the Enlightenment: “Before the end of the nineteenth century, then, a morality of
‘anti-individualism’ had been generated . . . . ‘Anti-individuality,’ long before the
nineteenth century, had established itself as one of the major dispositions of the modern
European moral character.”496 Oakeshott describes the “anti-individual” or the “mass
man” or the “individual manqué” as the man who is immature and lacks personal
responsibility, and thus seeks meaning in a secular “community” led by government.
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Oakeshott highlights Kierkegaard as a key thinker who powerfully identified this
anti-individuality “as the image of the new barbarism.”497 The anti-individual has failed
to become a true self, a true person; and his disposition is to submit to government.
Oakeshott concludes that this anti-individual “is dangerous, not on account of his
opinions or desires, for he has none: but on account of his submissiveness. His
disposition is to endow government with power and authority such as it has never before
enjoyed: he is utterly unable to distinguish a ‘ruler’ from a ‘leader’.”498 A ruler is one
who seeks peace in society, like an umpire or referee who enforces only basic rules, or
like a chairman of a debate. But a leader is one who seeks perfection, or his own idea of
perfection, and then herds and coerces the citizens by utilizing government “as a vast
reservoir of power.”499 For Oakeshott, the leader wants “to tutor or to educate” citizens,
“to galvanize them into action,” and “to co-ordinate their activities.”500 The leader
dreams of perfection, says Oakeshott, but “the conjunction of dreaming and ruling
generates tyranny.”501
For Kierkegaard, the stakes of losing the value of the individual were immense.
The fate of the single individual was bound up with the fate of Christianity. By contrast,
Apostate Christendom encourages conformity and the loss of individuality. “As soon as
the category ‘the single individual’ goes out, Christianity is abolished. Then the
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individual will relate to God through the race, through an abstraction, through a third
party—and then Christianity is eo ipso abolished.”502 “[W]hen the Gospel speaks, it
speaks to the single individual. It does not speak about us human beings, you and me,
but speaks to us human beings.”503 Furthermore, the fate of the single individual himself
rests upon his understanding the category of the individual. “You say, ‘What good can it
do for me to set myself against the crowd as a single individual?’ What good can it
do?—Well, perhaps it can even help save your soul so that it doesn’t go to hell!”504
Christendom’s loss of individuality results in the loss of Heaven, since only individuals
can enter Heaven.
Again and again, Kierkegaard says that the individual is higher (more sacred,
more God-like) than nearly every other association. The individual is higher than a
group. “Being an individual is a higher form of existence than ‘Let a few of us get
together in a group.’”505 The individual is higher than the state. “The excellence of
Plato’s Republic is that he did not make the state higher than the individual. . . . [H]e
constructs a state for the individual, unum noris omnes [if you know one, you know
all]—this is the proper human ideality; otherwise we get the confusion that many by
being many produce something entirely different from what each one is individually.”506
The individual is higher than the race. “[T]he single individual [den Enkelte] is higher
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than the race. . . . Therefore in eternal life the race will cease.”507 The individual is
higher than the crowd. “A crowd is an abstraction, which does not have hands.”508 “This
abstraction, whether it is called the public, or the majority, or the crowd, or,
meaninglessly, the public, this abstraction is used politically for movement.”509 The
crowd feeds off of “gossip and rumor and specious importance and apathetic envy.”510
“‘The crowd’ is really what I have aimed at polemically. . . . I want to make men aware
so that they do not waste and squander their lives.”511
In Denmark, reflection and leveling (Nivellering) defined the times, said
Kierkegaard, and these also threatened the individual. By the term reflection, Bretall
notes, Kierkegaard meant (at least) the idea that an abstract collective entity reflects an
individual person’s reality. Those who wish to submerge their individuality into a secular
community make the Hegelian mistake which says that a person must be reflected in a
collective entity (e.g., government) in order to reach true personhood. This fulfillment of
man could be accomplished through social and external institutions such as the
government. Kierkegaard calls it “the thralldom of reflection.”512
By the term leveling, he meant the removal of personality and a unique face. Or
even worse, leveling was a type of “spiritual lawnmower,” so to speak, that chopped
people down to equal size. Leveling is a “demon,” he said, and means “the downfall,”
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the destruction of the individual.513 To fight leveling, one must become a religious man:
to leap over the blade of leveling and then “leap over the blade—look, God is waiting!
Leap, then, into the embrace of God.”514 Through reflection and leveling, people look to
the secular collective to find meaning. But the secular collective cannot save man: “The
coachman is lacking.”515 The coachman is the Holy Spirit, or that which distinguishes
whether an individual is in a secular collective or a religious collective. To become a
religious man means to have the inner embrace of God the Holy Spirit.
But for many people in Denmark, these two features of reflection and leveling
animate “something higher” than an individual. Kierkegaard, however, said they
generate something lower than an individual, “a phantom . . . the spirit of leveling, a
monstrous abstraction, an all-encompassing something that is nothing, a mirage—and this
phantom is the public.”516 The Press assists “the public”—and Kierkegaard knew this
first-hand from being gored and harshly satirized by The Corsair, a newspaper which
made fun of his strange physique, personal manner, and dress, the uneven length of his
trousers, for example. The criticism inspired him to be mocked on the street, and on one
occasion, he shares: “I almost feared mob violence against me in the streets.”517

513

Ibid.

514

Ibid., 108.

515

Kierkegaard, For Self-Examination, 86.

516

Kierkegaard, Two Ages, 90. Emphasis is Kierkegaard’s.

517

Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. VI, 350 (no. 6680).

362

In reality, however, “the public is less than one ever so insignificant actual human
being” who is concrete.518 The Public as an esteemed secular collective inverts the order
of God. He writes:
Spiritual superiority sees only single individuals. Alas, generally we human
beings are sense-dominated—therefore, as soon as there is a gathering of people,
the impression changes and we see an abstraction, the mass—and we become
changed.
But for God, the infinite spirit, all these millions who have lived and are living do
not form a mass—he sees only single individuals.519
By contrast, the desire to submerge individuality in any of these secular communities
above—a group, a state, a race, or a crowd—is essentially the agenda of Satan:
In contrast to what was said about possession in the Middle Ages and times like
that, that there were individuals who sold themselves to the devil, I have an urge
to write a book:
Possession and Obsession in Modern Times
and show how people en masse abandon themselves to it, how it is now carried on
en masse. This is why people run together in flocks—so that natural and animal
rage will grip a person, so that he feels stimulated, inflamed, and ausser sich. The
scenes on Bloksberg are utterly pedantic compared to this demonic lust, a lust to
lose oneself in order to evaporate in a potentiation, so that a person is outside of
himself, does not really know what he is doing or what he is saying or who it is or
what it is speaking through him, while the blood rushes faster, the eyes glitter and
stare fixedly, the passions boil, lusts seethe.520
Against this demonic inversion, he revolted against the loss of personal responsibility,
against collectivism without organic community, and against generic man without the
natural distinctions found in each person (aka personality, spirit, and individuality).
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The religious collective—defined as single individuals united with God—is
higher than both the individual and the secular collective. “Christianity does not join
[i.e., unite] men together—no, it separates them—in order to unite every single individual
with God.”521 “[U]nity is first achieved in eternity and only momentarily in time.”522 “In
other words, there is in a religious sense no public but only individuals.”523 Kierkegaard
believed that “‘fellowship’ is a lower category than ‘the single individual’.”524 But each
person is personally responsible before God’s examination of his own life, for “this life is
a time of testing.”525 Therefore, he says, such fellowship “does not really come until
eternity.”526 In fact, “it is not the single individual’s relationship to the community or
congregation which determines his relationship to God, but his relationship to God which
determines his relationship to the congregation.”527 First things first.
Only true individuals can have true community. “Every single individual in
community guarantees the community. . . . The cohesiveness of community comes from
each one’s being a single individual” in contrast to failing to become an individual who
loves God.528 “Thus eternal life is also a kind of leveling, and yet it is not so, for the
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denominator is this: to be an essentially human person in the religious sense.”529 In the
religious sense means to be a person united to God and full of personality and thus be
able to unite to others in a healthy way. Good communities come only from good
religious individuals. “The harmony of the spheres is the unity of each planet relating to
itself and to the whole.”530
In order for genuine community, an individual must develop the right kinds of
passions and sensitivities, and when many individuals individually share the same
passions and sensitivities, such as a love for God and neighbor, then community is
possible and healthy. A religious community, defined as those who have found their
identity in God, is superior to a secular community, defined as those individuals who
have not found their true identity in God and thus are not whole individuals. The reason
is: “No true self-knowledge without God-knowledge.”531 And there is no true
community without self-knowledge. Self-knowledge, God-knowledge, and true
community are an organic and united trinity.
There are two errors, then: those who argue for the primacy of the private life, and
those who argue for the primacy of the secular collective life. For Kierkegaard, like C. S.
Lewis, the religious community life was higher than the private life, and the private life
was higher than the secular collective life.
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6.3.5 Question Nine: Is a Small Society Beautiful?
Kierkegaard says Yes, and supports the simple life where “small is beautiful.”532
A small society can make it easier to love others. Small here means personal, society
means a group of individuals, and as in the previous chapter, the term beautiful here
refers to the idea that a small society, as a general rule, provides a better social context
for more love toward people since there is more face-to-face contact and fewer features
of a mass, impersonal society. A small society is more personal; the personal is a key
ingredient within neighbor-love; and love is a key ingredient within the beautiful. As
noted above, Kierkegaard objected to the power of the crowd, or the public, or the mass,
or the herd, or public opinion, or “what everyone knows.” It threatened the individual’s
proper existence and hindered him from the purpose of life, to become a loving person.
He objected to features commonly found in a mass society, such as a lack of silence, and
therefore prayer, and therefore a connection with the Source of neighbor-love.
In Denmark, Kierkegaard enjoyed walking and talking with ordinary people
around his neighborhood as part of his daily routine. The texture of the neighborhood
then was more relational and personal in comparison to the mega-cities in the current
United States. The poor would come to his own door and he would be face to face with
them, and he would help them (as described above). Kierkegaard believed that true
neighbor-love requires a personal relationship, and as explained previously in this
chapter, he encouraged his readers to give a banquet for the unattractive, the poor, and the
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handicapped.533 Such an event is personal. We cannot merely give money from a
distance, but we must befriend and dwell among them in their presence and socialize with
them. We must talk with them. We must look them in the eyes. A banquet like this may
cause scorn from those who are rich and from those within our own economic and social
class, but this is what love does: it gives love to those who need love. The real test of
love, Kierkegaard says, is to see how a person loves those who cannot give back.
Also in term of practical, everyday living, Kierkegaard believed that society ought
to be socialistic, but a voluntary socialism rather than government-forced socialism. He
gives support to the idea that wealth can hinder a person to a full relationship with God,
and encourages a simple economic life.534 As Eller notes, Kierkegaard supported
Christenfeld, an experiment in Christian communalism that emphasized ontological
equality as well as minimal ownership.535 (Howard V. Hong notes that Christenfeld was
a “small Danish town in southern Jutland, founded by a colony of Moravian
Brethren.”536) By design, such a community was small and face-to-face living was
normal. Kierkegaard thought that a type of strict voluntary sharing of spiritual and
material goods would show an allegiance in one’s heart to God.537 One current example
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of this way of living can be found at Homestead Heritage, a short drive from Baylor
University in Waco, Texas.538
A faceless Bigness is the enemy of the individual, and since the individual’s
ultimate purpose is to love in the context of a relationship with God, Bigness is the
enemy of love. “[E]very single individual must relate to God as a single individual.”539
In fact, he says that God has a unique name for every person and loves each person
individually, not as a collection or as a herd.540 Kierkegaard rebelled against what he
called “homogeneity so that all become mere numbers, specimens.”541 He battled against
a society of conformity and photocopied souls. “The fundamental corruption of our day
consists in our having abolished personality.”542 The individual is submerged in talk of
“the public” or “the people.” The “Church” or “the pubic” is in fact an abstraction but is
it “decked out to be a person.”543 This, again, is the fallacy of misplaced personhood, of
assigning personhood to that which lacks such properties. We have “lost what is the most
inward and holy in a human being, the binding power of the personality.”544 His
concerns parallel current Communist North Korea, “a society and state where the human
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personality has been ruthlessly erased”545 and where there is “an indescribable degree of
surveillance and indoctrination.”546 Individuality dies in the government bog.
In defense of the individual, Christianity, and love, Kierkegaard revolted against
“anonymity, the highest expression for abstraction, impersonality, impenitence, and
irresponsibility, is a basic source of modern demoralization.”547 He rejected agendas of
people who “are developing more and more into an external power by forming a mass,”
such as a political movement.548 He resisted human attempts to “unite—if possible, all
the kingdoms and countries of the earth.”549 The result of faceless Bigness is that
individuals “become less and less significant.”550
Kierkegaard fights against the crushing power of the masses on an individual’s
personality when he writes that “‘millions’ transfer man into a drugged state; he sinks
under the force of numbers; he expires qua spirit.”551 “To be spirit is to be I. God
desires to have I’s, for God desires to be loved. . . . ‘Christendom’ is a society of
millions—all in the third person, no I.”552 Without an I who obeys the command to love
by cultivating the gift of divine love, there is no neighbor-love. It is Satan who detests
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individuality, and thus one’s ability to love. Said the demon-possessed man: “My name
is Legion; for we are many.”553
Kierkegaard wanted an I—one true individual rather than each person submerged
into a mass of zero.554 His mission was simple to state but difficult to do: “converting the
mass into single individuals—and there is joy in heaven for every single individual he [a
martyr] thus rescues from the mass.”555 Without this conversion, the public grows and
individuals lack personal responsibility and personal development.
Above all, Kierkegaard wanted new hearts. Kierkegaard rejected the idea that
“the age will be saved by the idea of sociality, of association.”556 (Some today call it
“contact theory,” a theory that says forced socialization will eventually generate loving
relationships.) Association is Bigness, where there is no limited government and where
the society becomes overly politicized. Like many people skeptical of government,
Kierkegaard was far more concerned about what the government was doing to citizens
than what citizens could do for the government. He objected to “this sham of wanting to
reform without being willing to suffer and to make sacrifices.”557 It is a worldly and
political idea of power to make a being “dependent.”558 Christianity changes the inner
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passions and deepest core of a person by making one dependent upon the Godrelationship, he said; but politics merely coerces the external and exterior arrangements
of society, and many become dependent upon government and addicted to living off the
wages of others. In the end, it is only godly internal power that makes an individual free
and independent of unhealthy dependence; and if many become individuals, a society
will also be free and independent—and made beautiful by personal love.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
Summary and Objections
What are we to make of this political philosophy of “the separation of love and
state”? Does a limited government limit love? Does an unlimited government unlimit
love? The theory utilizes the Argument from Corruption, from Force, and from the Holy
Spirit, and I have tried to present evidence in order to show that C. S. Lewis and Søren
Kierkegaard support all three arguments that comprise this political philosophy.1 At its
heart, the philosophy is: defensive, inward, supernatural, freeing, and disturbing.
(1) It is defensive. Both Lewis and Kierkegaard saw the neighbor and the Church
threatened by a government that sought to go beyond protecting basic natural rights to
life, liberty, and property. The theory hopes to protect both the Church and the neighbor
from “moral busybodies,” “power seekers,” the violence-prone, lust-to-dominate types
who occupy the bureaucracies and meddle in citizens’ lives. “Have we discovered some
new reason why, this time, power should not corrupt as it has done before?”2
(2) It is inward. It stresses the primacy of the internal rather than the external. A
common downfall of modern man comes when external “meetings, pamphlets, policies,
movements, causes and crusades, matter more to him than prayers and sacraments and
charity.”3 The internal is where the real action is, where a person’s eternal fate is
decided. A clean external environment—streets, cars, houses, buildings, parks, and air—
1
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will not clean the soul.4 First cleanse the inside, said Jesus of Nazareth, which is the
soul; for the danger in external society is rooted inside man.5 This gets to “the root
cause.” Instead of focusing primarily on externality, a good man will battle “for himself
with himself within himself”6 in order to be “made whole and holy by God’s Holy
Spirit”7—that is, “to be made whole and holy by his love.”8 Lewis and Kierkegaard say
that the template for the Christian life is to major in inward upbuilding or regeneration by
the Holy Spirit and minor in external revolutionary changes by government. We are to
receive God’s love, and then pass this love along to others. They major in cultivating the
right kinds of passions; they minor in politics. Only God’s love coming through the
Body of Christ (e.g., pastors) can really transform people. “Neither soldiers nor police
nor diplomats nor the political planners are capable of it.”9 Or as Pope Leo XIII wrote in
Rerum Novarum (1891), Christian charity is “a duty not enforced by human law.”10
(3) It is supernatural. Neighbor-love is agape, and agape comes only from God,
and the way God “gets inside us” is by the Holy Spirit, an indwelling. Neighbor-love is
not merely human love. It is supernatural, and as a result of its supernatural origin, it is
intensely personal. Like a triangle, God is to be the middle term as the source of love:
4
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you-God-neighbor. That is how neighbor-love works. An impersonal government will
not do: “the personal God cannot be the middle term in an impersonal relationship.”11
Neighbor-love requires a human-to-human relationship, and since government is not a
person, it cannot (in the strict sense) love.
(4) It is freeing. Government is often understood as doing three things, says
Harvard’s Michael J. Sandel: “maximizing welfare,” “respecting freedom,” and
“promoting virtue.”12 Welfare means taking wealth from some and redistributing it to
others in order to spread material equality. Freedom means giving the individual the
most space to act as he sees fit, “to live and let live,” and to respect his rights as long as
he is not violating others’ rights. Virtue means protecting human life, punishing theft,
and obeying the moral law; in some versions, it means a far greater reach for government,
such as the attempt of government employees to inculcate a wide variety of virtues into
young schoolchildren. It can mean the quest to make man moral.
Of those three options (welfare, freedom, virtue), Lewis and Kierkegaard hold an
abiding desire for freedom in all spheres of life; or, in addition to enforcing (promoting)
only the basic or pre-existing moral laws of the rights to life, liberty, and property, the
virtue they want government to support is for citizens to leave others alone and respect
freedom and liberty. Freedom is the prerequisite of virtue. They agree with Holy
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Scripture’s anti-meddler command: “But let none of you suffer as a murderer, or as a
thief, or as an evildoer, or as a busybody in other men’s matters.”13
(5) It is disturbing. The theory disagrees with people who expect the government
to take care of them. The theory of love-and-state says, “You shall learn to love yourself,
which includes taking personal responsibility.” The theory might upset those who expect
the government to care for their neighbors. The theory says, “No, you shall love your
neighbor. It is your responsibility.” The theory might offend those who want to employ
the government as a surrogate for the Church’s love. The theory says, “No, only those in
the Church have access to the divine character of neighbor-love.”
And finally, the theory contrasts with modern advocates of neighbor-love who
might miss one possible example of neighbor-love: to leave the neighbor alone. This is
objectionable to those who wish to use government to control others by a supervisory
state. A supervisory state threatens the private sphere of life, and the error of destroying
the private sphere of life is in far greater jeopardy today than the equally dangerous error
of destroying the public sphere of life. Love respects the neighbor’s will; his freedom
and independence; his desire for solitude and privacy; his desire not to be accountable to
government agents in some sphere of life; his desire to live his life on his own soil; his
desire to keep or spend every penny for which he honestly labors; and his desire to spend
the vast majority of his life with those he has special ties and loves the most.
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As summarized in these five features (defensive, inward, supernatural, freeing,
and disturbing), a theory of the separation of love and state will attract criticism. Below
are responses to twenty-four objections.14
7.1 Can Force Be Love?
Objection: The essay mentions that love and force are contradictories in the sense
that no person can be forced to love another person. But in other ways are love and force
always contradictory? Is it correct to insulate love and force so strictly? Could the idea
of love and force as contradictory in all circumstances be the fallacy of a false dichotomy,
that we must always choose either force or love? Can an act of force still be a loving act?
From the Christian tradition, there are several examples of compatibility. God is
love, but God uses force (violence) in that God apparently commands the killing of
people in the Old Testament. Jesus, God the Son, violently rages through the Temple
with “a whip of cords” in order to purify his Father’s house of the robbers and thieves
who mock God.15 In the dramatic scene, as author John Eldredge points out, we see Love
Incarnate pouring out the coins and overturning the tables and whipping the livestock
into a loud frenzy of panic.16 “This is our Jesus. . . . Someone you can trust with your
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life, trust to fight for you.”17 We see the warrior spirit of Jesus.18 We see other warriors
of violence in the Old Testament. In defending himself against the raging Philistines,
Samson “slew a thousand men” with the jawbone of a donkey when “the Spirit of the
LORD came mightily upon him.”19 If God is a God whose essence is love, and if at times
God as Father, as Son, and as Holy Spirit, encourages, commands, and supports violence,
then how can love and force be contradictories? Does God violate his own nature?
Or to cite another examples, many loving parents spank their children as an act of
love via force. They cite Holy Scripture that endorses the use of force with the rod in
order to correct a child and thus save him from Hell.20 The Just War Theory (Bellum
iustum) should also be included in the list, and even within war there appears to be love.
Perhaps the leading scholar on the Crusades says that crusading was “an act of love,” acts
motivated by love of neighbor under attack.21 Lewis acknowledges the compatibility of
love and force: “St. Paul approves of the magistrate’s use of the sword (Romans 13:4)
and so does St. Peter (I Peter 2:14).”22 He also writes:
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Even while we kill and punish [the neighbour] we must try to feel about the
enemy as we feel about ourselves—to wish that he were not bad, to hope that he
may, in this world or another, be cured: in fact, to wish his good. That is what is
meant in the Bible by loving him: wishing his good, not feeling fond of him nor
saying he is nice when he is not.23
Are all these examples of force really not love?
Reply: I agree with the Objection that some force can qualify as love. A logical
square of opposition might help to organize the options:
A:

All force is love.24

E:

No force is love.25

I:

Some force is love.26

O:

Some force is not love.27

The love in question here for all four propositions is neighbor-love. I wish to say that
propositions A (“All force is love”) and E (“No force is love”) are false. But I wish to
affirm propositions I (“Some force is love”) and O (“Some force is not love”). The
examples from Holy Scripture cited in the Objection itself show truth to I, and so E is
false: if “Some force is love” (I) is true, then “No force is love” (E) is false. Since there
are violent actions done in war or say among street gangs that are not love, then O is true
and A is false: if “Some force is not love” (O) is true, then “All force is love” (A) is false.
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In review from other parts of the essay, force is essentially that which turns a man
into a thing, as Simone Weil says.28 Force, as in forcing a person to do some action,
makes a person a slave or corpse or thing. It is the imposition of one’s will upon another.
But force can also respect a person as a person in the realm of punishment. The concept
of a just punishment respects a person’s free choice, and free choice is central to
personhood. Lewis writes, “To be punished, however severely, because we have
deserved it, because we ‘ought to have known better,’ is to be treated as a human person
made in God’s image.”29 This is justice or giving a person his just deserts (what is due).
But is just punishment an act of love? Love can motivate violent acts—for
example, a parent who spanks his child. This is true. But the problem seems to be what
we call these acts. Are they acts of justice? Or are they acts of love? What is the
difference between an act of justice and an act of love, if both can be motived by love? I
agree with scholar Nicholas Wolterstorff who says that love is not blind to justice. For
example, a person who loves another person sees the justice that person deserves and
goes beyond it to the sphere of love. Justice is acknowledged and then transcended.30
So, while love is higher than justice, there is still a connection between justice and love:
for example, to forgive, says Wolterstorff, is a defining mark of love and this requires one
to acknowledge justice (what is due). Forgiveness happens in a personal relationship and
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not an impersonal relationship, and this is one difference between love (personal) and
justice (impersonal).
Some other distinctions between love and justice need to be made. In Justice and
the Social Order (1945), Emil Brunner makes seven distinctions between love and
justice.31 (1) Justice gives no “free gifts” since it only gives what the person deserves;
but love is a “free gift” and goes beyond what is due. (2) Justice is rational and
“comprehensible to all”; but “love is not comprehensible,” for we love without reason;
we love merely because the person exists. Love loves without merit. (3) Justice is
“blindfolded,” impersonal, coldly intellectually to all, and does not say “thou” at all; but
love is personal, warm, particular, and seeks a personal relationship. (4) Justice loves the
inherent dignity and value and worth of all men; but love loves the actual concrete person
who possess this dignity. Justice loves and respects dignity; but love loves you and your
dignity.
(5) Justice concerns itself with the relationships between people, among people
within systems, “the world of systems”; but love seeks a personal relationship with
concrete persons, “the world of persons.” Brunner states that “the person is higher than
all the systems in which he is placed, because all systems are there for persons but never
persons for systems, love transcends justice.”32 A person working within a system of
justice, such as government, can use his love to be just, Brunner continues. In the world
of systems, love informs his justice (the type of currency in the world of systems), but the
impersonal feature of justice disqualifies it from being actual love. He cites Karl Barth:
31
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“The state, the most impersonal because the most comprehensive of institutions, knows
nothing of love.”33 Marriage is personal, as is the infusion from the Person of the Holy
Spirit; but government as a system is impersonal. There is, Brunner says, a difference
between the ethics of persons and the ethics of systems. Systems cannot rise to the level
of personhood, thus they cannot meet love’s demand for I-Thou. (6) Justice deals with
rights; but love sees the rights and goes beyond that so a “real gift of love only begins
where justice has already been done, for it is what is beyond justice.” (7) The obligations
of justice can be met; but the obligations of love can never be met: “love is never
fulfilled; it is always in debt for it is not to be perfected.”34 “Love can fulfil [sic] justice,
but cannot itself be fulfilled. It is always at the beginning.”35
But how does neighbor-love factor into this question? All justice may be motived
by a kind of love (storge, philia, eros, agape), but not all love is neighbor-love (agape).
The question then becomes, do all acts of justice meet the dual criteria for neighbor-love
as being infused in us by the Holy Spirit (and thus agape) and also personal (and thus
making God the middle term between you and your neighbor). If the distinctions
described above from Brunner are correct, no act of justice reaches the high levels and
the high demands of neighbor-love (e.g., personal and from the Holy Spirit). Those in
the Crusades, for example, may have been motived by agape from the Holy Spirit and
thus performed acts of justice as examples of acts of love, but the crusaders did not
necessarily know (in any real sense) those whom they were fighting and therefore did not
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help them love God, so it would fail to meet the criteria for neighbor-love as personal, as
helping to establish God as the “middle term” for a life of love, and as building a
relationship between two people.
7.2 Can the Holy Spirit Use Government?
Objection: Lewis writes, “[A]nybody (or any thing) may be used by the Holy
Spirit as a conductor.”36 (In this context, Lewis was referring to how the Holy Spirit has
used his books to impact people.) So, even if it is true that government is not a person,
why cannot the Holy Spirit use the apparatus of government to dispense neighbor-love if
He can use “any thing,” as Lewis suggests? (In a similar manner, John Calvin says that
“no government in the world can be rightly managed but under the conduct of God, and
by the guidance of the Holy Spirit.”37)
Reply: Neighbor-love by definition requires humans: neighbor-to-neighbor means
human person to human person. While the Holy Spirit can use inanimate objects or
subhuman things to conduct a type of love, neighbor-love requires contact between at
least two human persons.
7.3 Did Lewis Support a Public Health System?
Objection: Lewis himself supported a public health system, thus he violated a
tenet of limited government. It would appear that he reconsidered his objection to
government-run medical care when he wrote:
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What you have gone through begins to reconcile me to our Welfare State of which
I have said so many hard things. “National Health Service” with free treatment
for all has its drawbacks—one being that Doctors are incessantly pestered by
people who have nothing wrong with them. But it is better than leaving people to
sink or swim on their own resources.38
In an earlier letter to the same woman (Mary Willis Shelburne), Lewis writes something
similar: “The worst of all economies is on necessary medicines, tho’ I quite understand
how you are tempted to it. What a pity you haven’t got our National Health system in
America.”39
Reply: Yes, it appears that Lewis did violate limited government, though with the
reluctance of saying that “the worst of all economies is on necessary medicines.”
However, as has been point out by others, Lewis is referring to “an emergency provision”
here and not a mass socialization of a planned, medicated society.40 Again, the principle
of “nothing beyond a necessary evil” seems still to be in tact.
For further consideration, given Lewis’s general opposition to “bigness,” perhaps
it is questionable whether he would support a large “medical-industrial complex” where
powerful drug and insurance companies merge with government in order to cartelize an
industry, which in turn reduces their competition and guarantees customers, and thereby
increases profits.41 (In the United States, this occurred most notably in 2010. Just as
powerful companies merge with government to support the warfare state, or what
38
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President Dwight D. Eisenhower called “the military-industrial complex,” in order to
increase profits, so too do powerful companies merge with government to support the
welfare state.42 A deeper economic power can determine political power.43) Possibly the
wide use of natural healing methods today would also influence Lewis’s view of health,
and thus his view of whether government should mix with businesses who sell manmade, chemical drugs. (But it should be admitted clearly that these two ideas are pure
speculation about what Lewis may think about the relationship between health and
government.)
7.4 Why Did They Support Different Types of Government?
Objection: If Lewis and Kierkegaard both support a similar theory of government,
they why did they not support a similar form of government? As the essay explains in
previous chapters, Lewis supported democracy as a way to divide power, but Kierkegaard
opposed democracy and supported monarchy.
Reply: The common denominator between the two views is a limited government,
whether it be a democracy or monarchy (or anything else). The government is to be
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restricted and tame, and so it is not “anti-government” but “anti-limitless government.”
The government must acknowledge its own limits, the limits of using force or violence,
and the limits of scarcity in a fallen world. It cannot always “stand in the gap” of
scarcity. At its heart, this limited government view means respecting privacy,
particularly among the three spheres of life that advocates of large government most want
to attack and destroy. As Lenin Prize-winner Igor Shafarevich observes, the three
spheres are: the family, private property, and religion.44 All three reduce the power of
bureaucrats; and so all three, bureaucrats say, are often “in need of reform.” The family
is another source of loyalty rather than government; private property allows
independence; and religion is another source of morality. As many in addition to Lewis
and Kierkegaard have pointed out, the autonomy of the father who loves his family, the
businessman who seeks voluntary exchange, and the pastor who speaks truth to power
need to be respected.45
7.5 Is This Theory Non-Ethical?
Objection: Is this theory of government non-ethical? In perhaps the greatest
revolution in political theory, Niccolò Machiavelli (1496-1527) advocated that
government should not seek to promote virtue, and therefore politics should be the art of
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the possible, not the art of promoting the ideal good. Machiavelli’s anti-religion and antiChristian sentiments are well established. Does this theory of separating love and state
support Machiavelli’s goals by saying that government should not promote virtue?
Reply: The theory presented here is ethical but not “very strongly ethical.”46
Government is to promote basic natural virtue, but not supernatural virtue (e.g. divine
love) since it does not have access to divine love. “Basic natural virtue” includes
protecting the rights of human persons, such as life, liberty, and property. In contrast to
Machiavelli who believed moral behavior should be imposed by force (virtù) and fear to
combat selfishness, one way to make men moral is by awaking the conscience. Love can
do this. Love is stronger than fear; love is stronger than Machiavelli’s brute force.
7.6 Does Protecting Our Many Rights Require a Large Government?
Objection: Even if the purpose of government is only to protect natural rights, this
would require a large government because people have many natural rights. Individuals
who are made in the image of God have many rights, far more than merely life, liberty,
and property. Government’s purpose is to secure these. Therefore, a large government is
necessary.
Reply: This essay agrees with the idea that rights are exceptionally valuable and
rooted in God. I offer a two-part reply. (1) In theory, the government should protect our
rights. But in reality, some of the greatest violators of human rights are those who work
for the government, and some of the abuses of government have been documented in
previous chapters. (See Sections 1.3.1, 3.5, and 3.8.) New governments often come from
the failure of the previous government to protect these rights. These United States are an
46
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example of this. The Unanimous Declaration of the Thirteen United States of America
(1776)47 says, “We hold these Truths to be self-evident, that all Men are created equal,
that they are endowed, by their Creator, with certain unalienable Rights, that among these
are Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness. That to secure these Rights,
Governments are instituted among Men.” Thus, because one government, the British
government, violated rights, a new government must be created in order to protect these
rights. The new government eventually limited government at the federal level to fewer
than two dozen explicit powers.48 The powers of the new federal government would be
“few and defined,” the primary author of the Constitution James Madison promised the
citizens who were skeptical of a distant and centralized government.49
Is it unreasonable to think that the U.S. government today, a government created
to “secure these rights,” as the text of the Declaration says, now compromises some of
these rights? Many feel tracked, watched, and lorded over, especially by thousands of
government cameras that can monitor eye movements, match facial recognition, and take
X-rays to see underneath clothing.50 Privacy and basic freedoms are disappearing, they
say. For instance, many of the Founding Fathers would perhaps be disturbed to find that
47
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the government they established in 1776 would in the twenty-first century authorize itself
for wire-tapping and other surveillance on citizens.51 Some citizens who dearly love their
homeland express concern, and they wonder if this is really still “the land of the free.”
(2) Suppose each individual has one million rights; does this mean that
government is the protector of all or most of them? What point is enough? I draw the
line at fighting murder, slavery, and theft, or what I have tried to call basic natural rights
(life, liberty, and property). Where does the modern mind draw the line for government
not to cross? At what point would the modern mind say that there are rational limits to
government? Is it true that there is “always more to be done” toward a better society and
that government ought to lead the way? Acknowledging that government agents have
indeed protected people’s rights, a mission of protecting the right to life, the right to
private property, and the right to liberty could still be a significant and massive
undertaking in itself. For example, street gangs are a major problem in many areas of the
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United States. Yet if government is not able to protect these basic and fundamental
rights, why should it be given more authority over other areas of our lives?
7.7 But Is Not Government Divinely Ordained?
Objection: Lewis called government “a makeshift”52 and said it was “at its best a
necessary evil.”53 And Kierkegaard said, “The state is of the evil rather than of the good,
a necessary evil, in a certain sense a useful, expedient evil, rather than a good.”54 So
perhaps it is true that Lewis and Kierkegaard do not believe that government is divinely
ordained. But they were wrong: government is in fact divinely ordained. In contrast to
Lewis saying “at its best” government is a necessary evil, New Social Gospel supporter
Michael Gerson writes, “Politics, at its best, has the goal of serving your neighbor.”55
Gerson was right.
Reply: The irony here on the question of government being “divinely ordained” is
that God did not want his chosen people to have a strong government. In the Old
Testament (I Samuel 8), we find the people of Israel wanting to abolish the limited and
divided form of government under many judges,56 and replace it with a king who would
hold much stronger consolidated powers. God told the prophet Samuel to warn the
people: this non-limited government would force their children to fight in its wars, force
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citizens to be its slaves, and steal their private property. It would be massive welfare and
massive warfare so that the government could bask in power and greed.57 “But the
people refused to listen.”58 They chose to be ruled by a man rather than God; they chose
a powerful king rather than many referees (judges). And God allowed them the pain of
their hardened, arrogant hearts. In a similar fashion, God rescued man from the addiction
of power earlier in history. The story of The Tower of Babel (Genesis 11:1-9)
demonstrates God’s mercy to save man from godless, centralized power by spreading
people across the planet and confusing their languages—i.e., He supported the division
and limitation of power.
The question in the Objection rests upon the definition of “divinely ordained.” By
divinely ordained, I have suggested that Lewis and Kierkegaard reject that description if
those words to mean: (1) a special mission directly from God; (2) God is virtually
incarnate in government (e.g., Hegel); (3) government as the Integrator, a theory for
government to use force in order to “rightly relate” different institutions and people in
society (e.g., Social Gospel advocates James Skillen and Ronald Sider);59 (4) Sider’s
description of government as “a gift from God, not an invention of Satan”60; or (5)
something similar to “a new avatar of love,” as promoted by the Social Gospel’s Walter
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Rauschenbusch.61 (See Section 2.1 for more details on the Social Gospel.) But if
“divinely ordained” means merely “natural,”62 then I think Lewis and Kierkegaard would
perhaps be more open to it in the sense that some ruler must give order, settle disputes,
and enforce the verdict. A ruler is a referee who provides peace and restrains evil actions
by enforcing the basic, pre-existing natural moral laws (life, liberty, property). Rather
than manipulate citizens, he promotes virtue by issuing just verdicts as a conflict arbiter.
To ask practical questions, which specific government in history is divinely
ordained? Is all government divinely ordained? Is there an apostolic succession for
government operatives? Is the United States government divinely ordained? If so, on
what date did this divine ordination occur? Why is government—i.e., merely a group of
people with swords or guns—so special? As cited earlier, it is those in government who
are responsible for the 262,000,000 deaths in the twentieth century alone. We live in an
“age of the rule of brute force,” says Mahatma Gandhi (1869-1948), who did not live
long enough to see even more violence in the rest of the twentieth century.63 It is an age
of the sword and of spilt blood, and much of it done by government operatives. Again,
why is a group that calls itself “the government” superior to any other group? If other
individuals and groups are allowed to bear swords and guns, which group of persons with
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swords or guns is not to use them for good and not evil? Is not every individual to be a
“servant of God”?64 I suggest all groups and all people are to hold this status.
Some people who believe that government is divinely ordained quote the Apostle
Paul: “Let every person be subject to the governing authorities. For there is no authority
except from God, and those that exist have been instituted by God. . . . [A ruler] is God’s
servant for your good. . . . [H]e does not bear the sword in vain; he is the servant of God
to execute his wrath on the wrongdoer.”65 The words “for your good” refer to agathon,
which is a natural, common goodness rather than a divine special mission. Others quote
St. Peter: “Be subject for the Lord’s sake to every human institution, whether it be to the
emperor as supreme, or to governors as sent by him to punish those who do wrong and to
praise those who do right.”66
The key assumption in the passages from Paul and Peter is that the rulers were
good: authority means aligning with the goodness of God; when an institution is evil it
may have power but not authority. Paul himself defied the government and paid for it
with his life. It was Paul and virtually all the Apostles who were murdered by
government agents for not pledging proper allegiance—including God Himself, Jesus of
Nazareth. In Esther, we find the example of the pious Mordecai who would “not bow
down or do obeisance” to a godless government.67 In Holy Scripture, we find these
words from God: “They made kings, but not through me. They set up princes, but
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without my knowledge.”68 Not once does Jesus seek to wield the government for his
cause. In a modern age that has faith in government, the sad irony is that some of the
greatest heroes of Christianity rebelled against the government. “But Peter and the
apostles answered, ‘We must obey God rather than men.’”69 The point of the passages
above is that Christians did not have to obey an evil, godless government, as was the
context in which they were living. It was covert dissent.
7.8 Does Theology Imply Political Philosophy?
Objection: Do the theological principles of Lewis and Kierkegaard necessarily
imply their political philosophy? Does the theological view of neighbor-love really
imply a limited government?
Reply: Their theology anchors their political philosophy. Their theology says
Original Sin exists in men, and political power reveals it even more, thus government
should be limited; this is the Argument from Corruption (Section 1.3.1). Their theology
says that a person cannot be forced to love by government (or anyone else), because love
by divine design requires a free choice; this is the Argument from Force (Section 1.3.2).
Their theology on the Trinity also says the only source of neighbor-love is the triune God,
who indwells in our souls as God the Holy Spirit, and gives us a divine inflow of agape;
this is the Argument from the Holy Spirit (Section 1.3.3). Therefore, at least three
theological principles relate directly to their political philosophy.
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7.9 Should Christians Be Involved in Politics?
Objection: While it may be true that Kierkegaard rejects involvement in politics,
this is in fact not the right view for Christians to hold. Christians should be involved in
politics. The call of agape means in part that one should enter the power struggles of
man, especially when there is institutional oppression.
Reply: Sometimes those who are non-political can teach us a great deal about
politics, or at least the foundations of politics. Kierkegaard was in fact involved in
politics because he criticized the government, which is a type of negative involvement.
He was involved in politics in a different kind of way, and opponents criticized him for
his criticism. Perhaps he knew that the intellectual battle must first be won before
practical politics would follow. He was not opposed to institutional reform, as explained
in Section 7.11 below. Lewis too was involved in a similar method of a negative
involvement. In Section 3.4, I label their politics a defensive politics in order to protect
the neighbor from an oppressive government.
7.10 Did Kierkegaard Support the Use of Government to Love?
Objection: In Works of Love, Kierkegaard specifically praises the use of
government to abolish slavery and the feudal system, and to support women’s
emancipation. Not to support additional uses of government to express neighbor-love is
inconsistent.
Reply: (1) Here is the passage in question where Kierkegaard refers to slavery and
bond servants:
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The times are past when only the powerful and the prominent were human
beings—and the others were bond servants and slaves. This is due to Christianity,
but from this it dos not follow that prominence or power can no longer become a
snare for a person so that he becomes enamored of this dissimilarity, damages his
soul, and forgets what it is to love the neighbor. If this happens now, it certainly
must happen in a more hidden and secret way, but basically it remains the same.70
Is this passage apolitical? Is he merely focusing on how some see slaves and bond
servants, and not their political status as external citizens (free or non-free)? According
to historical records, slavery still existed in Denmark at the time he was writing. Slavery
did not end politically and formally in Denmark until 1848, but Works of Love was
published just before then on September 29, 1847.71 Perhaps Kierkegaard had in mind
other anti-slavery movements in Europe.
As usual, this passage is another example of Kierkegaard driving toward the inner
life of the heart: just because slavery is abolished externally (politically) does not mean
that the internal problem has been rooted out. He is lamenting the fact of how easy it is
for the powerful to fall back into the pattern of not seeing a person as a person. He does
not want power to “become a snare for a person so that he becomes enamored of this
dissimilarity, damages his soul, and forgets what it is to love the neighbor”; he does not
want a person to sin and fail to love the slave or servant if he “wraps himself up in his
high rank in such a way that he shrinks from being built up by the essentially
Christian.”72

70

Søren Kierkegaard, Works of Love, ed. and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1995), 74.
71

Thomas R. R. Cobb, An Inquiry Into the Law of Negro Slavery in the United States of America:
An Historical Sketch of Slavery, vol. I (Philadelphia, PA: T. & J. W. Johnson, 1858), cxcii [192]: “Denmark
followed the following year (1848), and by indemnifying the masters, gave liberty to the slaves in her
colonies.”
72

Kierkegaard, Works of Love, 74.

395

Abolishing slavery in a political way falls under the realm of protecting the basic
natural right of liberty. Slavery violates a person’s natural right to liberty, and so there is
nothing wrong with abolishing it since government exists, according to the theory
presented in this essay, to protect basic natural rights (life, liberty, property). Abolishing
slavery in a political way may or may not have been motivated by love of neighbor by
some politicians. We do not know for sure. Further, the act of justice (of giving what is
due to a slave or servant) from an impersonal institution of government does not quality
for the requirement of neighbor-love to be personal: that is, to make God the middle term,
to link the neighbor to a personal relationship. This template of acts of justice in contrast
to neighbor-love would apply to both slavery and the rights of women.
An additional question needs to be asked here on the issue of slavery, I think: did
government abolish slavery? In a certain legal sense, of course it did. Some may cite the
noble Christians who used government force to abolish slavery in the British Empire,
under the inspiration of William Wilberforce (1759-1833). Wilberforce served in the
British parliament and led the movement to abolish the slave trade (Slave Trade Act in
1807) and then chattel slavery (Slavery Abolition Act in 1833). But perhaps other factors
should be given their due in the movement. I yield to better historians of British culture,
but at a glance the abolition of slavery in the British Empire does not appear to be
spearheaded by government. The legislation followed many non-governmental efforts to
inform citizens about slavery so that the internal beliefs of people shifted and the
democratic government then reflected this in its legislation. For example, the efforts to
change people included at least five other important factors: Rev. James Ramsay’s book,
An Essay on the Treatment and Conversion of African Slaves in the British Sugar
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Colonies (1784); the work of the Society for Effecting the Abolition of the Slave Trade, a
group of Quakers and Anglicans; “Sons of Africa,” a group of free blacks; the Clapham
Circle or “The Saints”; and Wilberforce’s own long book, A Letter on the Abolition of the
Slave Trade (1806). They changed the foundational culture, and in a representative
system of government, politicians who seek to preserve their own employment are often
“puppets of public opinion.” They merely mirror the underlying cultural ethos.
(2) Regarding the emancipation of women, Kierkegaard says that the real equality
is established between a wife and husband because they have consulted their consciences
before God. The kingdom of God is not of this world, he says, and so whatever political
changes there are externally, things remain essentially the same—“Outwardly the old
more or less remains.”73
[S]he, almost like an animal, was a disdained being in comparison with the man, a
being of another species. What battles there have been to establish in a worldly
way [i.e., a political way] the woman in equal rights with the man—but
Christianity makes only infinity’s change and therefore quietly. Outwardly the
old more or less remains. The man is to be the woman’s master and she
subservient to him; but inwardly everything is changed, changed by means of this
little question to the woman, whether she has consulted with her conscience about
having the man—as master, for otherwise she does not get him. Yet the
conscience-question about the conscience-matter makes her in inwardness before
God absolutely equal with the man. What Christ said about his kingdom, that it is
not of this world, holds true of everything Christian. . . . Christianity does not
want to make changes in externals; neither does it want to abolish drives or
inclination—it wants only to make infinity’s change in the inner being.74
The parallel is that Jesus was obedient and subservient to the Father in all things; the
Father was the master. But this did not make them unequal in ontological worth (for
Jesus was God), only different in roles.
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7.11 Should Kierkegaard Have Supported Rudelbach?
Objection: Kierkegaard stood for the separation of church and state, but when it
came to taking practical action (other than writing) to doing this, he declined. This was
wrong of him. When a learned scholar named Andreas Gottlob Rudelbach (1792-1862)
came to Kierkegaard in support of separating the church and state, Kierkegaard dismissed
him. Rudelbach and Kierkegaard knew each other from earlier conversations Rudelbach
had with Kierkegaard’s father. (They met at his father’s house.75) But Kierkegaard was
wrong not to work with Rudelbach. He should have joined forces and become more
practically political.
Reply: I agree; on face value it seems odd that these two men could not form an
alliance. It appears that Kierkegaard missed a great opportunity for institutional reform.
But I should like to try and present the case for not forming an alliance, for not all unity is
good. Not all teamwork works. A working relationship usually takes more than a
philosophical agreement; there also needs to be a match of personality and virtues of
teamwork. Yet even on the philosophical level they had some disagreements. Overall, I
see nine reasons that might hinder a working relationship.
First, Rudelbach thought collectively; Kierkegaard thought individually. For
example, as Kierkegaard points out, Rudelbach seemed to be more concerned about the
fate of “the Church” (a collective) rather than the single individual, which was what
Kierkegaard cared most about. As he said himself, he was not fighting “for the
emancipation of ‘the Church’ any more than I have fought for the emancipation of
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Greenland commerce, of women, of the Jews, or of anyone else.”76 Similarly,
Kierkegaard notes another example: “When Rudelbach . . . says that that the apostle is
surrounded by a cloud of witnesses, R. makes a mistake, since he sees the cloud—and not
the apostle.”77 Kierkegaard’s primary focus was on individuals; Rudelbach’s was not.
Second, Rudelbach seemed to believe that external political changes would help
Christianity. Kierkegaard believed that these external changes to the institutions would
be mostly useless. He looked to the model of the Apostles who, when threatened with
death for preaching, did not form a lobbying group or political action committee to meet
with the Sanhedrin or the rulers. There was no “Apostles of Jesus Christ, PAC.” Instead,
each of them asked God what to do, and He said preach the gospel. They did not spend
their lives appealing for political change or complaining about how their rights of
conscience were being violated. The Gospel would never have been spread, Kierkegaard
points out, and the Great Commission never fulfilled. Rudelbach was apparently ready to
give part of his life to this externality mission of political change. But Kierkegaard did
not want to spend his life “prompting a discussion that is concluded by voting.”78 If it
really was a matter of conscience, then he must listen to God, and in this case, the true
apostle must fight it out and suffer, he said. When obeying God, a true apostle is not
worried about rights, potential hazards, and consequences. Instead, a true apostle focus
on the Archimedean point, he said, something outside of the world which is the love of
God, and can therefore pull individuals and those of the Earth toward it.
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Third, rather than engage in practical political struggles for reform, perhaps
Kierkegaard knew that first the intellectual battle had to be won; this was better served by
his writings to individuals. He said that Christianity was essentially inwardness, and he
knew that external reform was necessary at times. But he wanted to major in the major,
and minor in the minor. Inwardness is the major; politics is the minor. He explains,
Christianity is inwardness, inward deepening. If at a given time the forms under
which one has to live are not the most perfect, if they can be improved, in God’s
name do so. But essentially Christianity is inwardness. Just as man’s advantage
over animals is to be able to love in any climate, so also Christianity’s perfection,
simply because it is inwardness, is to be able to live, according to its vigor, under
the most imperfect conditions and forms, if such be the case.79
The mood of the day in Denmark was to major in the minor, to major in externality and
minor in inwardness. Yet he believed that cultural change must begin at the root of
society, a person’s heart. To have a fine writer such as Kierkegaard focus a portion of his
life on political lobbying would be like a fine professor being assigned to a bureaucratic
position of meetings and politics. The power of his influence would be blunted. He
would be distracted from his post.
Fourth, perhaps Kierkegaard knew something of Rudelbach’s character that we
are not aware of and did not want to put in print. For instance, Rudelbach had been
affiliated with the Grundtvigians in Denmark, a part of Christendom that Kierkegaard
opposed.80 Fifth, perhaps there was a personality difference that would have caused
friction in the working relationship. Sixth, perhaps Kierkegaard knew that he himself
was not good at teamwork or collaborative projects. People with similar philosophical
and political views are often hindered from working together due to other issues.
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Seventh, perhaps Kierkegaard realized that a top-down reform by politics was
basically in vain given the massive and entrenched power structure; perhaps he agreed
with the view that institutions are often reformed by someone on the “inside,” and so he
decided to employ a grassroots, ground-up strategy of rescuing individuals one-by-one
out of the Established Church. Eighth, perhaps his health was not strong enough for this
type of activity since he was near the end of his life. And ninth, and above all,
Kierkegaard, who had an intimate relationship with God, did not believe that God had
instructed him to form a political alliance with Rudelbach. The above nine reasons,
however, are admittedly shaky and speculative on my part. Perhaps in this area of his life
Kierkegaard simply failed to take advantage of an important strategic move.
7.12 Was Communism a Threat to Denmark in the 1840s?
Objection: Chapter Six mentions a contrast between Marx and Kierkegaard, and
Kierkegaard’s critique of Communism. But Communism was never really a threat to
Denmark in the 1840s, and Kierkegaard’s critique was an overreaction to a threat that did
not exist.
Reply: I shall fully grant the historical point from historians more knowledgeable
than me that practical Communism was not a real threat to Denmark in terms of political
programs and policies. But might the ideas of communism have penetrated the
boundaries of Denmark and the souls of citizens? Had the seeds been planted?
I wonder if in Kierkegaard’s mind that the socialistic movements across Europe in
1848 threatened Denmark. Maybe the ideas of communism and socialism threatened
Denmark, even if the practical policies had not been enacted. Marx seems to believe that
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the ghost of Communism was spreading through Europe, as his first sentence of his
Manifesto states. “A specter is haunting Europe—the specter of Communism.”
Ideas spread, and they can be hard to combat once they take root. I suggest that
Kierkegaard would be more sensitive to the intellectual climate of Denmark than any
historian today, and so it may be wisest to take his word for it that the ideas of
Communism had at least reached the shores of Denmark, if they had not entered her soul.
7.13 Does Extreme Poverty Require a World Government?
Objection: Does not the desperate and extreme need for food, shelter, and clothing
legitimize world government? For example, Thomas Aquinas writes: “In cases of need
all things are common property, so that there would seem to be no sin in taking another’s
property, for need has made it common. Therefore a man may also take secretly
another’s property in order to succor his neighbor in need.”81
Reply: No; world government is the “incubator of a new slavery.”82 See Section
5.3.2.
7.14 Is Writing a Million Dollar Check to a Poor Person Neighbor-Love?
Reply: The requirements for neighbor-love, as described in this essay, include a
personal relationship with the neighbor, a love (agape) from the Holy Spirit, as well as
the right motives, the right act, and the right context (situation). If these requirements are
met, then the answer is Yes. The issue is far more debatable if one writes a large dollar
check to “the poor” (a faceless group) rather than to “a poor person” in legitimate need.
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The former category lacks a personal relationship in order to help one make God “the
middle term” in love, and as stated many times in this essay: “the personal God cannot be
the middle term in an impersonal relationship.”83
7.15 Can a Non-Christian Love Thy Neighbor?
Objection: The argument seems to discriminate against non-Christians, those who
do reject Jesus as Lord and do not love what some philosophers call The Good. Why
cannot these people love thy neighbor?
Reply: Every person probably has a modicum of being able to seek the best
interests of another person. In grand moments, eros can fuel us to leap the wall of our
own selfishness and seek the best for the other person, as Lewis explains. The question is
one of embodying love, of steadfastness and of consistency, rather than merely sporadic
moments in time. At its highest, neighbor-love includes loving easily, promptly,
joyously, and habitually, all under difficult circumstances.84 The person who is not filled
with the Holy Spirit is not a Christian; neighbor-love requires the Holy Spirit; thus the
person without the Holy Spirit lacks the spiritual, inner resources to love thy neighbor in
a robust sense defined above. Imitation requires infusion.
Nevertheless, God (the Holy Spirit) can work anomalously in the lives of people,
and so even if a person rejects formal Christianity but still loves the Good, the True, and
the Beautiful, he may in fact love God without known Him or without knowing that God
empowers him to love via the Holy Spirit. To love God means to love thy neighbor. To
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love thy neighbor cannot take place without first loving God. The divine law of love
takes a divine love to fulfill.
7.16 Would a Limited Government Allow Segregation Laws?
Objection: A theory of limited government would allow segregation as found in
the history of the Southern United States. Segregation is immoral. Thus a limited
government tolerates a great immorality.
Reply: The essay agrees that forced segregation by government is immoral. In
fact, this essay supports the idea that any dehumanizing policy is immoral since all
human persons possess the image of God. On an historical note, governments in the
South violated a theory of limited government by enacting such segregation laws.
Governments overreached. These were laws, as William L. Anderson of Frostburg State
University points out. “[R]acial segregation did not begin with private businesses, but
rather was enforced by the state. The Jim Crow laws (emphasis on ‘laws’) came about
because politicians forced their views on everyone else.”85 A theory of limited
government would not have allowed government to reach into such issues in the first
place. Movements and arguments in opposition to government-enforced segregation
were correct.
7.17 But Is Not the Purpose of Government to Make Good Citizens?
Objection: Aristotle says “legislators make the citizens good by forming habits in
them, and this is the wish of every legislator.”86 Should Christians support “making the
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citizens good” by such a method? Should Christians help to “fit him [man] for the good
life,” as Aristotle says? Is this not one of the purposes of government and why Christians
should enlist the government for this moral cause of fostering and inculcating virtue?
Reply: The reply to this Objection can be found earlier in the Argument from
Force (see Section 1.3.2 and Chapter Three). But four other points can be made in
reference to the ancient mindset verses the modern and medieval mindset. (1) First, we
must understand the key term politics. In ancient Greece and in medieval times, the term
state or body politic or politics meant essentially what we call society or community,
rather than politics in the strict sense of government. Their usage was wider than our
narrow modern usage. The community is larger than the government.
(2) Is it possible to make good citizens by the force of government? That is the
real question here. Government is brute force, and force can change behavior, and a
changed behavior can help inculcate a virtuous behavior. But external behavior is not
necessarily a person’s true character. Aristotle believed in helping to make men virtuous
by force. By virtue, Aristotle refers to the four natural or cardinal virtues of justice,
wisdom (mind-power), courage (will-power), and self-control (desire-power). But
according to the medieval mindset, love is a supernatural or theological virtue (along with
hope and faith) rather than among the natural virtues acquired by practice.87
(3) Aristotle writes about a relatively small polis, not a massive, multi-million
citizen city or a nation of hundreds of millions of people. The polis was usually only a
few thousand citizens, something like a government high school today. Virtually each
person knew each person’s face. The assumption is that it would be much easier to foster
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public virtue in a smaller community. For more on the character of the polis, Section 4.5
highlights the work of D. Brendan Nagle’s The Household as the Foundation of
Aristotle’s Polis (Cambridge University Press, 2006).
(4) Some point to Aristotle in order to establish a large, activist government that
seeks to inculcate virtue, but Lewis points to Aristotle in order to establish a limited
government. (For details, see Section 5.3.3.) Aristotle writes, “[T]he magistrate or
magistrates should regulate those matters only on which the laws are unable to speak with
precision owing to the difficulty of any general principle embracing all particulars.”88
Aquinas too places an emphasis upon a more limited government that addresses major
grievances. “Now human law is framed for a number of human beings, the majority of
whom are not perfect in virtue. Wherefore human laws do not forbid all vices, from
which the virtuous abstain, but only the more grievous vices, from which it is possible for
the majority to abstain; and chiefly those that are to the hurt of others, without the
prohibition of which human society could not be maintained: thus human law prohibits
murder, theft and suchlike.”89 The government is to combat major vices rather than
incessantly legislating more and more regulations into the details of life.
7.18 Did Kierkegaard Believe Government Could Love?
Objection: Kierkegaard writes, “[W]hat the government surely had to learn was
what it actually means to govern, that it is, in the fear of God, the responsibility to be
strong and powerful enough not to fear people and ‘number,’ that it is in self-denial not to
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love governing but to love the neighbor, the true humanity and the true human
equality.”90 He apparently believes that government can indeed love the neighbor.
Reply: (By accident I happen to discover this passage above from Kierkegaard
during the final stages of completing the entire essay, a more than two-year project.)
Kierkegaard deleted this passage from the final draft of On My Work as an Author
(1851). His decision to delete the passage is not clear and not easy to determine. Perhaps
the deletion: (1) meant that he rejected the ideas themselves; (2) meant that he merely did
not approve of the style of writing but still believed in the ideas; or (3) the passage
expresses his real view of the relationship between government and neighbor-love and for
whatever reason he decided to take it out. If (3), then this would certainly pose a serious
challenge to the theory “the separation of love and state” if one wanted to utilize the
writings of Kierkegaard in order to bolster the theory (as I have attempted to do). Even
so, I wish to reiterate the previous claim that a politician who loves thy neighbor can use
this internal motivation of love for external acts of justice, but that external actions of
justice are not equivalent to neighbor-love.
(4) Finally, is Kierkegaard using the term the neighbor in an impersonal way?
Here he seems to define it abstractly as “the true humanity and the true human equality”
rather than concretely as in an actual person who has these traits. If so, then this more
abstract definition would be classified in the justice of impersonal systems rather than in
the personal realm of neighbor-love as distinguished in Section 7.1.
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7.19 Can a Person Love His Neighbor via Mediating Structures?
Objection: One way a person can love his neighbor is by giving money to people
who work in mediating structures such as churches and charities, who then in turn give
love to neighbors in need. There are many honorable people in churches and charities
who are connected to the source of neighbor-love (the Holy Spirit) and do such works of
love. Many neighbors in need are not geographically near to us, and many people do not
always have great amounts of time, so utilizing the people who work in churches and
charities as a tool to reach the distant neighbor should be supported. But this essay does
not seem to affirm this dimension of mediating structures; neighbor-love seems to be
confined to either individual or political dimensions. Individual-or-political neighborlove is a fallacy of a false dichotomy since we can love our neighbors via mediating
structures.
In fact, the story of the Samaritan in Holy Scripture supports the use of mediating
structures. The Samaritan employs two stages, both a personal, face-to-face interaction
with the man who had been beaten and robbed as well as a “mediating structure” by
employing a person (the innkeeper) to care for the neighbor after the Samaritan needed to
leave. First, the Samaritan personally “went to him and bound up his wounds, pouring on
oil and wine; then he set him on his own beast and brought him to an inn, and took care
of him.”91 Second, the next day the Samaritan “took out two denarii [two days’ wages]
and gave them to the innkeeper, saying, ‘Take care of him; and whatever more you
spend, I will repay you when I come back.’”92 If both of the two stages of what the
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Samaritan did qualify as neighbor-love, should not giving money to the people
(“innkeepers”) in churches and charities qualify for neighbor-love, too?
Reply: I offer three thoughts in response to this important point, and I appreciate
the members of the dissertation committee who encouraged me to consider the role of
mediating structures in society.93
(1) First and most importantly, this essay agrees wholeheartedly that many
honorable people in churches and charities perform heroic and sacrificial works of love to
many neighbors in desperate and legitimate need. These efforts should be encouraged
and praised, and I support every penny given to them. I hope their influence grows.
(2) I accept the role of mediating structures to love others but with one concern. I
wish to make a distinction between direct and indirect neighbor-love. Direct neighborlove is what I define as the ideal of neighbor-love: face-to-face, I-to-Thou, look-theneighbor-in-the-eyes (Section 1.2). Indirect neighbor-love means to use mediating
structures by inserting a middleman into the model: you—“innkeeper”—neighbor, in
contrast to the model: you—God—neighbor.94 As pointed out in the Objection, we see
this first model in the story of the Samaritan when he paid the innkeeper to love his
neighbor, and we also see it in the life of Lewis who set up his own charity in order to
support the best interests of his neighbors (Section 5.2). My point here is that there is not

93

I especially thank Francis J. Beckwith for encouraging me to consider the role of mediating
structures and what Catholic thought calls the principle of subsidiarity, where “‘a community of a higher
order should not interfere in the internal life of a community of a lower order, depriving the latter of its
functions, but rather should support it in case of need and help to co-ordinate its activity with the activities
of the rest of society, always with a view to the common good’” (note omitted). See Catechism of the
Catholic Church: Modifications from the Editio Typica (New York, NY: Doubleday, 1997), 512-13 (no.
1883).
94

See Section 6.2. For the model “you—God—neighbor,” see Kierkegaard, Works of Love, 107.

409

an identical match between direct and indirect neighbor-love; mailing a check to a church
or charity is not direct neighbor-love.
My one concern is that indirect neighbor-love is not enough. The person who
utilizes indirect neighbor-love should not believe he is off the hook, so to speak, for the
high demands of direct neighbor-love (those neighbors nearest to you). My fear is that a
person will make a donation to a church or charity and not even know his neighbor. We
might ask the donor: Who is being helped by your donation? What is his name? What
does he look like? Does he have a family? Who is this person? Can you tell me
anything about him? If not, then is he really your neighbor? Could this action of a
donation really be loving the crowd (a faceless mass) and not the neighbor? A donor
might not be able to answer some elementary facts that would seem relevant. Thus,
without some sort of basic relationship here the neighbor becomes impersonal and almost
an abstraction. The neighbor becomes an abstract noun.
This is the subtle shift from my neighbor as the one you know to the neighbor who
is virtually an abstraction to you or almost a figment of your imagination. The command
in Holy Scripture says to love your neighbor not the neighbor who exists in reality but is
not known in any real way to you. Does something seem “off” with squaring such an
abstract neighbor with the bite of the command? It can come dangerously close to
outsourcing neighbor-love (Section 1.2).
Employing a middleman such as a person who works in a mediating structure (a
church or charity) can be like a Rawlsian “veil of ignorance”95 type of neighbor-love

95

For John Rawls, a veil of ignorance means a self-imposed, “purely hypothetical situation”
where “no one knows his place in society, his class position or social status, nor does any one know his
fortune in the distribution of natural assets and abilities, his intelligence, strength, and the like. I shall even
assume that the parties do not know their conceptions of the good or their special psychological
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where a veil separates the donor (you) from the actual neighbor being helped. Instead of
a veil of ignorance I wish to call it a veil of abstraction (a mere concept) that comes over
the mind when we think we love the neighbor but in reality the neighbor is distant,
unknown, and faceless to us. This is why I wrote earlier, neighbor-love today too often
lacks an actual neighbor, a neighbor with a face you know. Perhaps the model of
mediating structures could at times fit better under the category of neighbor-need rather
than neighbor-love (“For love means union”96), if the donor does not know the neighbor
and the bond is weak.
(3) Two essential truths about neighbor-love must be affirmed and not
compromised. First is the neighbor, by definition, is near: that is to say, we know the
neighbor in some basic way. As mentioned in Chapter One, the word neighbor itself
comes in part from the Old English word neah, which means nigh or near. (Lewis and
Kierkegaard both affirm nearness as well.97) It seems to me that a concept of nearness
means we can answer basic questions, such as those posed above, about the neighbor’s
personhood. The second truth about neighbor-love is all human persons are neighbors.
Every human person on Earth is the neighbor, but not all human persons on Earth are my
neighbors. The neighbor-love command does not say to love the neighbor but to love
your neighbor. The model of mediating structures is powerful and can do great external
good, but it may hinder neighbor-love if it deprives the donor (you) from a basic
relationship with your neighbor.
propensities. The principles of justice are chosen behind a veil of ignorance.” See John Rawls, A Theory
of Justice, revised edition (New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1999), 11. See also Rawls, 118-23.
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7.20 If Mediating Structures Qualify for Neighbor-Love, Why Not Government?
Objection: As mentioned above in Section 7.19, if funding a person who works
for a church or charity may qualify as indirect neighbor-love, then why cannot the
government also be used as a tool or instrument to reach those in need? Why cannot
government also be used for indirect neighbor-love?
Reply: A government differs from a church or charity in what we might call the
starting position: both a government and a charity begin with nothing; they both have
nothing. Charities receive voluntary donations from donors and continue to exist only by
such donations, but a government takes money from citizens by force, or borrows money,
or prints ink on slips of paper98 and then government redistributes the wealth. Those who
fail to pay taxes to the government may be caged in prison. But no similar fate exists for
those who decide not to donate to a church or charity.
One institution exists by a virtual monopoly of organized force; the other exists
by generous donations. If the government existed only by voluntary user fees for goods
and services received, then its definition would be closer to a charity or even a business,
and therefore it would perhaps qualify for indirect neighbor-love. (I shall bracket the fact
that some charities now receive money from the government and simply categorize these
charities as extensions of the government apparatus.99) As the Argument from Force says
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In the United States, the government calls these slips of paper Federal Reserve Notes. For more
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program violate their oath of office. One moral argument against faith-based charities receiving money
taken from taxpayers is it will diminish the animating, organic energy of the charities themselves by
violating their independence and reducing their incentive to prove to their donors that they are doing good
work, and thus making them dependent and merely an arm of the government. As the expression goes,
“What government funds it tends to control.” See Kierkegaard, Journals, vol. IV, 323 (no. 4497).

412

earlier in the essay, neighbor-love requires consent and free choice, and a person cannot
be forced by the threat of government violence to love others since “violence causes
involuntariness” (as Thomas Aquinas notes).100 Due to the difference in starting position
and due to the difference in the use of force, government administrators do not meet the
criteria for indirect neighbor-love.
7.21 Is It Neighbor-Love to Help Connect My Neighbor to the Good?
Objection: This essay says that neighbor-love means to help the neighbor love
God, as explained by Kierkegaard. But the Samaritan in Holy Scripture did not connect
his neighbor to God directly; we find no evidence for an evangelical or proselytization
dimension to the man who was beaten and robbed. (See Section 7.19 above for the actual
text of the story of the Samaritan.)
The essay takes a good point from Kierkegaard “too far.” That is, the definition
of neighbor-love is too strict because neighbor-love includes helping the neighbor
connect to God Himself as well as the Good, the True, the Beautiful—three eternal
aspects of God that are not necessarily God Himself. This is why Kierkegaard uses the
concept of “the good” in place of God in his other writings such as found in the opening
of Purity of Heart.101
Reply: This essay states that neighbor-love “enables us to support another
person’s love for God and for the Good, the True, and the Beautiful” (Section 1.1). This
would be an expansion on a strict reading of Kierkegaard’s definition of neighbor-love
100

Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 6, a. 5.

101

I thank C. Stephen Evans for offering this correction. On Kierkegaard’s use of “the good,” see
Søren Kierkegaard, Upbuilding Discourses in Various Spirits, ed. and trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H.
Hong (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993), 24: “[T]he person who in truth wills only one
thing can will only the good.” Emphasis is Kierkegaard’s.

413

that does not mention the Good, True, and Beautiful:“[T]o help another person to love
God is to love another person.”102
Nevertheless, I admit not making this point clearer throughout the essay; and I
hope the reader will still agree that helping the neighbor connect to God Himself in an
intensely personal way is better than helping the neighbor connect to three eternal aspects
of God, for it seems to me that Goodness, Truth, and Beauty are less personal (“God
without a face”) that encountering the shattering, life-changing love of a Person, God
Himself. Conversational intimacy with God is possible.103 Perhaps the first step toward
helping the neighbor is to help him love the Good, True, and Beautiful, but this is not the
highest form or final end of neighbor-love.
7.22 Would Love for the Neighbor Favor Just Prices and Just Wages?
Objection: This essay in Section 7.4 mentions that government needs to respect
the autonomy of the businessman who wants to engage in voluntary exchange. The
Christian tradition says that in order for there to be genuine voluntary exchange no
coercion can take place between the two parties. But in emergency situations, coercive
prices (“price gouging”) takes place; and unjust wages exist, such as when the supply of
labor is abundant or people have no other options for employment. In such instances,
government should set a fair price and set a fair wage.104
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Reply: This essay agrees that just prices and just wages are exceedingly important
in the daily life of economic exchange.105 Fueled by an internal neighbor-love, external
acts of economic justice demand just prices and just wages, and Christians should do all
that is necessary to support these. Common sense also says that citizens should establish
independence and prepare for emergency situations as much as possible beforehand so
that they do not become vulnerable to unjust prices and the suffering from economic
desperation. Personal responsibility and planning ahead have benefits.
My question is whether relying upon government force is the best means to
accomplish this goal of just prices and just wages.106 When unjust economic actions
occur are other options available? Must there be “a leap of faith in government” to solve
the problem? To call upon government intervention to solve problems seems to be a
common occurrence in a modern culture that places faith in political power.
Yet perhaps one prominent example of gouging is from some government
intuitions themselves. One theme of this essay is the Augustinian dark irony of
government: an institution designed to protect basic rights too often violates these rights.
Government is not immune to greed and plunder, usually by way of tax rates and
invasions of privacy; people in government are not exempt from sin, as the Argument
from Corruption suggests. I simply ask consideration for this point: a warning that
government itself may be engaging in the unjust methods it is designed to combat.
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For instance, a recent front-page USA Today article reports on government
agencies collecting property taxes on many struggling people during what is called The
Great Recession: “Cities, counties, and school districts today collect 20% more in
property taxes than they did in 2006, when homes values were one-third higher than now.
. . . Most states have complex laws that make property tax declines rare, small, or longdelayed, even when home values plummet.”107 Is this unjust? Through complex
methods, some government institutions aim to protect the size and scope of their own
power (e.g., the flow of tax revenue). “[P]ower tends to become an end in itself,” says
sociologist James Davison Hunter. “Studies have shown that even voluntary
organizations protect their organizational interests against the interests and needs of the
very members they are supposed to serve.”108 The same is true for government. Just
prices, just wages, and just taxes are all on the agenda for concerned Christians.
7.23 Can Prayer Be Neighbor-Love?
Objection: Can a person love his neighbor by praying for him even if the neighbor
is geographically far away?109
Reply: Yes, and this essay affirms the Christian belief that prayer is one of the
most powerful means God gives us to impact things and people;110 just as we can
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physically impact and change things on the physical dimension of reality by using our
bodies, so too can we change and impact things on the spiritual dimension of reality by
using our spirits to pray (“spiritual work”).111 In fact, prayer is direct neighbor-love since
there is no middleman of a person associated with a church or charity (indirect neighborlove112), and it eliminates the variable of geographic distance. Prayer works because
“prayer touches eternity, from which point time becomes malleable,” explains Peter J.
Kreeft,113 and eternity is all of time and space in a perfected present, as Boethius says:
“eternity is the possession of endless life whole and perfect at a single present.”114 And
therefore the dimensions of time and space do not hinder a geographical distance. Given
this definition of eternity, nearness, a prerequisite for neighbor-love, can be spiritual (via
prayer) as well as geographical (via everyday life).
My only question would be: But who is the actual, concrete, individual neighbor
for whom the prayers are offered? A main theme of this essay is to keep the neighbor
from becoming an abstraction and getting lost in the crowd, so to speak. As mentioned
above in Section 7.19, a veil of abstraction seems to have infiltrated much of modern
neighbor-love. Is a vague prayer of “I pray for the people in Sudan . . .” where the person
praying does not know any person an example of loving the crowd rather than loving the
neighbor? “The people” comes close to an abstraction, an abstract noun. I do not deny
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that such a prayer might have power, nor do I deny that Christians should pray such a
prayer (in fact I believe we should pray it), but I wonder if it qualifies as neighbor-love
(in the strict sense) since it lacks an actual neighbor and has abstract elements. “I have
never read in Holy Scripture this commandment: You shall love the crowd,” writes
Kierkegaard.115 (A thought for consideration: In order to avoid “sideline Christianity,”
how about coming to know actual individuals who live in places of persecution?)
7.24 Does the Social Gospel Believe in Limited Government?
Objection: This essay criticizes members of the Social Gospel for not believing in
limited government but in reality almost all of them do believe in limited government.
Further, probably all of them would agree with Lewis’s definition of government as
protecting and promoting ordinary happiness.116 The real question is not if government
should be limited, but: What are the proper limits of government?
Reply: I agree and see the point that Social Gospel supporters would limit
government at some level.117 Still, it is difficult for me to see where they draw a line in
practice. Section 3.10 says the current size and scope of government in the United States
is unparalleled in history, which contrasts with the original design of “few and defined”
powers, as James Madison claimed it would be.118 Yet the agenda of the Social Gospel
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reveals support for such a large government, especially its welfare state. Four items stand
out to my eye: a massive medical care program, education for everyone, money for the
poor, and high taxation (if not support for tax increases in order to fund these and many
other programs).119
I inquire: Is this limited government as defined by the Constitution? What
specific programs and departments does the Social Gospel wish to eliminate? How much
money will the Social Gospel reduce from the annual budget and national debt? Where
exactly is the line to limit government? Section 7.6 suggests the limit is protecting life,
liberty, and private property, thus in essence anti-murder, anti-slavery, and anti-theft. In
principle is there really a limit for the Social Gospel other than practical, realistic
considerations? When is enough government enough? Should the high tax rates in parts
of Europe really be the standard for the United States? Invoking a vague “common
good” seems to be a warrant for forced redistribution and a license for an essentially
limitless government. What sphere of life would they place off-limits to government?
As documented in Chapter Five, Lewis opposed key items advocated by today’s
Social Gospel (see above): he opposed penal taxes, warned about government welfare,
aimed to rescue children from government schools, and was hardly a fan of public health
programs (or what critics call socialized medicine). He resisted government intrusions
into daily life. For Lewis, protecting and promoting ordinary happiness meant in large
part opposing what today’s Social Gospel says protects and promotes ordinary happiness.
While he was (often reluctantly) open to other necessary acts of government, Lewis
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believed that the primary purpose of government was to preserve our freedom, “to live
and let live.”120 It should protect us against those who violate our privacy, for example.
In Kierkegaard’s culture, no doubt concerns for health, education, and the poor
existed in nineteenth-century Denmark. But I found nothing in his writings to support
these items at the heart of the Social Gospel’s political agenda. He viewed government
as limited to ordinary things “such as public security, water, lighting, roads, pavement,
etc. etc.”121 In fact, Kierkegaard jokes about how misguided Christians who hold faith in
government believe Christianity’s essential purpose is taxation for redistribution:
“Christianity came into the world when Caesar Augustus levied taxes on the whole
world—one could be tempted to believe that Christendom [i.e., Apostate Christianity] has
made the mistake, that it confused these two simultaneous events and thought that it was
Christianity which came into the world for the purpose of levying taxes on everyone.”122
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CHAPTER EIGHT
The Reign of Love
The journey of our lives is largely determined by how we understand one word:
love. And so is the story of any society. What do we believe about love? What
definition of love do we hold? What do we consider good expressions of love? The
questions frame our lives as individuals and as a community. What we believe about
love also shapes our view of the purpose of government, and how the government relates
to the church. The English don C. S. Lewis and the Danish philosopher Søren
Kierkegaard are valuable voices in the movement to separate the Church from the State,
and I have said that they best fit within the Restorationist model of Church-State
separation: a minimal government of basic protection duties, punishing only the worst
vices, and having no authority over the church.1 They are men of little faith in the
coercion of the State but of great faith in the divine love of the Church. They are rare
relics since they are “consistently classic” by holding a traditional view of government as
well as a traditional view of Christian theology. They are Low State but High Church.
Therefore loving thy neighbor does not belong with the State but with the Church.
8.1 A Four-Step Summary
Is this four-step summary of neighbor-love true? (1) A problem in our society is a
lack of neighbor-love. (2) The cause of this problem is an alienation from the source of
neighbor-love. (3) All people of goodwill would want to live in a society where
1

Carl H. Esbeck, “Five Views of Church-State Relations in Contemporary American Thought,”
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neighbor-love reigns. (4) The essence of the solution to this problem is to unite one’s
soul with the Holy Spirit who is the source of neighbor-love. Neighbor-love, then, has a
transcendent source.
If this analysis of the problem, the cause of the problem, the desired result, and
the solution to the problem are true, respectively, then we can offer a fifth statement as a
logical addendum. (5) The solution to the lack of neighbor-love in society, therefore, is
not to require or hope for government to live by the principle of loving thy neighbor. If
this analysis is true, the social ethic of love presupposes the individual ethic of love, and
the individual ethic of love presupposes an inextricable relationship with the Holy Spirit.
The health of society depends upon the health of the individual, and the health of the
individual depends upon God. There are no short cuts to true community.
8.2 The Politics of Equality
The modern world is upside down, Lewis and Kierkegaard say, by stressing the
primacy of the external, especially political programs, as a way to achieve community.
They remind us that the politics of external equality is flimsy but often necessary due to
the horrific ways we treat each other. Yet legal equality or political equality, says
Kierkegaard, is like painting everything the same color, “as if a painted surface were the
true equality that brings life and truth and peace and harmony to everything, when on the
contrary it seeks to kill everything in a spirit-consuming uniformity.”2 In contrast to the
soul killing of government-directed homogenization, Kierkegaard says real progress
occurs when the single individual “does not unseasonably presume to help the whole
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world to obtain external equality, which is of very little benefit.”3 This manner of
struggling “for himself with himself within himself”4 is not self-centered in a sinful way,
but rather the purpose of upbuilding is in part to love others. Character and virtue
development begin with the individual, and only then can a genuine community emerge.
In a similar voice, Lewis says internal change is what the modern world is most
missing. He calls for “the tidying up or harmonising the things inside each individual.”5
Lewis warns us that “the demand for equality has two sources; one of them is among the
noblest, the other is the basest, of human emotions. The noble source is the desire for fair
play. But the other source is the hatred of superiority.”6 It is the “stunted and envious
sort of mind which hates all superiority.”7 We are to wear legal equality, but know that
underneath we differ in profound ways.8 Legal equality is a necessary medicine for
society, explains Lewis, because we hurt one another. Legal equality helps protect us
like a shield. But legal equality is not the “deepest thing” in us.9 Behind the shield we
differ.
When it comes to politics, there are “equality extremists” who react against
“inequality extremists.” Writes Lewis-scholar Peter J. Kreeft:
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Human justice has a rightful concern for equality because we need to protect
ourselves and our rights against others who, like the fascists, would impose an
unnatural and unjust inequality on us. But we also need to protect ourselves
against those who, like the communists, would impose an unnatural and unjust
equality on us. It is simply not true that deep down we are all the same. The
deeper you go, the more you find the secret of uniqueness.10
This “unnatural and unjust equality” imposed upon us is part of what Lewis and
Kierkegaard fought against in the politics of their day. The false equality from
communism is not love, such as the claim that economic inequality is the supreme evil
and the accompanying demand that government agents force mass redistribution. Love
does not violate another person’s property rights. Love respects consent and a person’s
free will. For the inner life, love respects what Lewis calls “the secret signature of each
soul.”11 It values our unique, colorful personalities and desires, rather than defining us
generically (a bland sameness). In fact, love helps to perfect the signature of the deep
soul; as “grace perfects nature,” so too does love sharpen and heal our uniqueness.12 The
agenda of equality-by-force, which violates our rights, and the agenda of equality-byshallowness, which devalues our sacred uniqueness, are not love.
8.3 Why Do We Need the Command?
Why do we even need to be commanded to love thy neighbor? Why is the
command necessary? The command is necessary because we need to be healed from our
addiction to sin, our “spiritual insanity,” in order to become loving persons, but we set up
barriers both psychologically and intellectually—and we try and lower the demands of
10
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neighbor-love. Psychologically, we run and hide from the high demands of neighborlove. We run from the command to love because we are running from love; we run from
love because we are running from God; and we run from God because only He can heal
us, as Charles Bellinger and so many others have said.13
We run to hide “amongst the trees,” as Adam and Eve did after they sinned, and
we repeat The Fall everyday.14 We run because we do not want to be healed of our
spiritual cancer (sin). If we look at our own hearts, there is only one reason why, says
William Law, and it is not because we lack knowledge or ability. “Now if you will stop
here and ask yourself why you are not as pious as the primitive Christians were, your
own heart will tell you that it is neither through ignorance nor inability, but purely
because you never thoroughly intended it.”15 So many of us simply do not want to be
healed; and so we run and hide in the trees of hobbies and diversion, of busyness and
service, and often in ingenious distortions of love. One way is to hide within the walls of
a powerful government as a barrier from God’s loving presence.
Real love heals us, and it heals others. We must love even “stupid & disagreeable
people because they need us,” writes Lewis. They too need love’s healing. After all, he
continues, “that is how God loves us: not because we are lovable but because He is
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14

Genesis 3:8 (KJV): “And they heard the voice of the LORD God walking in the garden in the
cool of the day: and Adam and his wife hid themselves from the presence of the LORD God amongst the
trees of the garden.”
15
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love.”16 Such neighbor-love requires a personal relationship with the neighbor, and it is a
result of the animating energy of the Holy Spirit—for it takes the strength, mystery, and
passion of divine love to become a true self and to love others. Since neighbor-love is
difficult, we look to escape in hiding places.
It takes suffering and is often taxing: but it cannot be accomplished by paying
taxes. It cannot be accomplished through merely writing a check to an organization. It
cannot be imposed onto a society by the force of politicians or government operatives. It
cannot be accomplished by being nice. It cannot be accomplished by mere acts to relieve
suffering. It cannot be outsourced or farmed out or delegated to others; neighbor-love
cannot occur vicariously via government. It cannot be accomplished by faceless, mass
organizations “loving” an individual or another organization. It cannot be accomplished
through mere external “acts of love” without pure motives. It cannot be accomplished
without first loving God; ironically, those who place primacy in their lives to loving thy
neighbor cannot love thy neighbor. Even for those who are filled with God’s love, we
hide our light in the most innovative ways.17 The above are eight common methods to
lower the standards of neighbor-love.
8.4 Is the Social Gospel Christian?
There are psychological objections to fulfilling the command to love and there are
also many good intellectual objections. Some intellectual objections come from the
Social Gospel movement, and this essay suggests this movement has ahold of a priceless
16

C. S. Lewis, Letter to Mary Van Deusen, May 25, 1951, in C. S. Lewis, The Collected Letters of
C. S. Lewis: Narnia, Cambridge and Joy, 1950-1963, vol. III, ed. Walter Hooper (New York, NY:
HarperCollins, 2007), 119. Emphasis added.
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truth, but then misapplied it. Perhaps this is because the animating energy of some in the
movement is not really the Gospel.
The leading spokesman for the Social Gospel is Walter Rauschenbusch, a man
who did not believe some of the fundamentals of the faith, and so to some minds his
status as a Christian is in question. To be a Christian means to have the Holy Spirit
within, as stated in Chapter One, and also to believe the Apostles’ Creed and the Nicene
Creed, which were formulated early in the Church’s history. Christians summarize their
fundamental beliefs as these six: the Atonement, the Virgin Birth, the Second Coming,
the divinity of Jesus, the resurrection of Jesus, as well as the inspiration and infallibility
of the Bible. (The summary of essentials is often attributed to theologian B. B.
Warfield.)
Under the influence of Higher Criticism, a view that takes a low view of the
authority of Holy Scripture, Rauschenbusch did not believe in the inspiration and
infallibility of Holy Scripture. He also did not believe in the Atonement and saw Jesus as
merely a good moral example rather than his grisly and brutal death as taking the penalty
for our sins. Social Gospel advocate Timothy Keller comments about Rauschenbusch:
“He rejected the traditional doctrines of Scripture and atonement. He taught that Jesus
did not need to satisfy the justice of God, and therefore he died only to be an example of
unselfishness.”18 Certainly this view removes core features of the Gospel of Jesus Christ.
Social Gospel advocates such as these would apparently be Social without any
Gospel, to paraphrase G. K. Chesterton. They would make the Gospel “a dispensable
18

Timothy Keller, Generous Justice: How God’s Grace Makes Us Just (New York, NY: Dutton,
2010), xii. In an endnote, Keller cites Chapter 19 of Rauschenbusch’s A Theology for the Social Gospel for
an example of where he rejects the doctrine of the Atonement, and then Keller adds that Rauschenbusch
“sees Jesus’s [sic] death as revealing the social injustice of this world, as well as the sacrificial, unselfish
generosity that must be our operating principle if we are to heal the world of its evil.” See Keller, 191n3.
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adjunct of no practical importance.”19 It was fashionable to be more socialistic in that
early twentieth-century period of optimistic progressivism when the Social Gospel began.
“[I]t is only too apparent,” observes Charles Hopkins, that the founders of the Social
Gospel were “very much the children of their age, drawing their ideology from the
intellectual environment.”20 Akin to the earlier Modern Era’s focus on power, optimism
was also the mood of the intellectuals and politicians in the Progressive Era (e.g.,
Theodore Roosevelt, Woodrow Wilson, the New Deal) as it is to some extent today (e.g.,
Barack Obama’s enthusiastic motto of social action “Yes, We Can!”).
As Chesterton writes about this mindset, “These people merely take the modern
mood . . . and then require any creed to be cut down to fit that mood. But the mood
would exist even without the creed. They say they want a religion to be social, when they
would be social without any religion. . . . They say they want it [the creed of
Christianity], when they mean that they could do without it.”21 Their most important
animating religious passion seems to be government activism.
Given that the leading voice of the Social Gospel rejected core parts of the Gospel
and favored socialism,22 and if other leaders of the movement also rejected core parts of
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the Gospel, then the social movement that calls itself The Social Gospel Movement could
more accurately be called The Socialism Movement. A parallel to the strategy of
communism comes to mind. As Soviet historian Robert Conquest shares, “A Communist
once told me his method. First you explain to a Christian sympathizer that Communism
is compatible with Christianity. That accomplished, you explain that Christianity is not
compatible with Communism.”23 But it is important to limit the scope of such a critique.
This Social-without-the-full-Gospel would only apply to Rauschenbusch and perhaps
some of his followers. What about those who do believe all the core components of the
Gospel and still favor a type of wide-reaching policy of government love? No doubt
there are many good and loving people in this category. Many still cheer its aims and
methods.
8.5 The Hope of Love
The hope to free honest, well-intended Social Gospel supporters from an
excessive faith in government rests in part in convincing them of distinctions: there is a
difference between divine love and human love; between love and the works of love;
between theological and cardinal virtues; between transcendence and immanence;
between forced socialism and voluntary giving; between government action and
individual responsibility; between missionaries and secular social workers; between the
need for intimacy with God and material needs; between external actions and internal
motives; and between promises of a future loving society and actual results. The leaps
between them are not always immense, Grand Canyon gaps, but they are significant. The
leaps are fashionable in a culture of trust in politics.
23
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As relics from another mindset, Lewis and Kierkegaard can help to encourage no
leap of faith in government. True neighbor-love does not demand it. Love requires
liberty, both political (small government) and internal (free choice). Lewis and
Kierkegaard defend political liberty because they value a person’s freedom to love others
with a love that is pure, good, and sincere.24 “Let all that you do be done in love.”25 A
large government threatens liberty and thus love.
Instead of a leap toward more government programs as a way to love thy
neighbor, Lewis and Kierkegaard say the best gift to society a person could give is to
make one’s self fully alive with the Holy Spirit. For them, the best Leap of Faith is
actually a kneeling. They encourage us to kneel in humility and open the door of our soul
to the inflow of a divine love as strong as a mighty river. If the Imitation requires the
Infusion, then the reign of love hinges on the answer to the ancient question from one of
the most intellectual men in all of Christianity: “And he [the Apostle Paul] said to them,
‘Did you receive the Holy Spirit when you believed?’”26 It is the Holy Spirit who gives
“the living flame of love” to a person for heroic virtue.27 No greater progress in society
occurs than when a man kneels and prays in earnest, “Father in Heaven, I open my heart
to you. Come Holy Spirit, fill me with the strength of your love.” He repents, heals, and
receives the inflow; and then arises, and finds and loves his neighbor.
24
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25
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8.6 Restoration
The overriding concern of this essay has been that the standards for neighbor-love
in modern culture have been defined downward. We have witnessed “the cooling off of
charity”28 by its being collectivized and politicized, and thus rendered secular and
impersonal. I fear the bite of this sacred moral obligation has been largely removed. Just
as two of Christianity’s finest writers C. S. Lewis and Søren Kierkegaard aimed to rescue
the heart of Christianity from a culture that had downgraded and dismissed and
politicized its shocking mystery, passion, and supernatural power, and just as they aimed
to remind people of the tremendous work and suffering it takes in order to call one’s self
a Christian, so too has this essay sought inspiration from their efforts and applied it to
protect the heart of neighbor-love.
Perhaps many things called neighbor-love are better defined as acts of
compassion, or acts of justice, or acts of kindness, or acts of neighbor-need. I have no
objection to that reclassification, nor do I necessarily object to the acts themselves, but I
wish to distinguish them from genuine neighbor-love, which is supernatural and personal.
And I do so with the hope that its future restoration will begin by seeing beyond
neighbor-love, and then arriving at the heart of its Source.

28
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