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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN REASON AND
REVELATION - CONFLICT OR HARMONY?
Eric Voegelin’s Philosophical Analysis of the Relation Between
Reason and Revelation

OTHOLLIEHUETO MEXIY PA3YM N OTKPOBEHMUE —
KOH®JIMKT UJIIN XAPMOHUA?
®dunocodekusat ananms Ha Epruk Brorenrs Ha OTHOIIEHUETO MEXTY
pasyM 1 OTKPOBEHUE

B monepnara teopust Epux Brorenun (1901-1985 1.) e npusHar 3a ¢uiocod nHa
TPaHCUEICHTHOTO NPEXMBSABAHE M Ha ONUTA Ha McTOpudeckoro Ourme. Toil e equH OT
MIOJIUTHYECKUTE PUIOCO(H, KOITO ChC CBOSITA MOITUTHIECKA TEOPHsI BbBEXK/ A TPAHCIICH/ICHT-
HOTO B ronutukara. OCBEH TOBa TOW € eJUH OT BOJCHINTE KPUTHIM HA CEeKyJIapu3Mma B 00-
LIECTBEHUTE HAYKH.

B Hacrosmoro u3cnensane e pasmienat GHUI0co()CKHUAT aHAIN3 Ha B3aUMOOTHOIICHHSATA
MEXK/Ty pa3yM 1 OTKPOBEHHE, HAIpaBeH OT TepMaHo-aMeprKaHckust prnocod Epuk Brorenun.
Cnc cBosiTa prstococka ¥ ICTOPHIECKa TEOpHsl TOH ce ONUTBA Ja ,,pa30re’” TaKuBa MOAECPHHI
KaTeropuu kKato (uiocodus/Teonorus, Bspa/pasyM, pasyMm/OTKPOBEHHE, CBETCKO/CBEIICHO,
PEIHUTHUSI/TIONHUTHKA. . ... BMECTO Te31 IMXOTOMHUM TOH ThPCH XapMOHHUS MeXAy prtocodus 1
TEOJIOTHSL, Pa3yM U OTKPOBEHHE WM BSpa U pasyM, M 0COOEHO MEXIY TPhLKATa MBIPOCT U
Oubnelickara MBIPOCT. 3a a IOKake OCHOBHATA CH Te3a, B Hall-moOpure cu paboTu ToH
OTKpHBA, Y€ Pa3syMbT NIPUTEKABA UHTYUTUBEH ACIEKT, & OTKPOBEHUETO MMa pPalMOHAJICH
ACIIEKT.

Wurepriperannsata Ha BrorenuH Ha XapMOHMATA MEXIY pasyM U OTKPOBEHHE HIIH
¢uocodust 1 TEOJIOTHs e OCHOBABA Ha M3CIIEBAHMATA MY BBPXY I'pblKaTa (unocodus u
I0fieHicKo-XpUcTUsIHCKaTa Teonorus. Hakpartko, cnopen Brorenun crpemexsT Ha [Inaton u
ApucToresn KbM 0ora ce J0IThJIBa OT OTKPOBEHHE, ITIABHO OT aKTa Ha peIMrno3Hoct Ha Moticeit
u Hcyc. B To3u koHTEKCT BhOrenuH Hapuya Ta3u AEHHOCT ,,AHTENIEKTyaTHH IPEKUBIABAHUS
(ITmaron-Apucroren) U ,,lyXOBHH ITPEKUBSABaHUS (IIPOPOLH). ,,/|yXOBHNUTE NIPEKUBSIBAHUS
BKJIIOYBAT ,,MHTEJICKTYaJIHUTE MPEKUBSBAHUS ", KAKTO U ,,MHTCIICKTYaTHUTE PEKUBSIBAHUS
BKJIIOYBAT ,,lyXOBHUTE NMpexuBsiBaHus . Beuukn Te ca teodannunn cpOutHs. Brorenmn
OTXBBPJIS CHIECTBYBAHETO Ha CHIECTBEHO HANIPEXKEHUE MEX Y Onbmeiickure u ¢punocod-
CKHUTE TPAJULINK U CMATa, Y€ OMOIEeHCKOTO OTKPOBEHHUE M KJIacHYecKaTa Tpblika Gpunocodust
CHozensT 00ma ,,MHTeNeKTyasHa” chiIHOCT. Cropes Hero norpenrHaTa JuX0TOMHUST MEXIY
pasyma 1 OTKpOBEHHETO € AeopMaliysi, JOILIa OT CTOMIM3MA 1 OKa3asla PEIIUTETHO BIHSIHAE
BBPXY XPUCTHSHCKATA TEOIOTMs B TOCOKA HAa O()OPMSIHETO Ha TUXOTOMUSATA Pa3yM/OTKPOBEHHE.
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3a BborenuH ,,eCTECTBEHUSAT pa3yM’”’, pa3TpaHUYEH OT ,,0TKPOBEHUETO , € UJIEs, pa3BUTa OT
OTLMUTE, KOraTo Te OE3KPUTHYHO BB3IPHEIIN CUMBOJIIMTE 3a IIPUpOJaTa 1 pasyma Ha CTOUIH3Ma
KaTo ,,(mtocodus”. OT IIeqHa TOYka Ha BhOTeIH He MOXKE J]a ChIECTBYBA ,,eCTECTBECH
pasyM. ,,EctecTBeHusT pazym” e ,,aictopuueckn”’. Toi € MHTeNeKTyaIHa KOHCTPYKIHS Ha OTLUTE
Ha l[bpKkBara.

Karo pesynrar or Bcruku Te3n aprymMeHTH BrorenuH pemaBa, 4e He Ou MODIO Ja
ChIIECTBYBa KOH(IIMKT, HANIPEKEHHUE WIIN POTHBOIIOCTABIHE MEX Ty QHI0CO(MHS M TEOIOTUs
1 Y€ MOXE eTHOBPEMEHHO /1a Ober 1 pritocod, 1 Teonor. AKo ce 00bpHEM KbM UCTOPUSTA,
TO CBILIECTBYBAHETO HA KOH(IINKT, HATIPEKCHHUE W POTUBOIIOCTABSHE MEXK/TY T€3U TPa LN
€ HCTOPHYECKO U colronorndecko. OTBb TOBA HANPEXKEHHE ChIECTBYBA LBPKOBHUST MO-
HOIIOJI BBPXY OTKPOBEHHETO U BilacToBUTE oTHOLIeH!s. Criopen BrorenuH, ako ce abcrpaxu-
pame OT Ta3u AWXOTOMUSI, HHTEPIIPETAINiATa Ha OTKPOBEHHETO Ou Omita pasnnyHa. B To3n
KOHTEKCT Brorenmun npeziara cBoi coOCTBEH METO/] Ha ThJIKyBaHE Ha OTKPOBEHUETO — MEIH-
Talus, T.€. CAMBOJIMYHO U €KCIIEPUMEHTAITHO UHTEPIPETHPAHE HA OTKPOBEHUETO.

B T031 n0KIa kA, B IOMBIHEHNE KbM aHAIM3a Ha BrorenuH Ha pazyma ¥ OTKpOBEHHUETO,
ce cnMpaMe U BbpPXYy HErOBHMs METOJ Ha Pa3dMTaHE HA OTKPOBEHUETO M B TO3U KOHTEKCT
3acsiraMe npooJieMa 3a TpaHc(hOpMHUPAHETO Ha CUMBOJINTE B IOKTPUHH UPE3 JETPAIUPAHETO
U ByArapH3UpaHeTo Ha cuMBonuTe. OCBEH TOBA YACTHYHO 3acAraMe M MOIUTUYECKUTE
pesyarary ot Ta3u Tpanchopmarms. Criopex Brorenus mpobiemMsbT 3a TpaHC)OPMHUPAHETO
Ha CUMBOJIU B IOKTPUHHU 3acAra CbBPEMEHHATa MOIUTHKA, 3a110TO, OT HETOBa [MIe{HA TOUKa,
Makap 4e CbBpeMEHHHUTE MUCIIUTENHN U3pa3aBaT Gprirocodckute cu pa3OnpaHus 3a HCTOPHSTA
B ,,CBETCKM TEPMHUHH, TIXHOTO HCTOPUYECKO pa3doupaHe 3a YOBEKa M HETOBUSI CBSAT € ,,TEOJIO-
rudecko”’. Criopen Brorenmms chBpeMEHHNTE MOMUTHYECKH W/IEH B CBETOBEH Malad Cch3aBaT
,,DEITUTHO3HH CUCTEMH™ ¥ 3aUMCTBAT CHMBOJIUTE CH OT PEJIUTHATA, 0COOCHO XPUCTHSHCTBOTO,
Makap e ToBa ce OTprda. BroreiH 31on3Ba TepMUHa , JIOIMTHIECKH PEIUTUH, 32 1a 00SICHI
TO3U (heHOMEH B MozepHUTe BpeMeHa. C TeXHUTE IOIUTUYECKH PEJIUTHH ChbBPEMEHHHUTE
MUCIIUTENIN ca U3TyOMIN Bpb3KaTa C TPAHCLUEHJCHTHOCTTA U NIOPaJy TOBA Ipeciie/lBaT He
00’KeCTBEHO M3KYIUICHHE, & MIMaHEHTHO M30aBieHne. B chBpeMeHHAaTa MMOJUTHKA HAIINTE
CHACHUTENH ca MPOrpecUBHUAT cynepmer Konpopce, MO3UTUBUCTUYHUAT cynepmed Komre,
MaTepUaTUCTHYHUAT cynepMeH Mapkc. . .. B To3u 1oknan, ocBeH BbpXy aHanu3a Ha Beorenux
Ha pa3yMa 1 OTKPOBEHHETO U BbPXY MpodiieMa 3a TpaHC(HOPMHUPAHETO Ha CHMBOJIUTE B JOK-
TPHHH, CE CITpaMe U Ha IIPOYUTa Ha BrorenyH Ha cChBpeMEHHATA MOIUTHKA KaTO ,,[TOTUTHYECKI
penurun’.

KurouoBu xymmn: Epuk Brorenus, pasyMm, OTKpOBEHHE, TPAHCLHEHIECHTHOCT, pAa3MHUCHII,
CUMBOJ, IOJIMTHYECKU PEITUTUU.

Introduction:

In the modern theory Eric Voegelin (1901-1985) is recognized as the philosopher
of the transcendent experience and experience of historical being. He is one of the
political philosophers who have invited the transcendence into politics with his political
theory. He is also one of the leading critics of secularism in social sciences.

In this paper, entitled “The Relationship of Reason and Revelation: Conflict or
Harmony?” I would like to consider German-American political philosopher Eric
Voegelin’s historical and philosophical analysis of the relationship between Reason
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and Revelation. With his philosophical and historical theory he wants to break down

LIRS

the modern categories such as “traditional/modern”, “philosophy/theology”, “faith/
reason”, “reason/revelation”, “secular/sacred”, “religion/politics”... And instead of
these dichotomies he sees the harmony between philosophy and theology, reason
and revelation or faith and reason; particularly Greek wisdom and Biblical wisdom.
For the purpose of proving his main argument, he reveals that reason has intuitive

dimension and also revelation has rational dimension in his master works.

Reason and Revelation: Tension or Harmony?

Voegelin rejects the fundamental tension between reason and revelation which
modern thinkers like Leo Strauss accept. Unlike Voegelin, Leo Strauss claims that
“when we attempt to return to the roots of Western civilization, we observe soon that
Western civilization has two roots which are in conflict with each other, the biblical
and the Greek philosophic... The very life of Western civilization is the life between
two codes, a fundamental tension”. Strauss, with this argument decides that “no one
can be both a philosopher and a theologian or, for that matter, a third which is beyond
the conflict between philosophy and theology, or a synthesis of both” (Strauss 19936:
217). Leo Strauss also claims that “we must try to understand the difference between
biblical wisdom and Greek wisdom. We see at once that each of the two claims to be
the true wisdom, thus denying to the other its claim to be wisdom in the strict and
highest sense. According to the Bible, the beginning of wisdom is fear of the Lord;
according to the Greek philosophers, the beginning of wisdom is wonder (Strauss
1993a: 112). Strauss’s claims are also modern thinkers’ claims and modern vision
depends on this argument about revelation and reason.

Voegelin challenges this argument and does not accept Strauss’s claims. Firstly,
Voegelin’s interpretation of the harmony between reason and revelation or philosophy
and theology depends on his investigations about Greek philosophy and Jewish-
Christian theology like Leo Strauss. In brief, according to Voegelin unlike Strauss,
Plato’s and Aristotle’s philosophical act of seeking God is to be completed with
revelation namely, religious act of Moses and Jesus. In this context, Voegelin calls
these activities as “noetic experiences” (Platon-Aristotle) and “pneumatic experien-
ces” (prophets). For him “pneumatic experiences” include “noetic experiences” and
also “noetic experiences” include “pneumatic experiences”. All of them are “theo-
phanic events™'. Voegelin rejects the fundamental tension between the biblical and
philosophical traditions and he sees biblical revelation and classical Greek philosophy
as sharing a common “noetic” core. Voegelin claims that in his essay with the title
“The Gospel and Culture”, we can see these theophanic events in the Parable of the
Cave with the Plato’s experience. Voegelin asks, “Why is the prisoner fettered in the
Cave in the first place? Why must the force that binds him be overcome, be a coun-
terforce that turns him around? Why must the man who ascended to the light return
to the Cave to suffer death at the hands of those who did not leave it? Why does not
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everybody leave, so that the Cave as an establishment of existence would be
abandoned? Beyond the search that receives direction from the pull (helkein) of
reason there extends the larger existential field of “counterpulling” of anthelkein
(Laws 644-45)” (Voegelin 1993: 151). For Voegelin the main questions are these:
“Why the prisoner turns? Who “forces” him? (zwang)”. According to Voegelin the
prisoner is pulled to divine pole and then to immanent pole. He is in “metaxy” — that
is Platonic term, namely “in-between”. Following this Voegelin compares this event
with the event of Moses in the Bible. Moses “turns” to God’s voice when he calls
him. He can not reject God’s voice and he turns. As a result of all these arguments
Voegelin concludes that all actors “turn” to both human and divine poles. From
Voegelin’s perspective “turning” or with the German term “Umkehrung” or “Kehre”
is main point of this matter: with this event of “turning” biblical revelation and classical
Greek philosophy share a common “noetic” core. With Voegelin’s words, “there is
no Saving Tale other than the tale of the divine pull to be followed by man; and there
is no cognitive articulation of existence other than the noetic consciousness in which
the movement becomes luminous to itself” (Voegelin 1993: 153).

According to Voegelin the false dichotomy between reason and revelation
was the Stoic deformation and had a decisive influence on Christian theology in
fostering the dichotomy of reason/revelation. For Voegelin, “natural reason” as distin-
guished from “revelation is a conceit developed by the patres when they accepted
the Stoic symbols of nature and reason uncritically as “philosophy” (Voegelin 1974:
48). From Voegelin’s perspective there can not be “natural” reason. “There is nothing
“natural” in the noetic illuminations of consciousness of Plato and Aristotle.” Natural
reason is “historical”. Natural reason is the intellectual construction of patres, namely
the Fathers of the Church.

As a result of all these arguments, Voegelin decides that there can not be a
conflict, tension or opposition between philosophy and theology and at the same time
one can be both a philosopher and a theologian. When we look at the history, if there
are conflict, tension or opposition between these traditions, these are historical and
sociological not “natural”. Behind these tensions there are Church’s monopoly on
revelation, “the will to power” of the modern thinker and power relations.

For Voegelin, today faith and reason require reconsideration because the ancient
and intimate relationship between faith and reason was damaged in history with the
power relationships. So, the relationship between faith and reason itself was an
instrument of power in history. Sometimes (early) patres have used this relationship
for their interest, sometimes the thinkers of Enlightenment and other thinkers have
used and misinterpreted, distorted and even manipulated the relationship between
them according to their interests as “natural reason” or “autonomous reason”.

Symbols and Doctrines:
Voegelin also draws his attention to the ways of interpretation of reality in
history according to power relationships. So, Voegelin writes: “the one truth of reality,
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as it emerges from the metaxy, ... (into) danger of dissociating into the two verities
of Faith and Reason (Voegelin 1990: 210) with each being considered only source of
truth about reality or existence in opposition to the other. Early patres often gave
primacy to revelation especially Christian Revelation and modern thinkers gave
primacy to “autonomous reason”.

This process involves degeneration and vulgarization of symbols, the symbols
of reason and revelation also involves the problem of doctrine. With Voegelin’s analysis
of the reason and revelation we will deal with Voegelin’s reading techniques of
revelation or philosophy and in this context we will concern the problem of transforming
symbols into doctrines with the degeneration and vulgarization of symbols. According
to Voegelin, “the reality of existence, as experienced in the movement, is a mutual
participation of human and divine; the language symbols expressing the movement
are not invented by an observer who does not participate in the movement but are
engendered in the event participation itself. The ontological status of the symbols is
both human and divine. .. This double status of symbols which express the movement
in the metaxy has been badly obscured in Western history by Christian theologians
who have split the two components of symbolic truth, monopolizing, under the title of
“revelation”, for Christian symbols the divine component, while assigning, under the
title of “natural reason”, to philosophical symbols the human component. This
theological doctrine is empirically untenable — Plato was just as conscious of the
revelatory component in the truth of his logos as the prophets of Israel or the authors
of the New Testament writings. The differences between prophecy, classical
philosophy, and the gospel must be sought in the degrees of differentiation of existential
truth” (Voegelin 1993: 153).

“Revelation or Reason!”; “Jerusalem or Athens!”; “Faith or Reason!”
According to Voegelin, if we abandon these dichotomies, our interpretations of
revelation and reason will be changed. In this context Voegelin offers his own method
of reading revelation; meditation, that is to say symbolic and experimental
interpretation of revelation. In the meditative process we must accept these
experiments as symbols, not as doctrines or creeds. For Voegelin meditations have a
historical dimension and they try to clarify the formative centre of existence, the
metaxy. Also with meditation we can challenge all ideologies.

Political Religions:

In this paper, in addition to Voegelin’s analysis of reason and revelation or the
problem of transforming symbols into doctrines we will also deal with Voegelin’s
reading of modern politics as “political religions” (Voegelin 2000). For Voegelin,
symbols can become opaque and when this occurs they must be made luminous
again by penetrating to the experience they express. For example when classical
reason transforms to “natural reason” that doesn’t content theophanic dimension,
there is a radical opposition between Bible and philosopy and between philosopher

348



The Relationship between Reason...

and theologian. This conflict is characteristic of the West since the early patres and
for Voegelin,

“Christian theology has denatured the Platonic Nous by degrading it imagina-
tively to a “natural reason”, a source of truth subsidiary to the overriding source of
revelation... But history has taken its revenge. The non-revelatory reason imagined
by the theologians as a servant has become a self-assertive master. In historical
sequence the imagined non-revelatory reason has become the real anti-revelatory
reason of the Enlightenment revolt against the church” (Voegelin 1987: 43).

Now we are coming to problem of ideology and political religions in Voegelin’s
philosophical and political thinking. According to Voegelin, this problem of transforming
symbols into doctrines and the imagined non-revelatory reason effects also modern
politics because, in his way of thinking, although the modern thinker expressed his
philosophy of history with the claim that they were in secular terms, his historical
understanding of man and his world was “theological” or “religious”. There is not
reason but only “belief”’. Because he defends his argument in the doctrinal and ideo-
logical position philosophy/theology”, “faith/reason”, “reason/revelation”, “secular/
sacred”, “religion/politics”, etc.

According to Voegelin, modern political world-view produces “religious system”
and it takes its symbols from religion, namely Christianity although it rejects it. Voegelin
uses term of “political religions” for explaining this phenomenon in modernity. With
their political religions or “pseudo-reality” modern thinkers lost contact to trans-
cendence and therefore pursued not divine redemption, but immanent salvation. In
modern politics, with the sacralization of the reason or Man who has Reason, our
saviours are the progressive superman of Condorcet, the positivistic superman of
Comte, the materialistic superman of Marx... The character of modern politics was
prepared by all utopian dreams of inner-worldly fulfilment. So, communism, national
socialism, fascism and scientism have in common the dream of innerworldly per-
fection. With our saviours that are the progressive superman of Condorcet, the positi-
vistic superman of Comte, the materialistic superman of Marx we can establish
modern-ideal-perfect society and instead of living for the otherworldly perfection
“we can be save” in this new society.

NOTES

! Theophany — a visible manifestation of a deity. — Short Eric Voegelin Glossary. —
<http://watershade.net/ev/ev-glossary.html>
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