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Whenpeoplemake a studyof scienceanden-
gineering,they focusattentionon things. If the
areaof psychologyis neglectedfor themoment,
eventhosemakingastudyof biologytreattheor-
ganism,humanor animal,asa thing. The thing
underconsiderationis anobject. It is subjectto
usandto our investigation.Peoplehave tried to
definescience,andeachdefinition hasits defi-
ciencies.However, for thepresentpurposes,sci-
encewill bedefinedasthestudyof thingsanda
searchfor knowledgeaboutthings. Sucha def-
inition includessuchareasas history, psychol-
ogy, theology, anthropology, etc.,areasthatalso
require rational thought and discipline. These
areasencompassa broaderclassof things than
normally encounteredin the physicalsciences.
However, for this discussion,the definition will
includephysicalthingsthatareof areof special
concernto engineers.What needsillumination
thenis thequestionof whatis a thing.
Rationality Necessary
Thequestionof what is scienceandits objectof
investigation,a thing, cannotbe answeredfrom
within thedomainof science.An applecannotbe
definedby comparingit only to otherapples.An
applecanonly be definedin termsof a broader
category, such as fruit, in order to understand
an apple. Of course,fruit hasto be understood
in termsof a still broadercategory of an edible
productof plant life. Similarly it is not possible

to definea thing within the category of things.
To helpanswerthequestion,whatis a thing, it is
helpful to seewhat aresomeof the characteris-
tics of science.
The enterpriseof scienceand engineeringis
basedonrationalthought.To quoteAlfred North
Whitehead(1861-1947),the sourceof modern
scienceis “a medieval insistenceon therational-
ity of God. In the first place, therecan be no
living scienceunlessthere is a widespreadin-
stinctive conviction in the existenceof an order
of things, and in particular, of an order of na-
ture.”[1] This is not somethingthat menhadto
wait until the20thcenturyto find out. Weall op-
eratein our actualliveswith a firm belief in the
orderof theworld. Whethera personis anexis-
tentialist,a treehugger, a new ager, or a holistic
healthpractitioner, he will still expect the light
to go on every time heturnstheswitchon. The
world aroundus hasa rationalnatureto it, and
the humaninvestigatorinstinctively usesratio-
nality to discover its attributes. Thehallmarkof
goodscienceis rationality. Wheredid this ratio-
nality comefrom? Certainlywe know that the
world was not createdby man, so the world’s
rationality did not comefrom man. The issue
of the sourceof rationality hasbeenoften de-
bated,but after sortingthroughall the possibil-
ities, thereareonly two left. Thefirst possibility
is thatGodis in matter. This would make nature
rationalsinceGodwhodesignedandinfusedna-
turewith His essencewould infusenaturewith a
stateof agreeablenessto reason.This is the ar-
gumentof pantheism.God is in everythingand
everythingis god. Thesecondpossibility is that
God createdmatterwholly separatefrom Him-
self. Hewouldhaveinfusedmanwith rationality
also, so that order and rationality have a com-
monsource.Man would needrationality to ful-
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fill thedominionmandategivenhim. The latter
is the argumentfrom theismandwasembraced
by many of thosein the early stagesof mod-
ern science,e.g. IsaacNewton, Louis Pasteur,
Galileo Galilei, JohannesKepler, BlaisePascal,
RobertBoyle, MichaelFaraday, andJamesClerk
Maxwell.[2] The evolutionary theory, basedon
randomprocesses,cannotin principalmodelthe
origin of orderandrationality.
One cannotreally escapethis conclusion. He
who really believesthereis no rationality in this
world, has long ago met with an unfortunate
death. Those who are involved in astrology,
yoga, parapsychology, spirit guides, right half
brain artists,or the like must in the endrealize
theelementof rationalityin theworld.
Rationality Insufficient
Justasonecannotthrow out rationality, neither
can one embracerationality as the true source
of all knowledge. We have a long list in west-
ern cultureof politiciansandphilosopherswho
have bent the knee to the god of rationalism.
Nazi Germany hadNationalSocialism,the So-
viet UnionhadMarxism,andtheFrenchRevolu-
tion hadVoltaireandthegoddessof Reason.As
for the philosophers,Descartes,soughtto base
his philosophyon “Cogito ergo sum,” a thor-
oughly rationalisticenterprise.But he wascrit-
icized by other rationalisticphilosophers,both
idealistsandmaterialists.ImmanuelKant came
alongandproducedhisCritiqueof PureReason,
Critiqueof PracticalReason,andCritiqueof the
Judgment.Hehasbeenin somewaysthefavored
philosopherof science.But his work wasa thor-
oughlyimmanencephilosophy. It hadto find the
groundandintegrationpoint of all reality within
the createdorder. Kant madea big point of the
“dingeansich,” thething in itself apartfrom our
experienceof it. Thething is definedin termsof
things.A persondoesnot needto know German
andbe familiar with Kantianphilosophyto see
the logical errorhere. Thingscannotbedefined
in termsof thingsany morethanapplescouldbe
definedin termsof apples.
Rationality is part of our world, but we have

madesometerrible mistakes by being rational.
Theproblemis that therecanbemany self con-
sistentrationalsystems.Probablytheclearestex-
ampleis foundin Euclideangeometrywheretwo
parallel lines never meetand a non- Euclidean
geometrywheretwo parallel lines do intersect.
Both arerational,self consistentsystems.They
both cannotbe right if they areto be appliedto
thephysicalworld.
A temptingconclusionatthispointmightbethat,
in themoresubstantive areasof philosophyand
faith, it is man’s goal to find the right rational
systemandbelieve in that. If a rationalsystemis
to be chosenin this manner, it will still have to
answerthequestionof whatis athing. If thecho-
senrational systemis basedon an immanence
philosophy, thingswill necessarilybedefinedin
termsof things,andthe answerwill be without
content.
Even worse, it hasbeenfound that no rational
systemcanbebothcompleteandself- consistent
at thesametime. This importantconclusiondid
not comefrom philosophy, but from mathemat-
ics. Kurt Godel from the University of Vienna
in 1931publishedthis now famousconclusion.
The axiomaticsystem,which hasbeenthehall-
mark of mathematicsandmuchof science,was
found in principle to be limited. Not even such
elementarysystemsasthenumbersystemcanbe
both self-consistentand complete. Finding out
whata thing is will of necessitynotbefoundin a
strictly rationalsystem.Theissuemustbetaken
to abroaderfield in philosophy.
Western Civilization’ s Past
Westerncivilization hasbeeninfluencedin many
waysby the Greeks. For Plato, the creationof
theworld wasmoreof anarrangingof chaosby
the Demiurge, Plato’s divine Reasonanalogous
to humancraftsmanship. Previously in Greek
history, therehadbeenaconflict in two religions.
The earlieronewascenteredon the vital forces
of life, with its formless,perpetuallife contin-
uum. The latter centeredon the cultural activi-
tiesof manthatemphasizedthe immortal,ratio-
nalprincipleof form whichtranscendedlife. The
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combiningof thesetwo led to a dualistic form-
matterreligiousgroundmotive. Thegroundmo-
tiveis aperson’s fundamentalmotivationor driv-
ing forceandaffectsall otheraspectsof his life.
It is thebasisof life andhencealsoaphilosophy
that developsout of life. Aristotle taught that
the form-mattergroundmotivescould be fused
together. For him matter(or materia prima) is
theunderlyingsubstancethat is thesamefor all
things.Theessentialform accountedfor thedif-
ferencesbetweendifferentthings.[3]
ThomasAquinas(1225-1274)attemptedto build
asynthesisbetweenGreekandChristianthought.
For Aquinas, “nature” was the independent
“stepping-stoneto grace,” the substructureof a
Christiansuperstructure.An attemptwasmade
to bring theseantitheticalmotivesof natureand
gracetogetherin the sameway that the Greek
form-mattermotive was.
“But it is evident that this construction, de-
rivedfrom Aristotle,couldnottruly reconcilethe
inherently contradictorymotives of natureand
grace.Realreconciliationwould have beenpos-
sibleonly if a higherstandpointhadbeenfound
that could have transcendedand encompassed
both motives. However, sucha motive wasnot
available.”[4]
This ThomisticsynthesishasdominatedtheRo-
manCatholicthinkingfor centuries.It wasbased
on the religious ground motive of the Greeks.
In particular, Aquinas followed Aristotle’s pri-
macy of the form motive of the Greekculture
religion over that of matter. If Aristotle hadfa-
voredthemattermotive,all of his logical proofs
would have beenreversed. Logical thinking is
not autonomouswith respectto faith. “It is al-
ways guided and directed by a faith commit-
mentwhich in turn is controlledby thereligious
groundmotive that grips one’s thinking, either
implicitly or consciously.”[5]
Even the ProtestantReformationunder Martin
Lutherdid not really attackthedualisticground
motive of Natureand Grace. Luther regarded
reason(Vernuft) as the sole guide in the realm
of nature.Hedid notbelieve therewasaconnec-

tion between“naturalreason”andtherevelation
in God’s Word. Consequentlyhe expressedno
interestin “profanescience.” His dualismwent
sofar asto make him indifferentto thetemporal
affairs of the church. Even thoughhe elevated
a secularcalling to the level of thesacred,there
remainedthis separation.
Late in medieval age, scholasticismbroke the
Church’s artificial synthesisbetweenthe Greek
andChristianreligions. It followed the pathof
emancipationof thenaturalmanfrom thefaithof
thechurch.Denying any contactbetweennature
and grace,it derived its own groundmotive of
natureandfreedom. The Renaissancewascon-
cernedwith arebirthof manin thenaturalsense.
He would take his fate into his own hands. Its
deepestreligiousroot wasin thehumanperson-
ality of freedomfrom any faith that claims al-
legianceandits autonomyfrom any law except
itself. Of courseit couldnot toleratedistinctions
betweennaturalandsupernaturaltruths. Hence,
modernman’sdriving forceof scientificresearch
wasthe ideal of completemasteryof nature. In
this way theautonomousfreedomof thehuman
personalitywasrevealedapartfrom supernatural
powers. But, as with the others,therewas the
inherentcontradictionin thenature- freedomre-
ligious groundmotive. This is madeclearwhen
thefreeautonomousmanturneduponhimselfin
anattemptto gainmasteryover the“free person-
ality.” If manis masteredby man,thenheis not
free.
TranscendentPhilosophy
If thequestionaboutwhatisathingcannotbean-
sweredbyanimmanencephilosophy, thenatran-
scendentphilosophyis needed.Thegroundmo-
tive for this philosophyarosein westernthought
historicallybetweentheGreekform-mattermo-
tive andthenature-gracemotive. It is theBibli-
cal motive of creation,fall, andredemptionand
returnof JesusChrist. HereGod is recognized
asthe absoluteandintegral origin of all things.
Thereis no power thatstandsagainstHim. This
is in contrastto the conflicting origins in the
Olympian godsof Romanthought. The Greek
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philosopher, Plato,saidtheworld wastheresult
of theformingactivity of thedivinerationalspirit
with a pre-existing “substance.” This is in stark
contrastto the Biblical creationex nihlo. Fur-
thermore,in makingmanin God’s image,Godis
thereligiousroot unity of man’s creaturelyexis-
tence.
Modernscientistshave overestimatedthe math-
ematical,natural-scientificthinking by trying to
understandthingsapartfrom man. Naturewas
thoughtof asnothingmorethana constellation
of staticparticles.But theverymathematicsused
to understandtheobjectof studypresupposehu-
manlanguageandthought. Every conceptof a
natural phenomenais a humanaffair. Indeed,
“nature”apartfrom mandoesnotexist. To grasp
the essenceof a thing a personmustabstractit
from a givenreality. This abstractionis a logical
andtheoreticalactivity that presupposeshuman
thought. Both reality and man’s conceptionof
reality arecreated.In this sensethen,if manhas
eternity in him, thenthingshave an eternalsig-
nificance.
Godis theorigin of all thatis. Thereis nodualis-
tic groundmotive. Manin hisreligiousrootunity
functionsin all aspectsof createdreality.[6]
All temporalknowledgerestson a religious or
pseudo-religiousfoundation. If a personsays
that humancognition is self-sufficient, then he
is a victim of an illusion. The self hasno rest
in itself. It only exists in the creaturelymode
of meaningthat is nothing apart from the Cre-
ator. Thereligiousmeaningof thecreatedworld
binds the true knowledgeof thingsto true self-
knowledge,andthe latter to the true knowledge
of God. Thoughour knowledgeof the creation
andtheCreatorarenecessarilypartial,yet thedi-
rectionis towardtheabsolutetruth.[7]
Westernculture has passedthrough four reli-
giousphases;theGreekform-mattermotive, the
Christiancreationfall redemptionreturnmotive,
theAquinasnature-gracemotive,andthehuman-
istic nature-freedommotive. Only oneof these
look beyondmanhimself to anexternalCreator
in aunifiedway. Understanding“what is athing”

necessarilydependson thereligiousgroundmo-
tive that a personby faith commitshimself to.
How the questionof a thing is answeredleads
not only how a persondoeshis science,but how
hearrangesall of life’saffairs.
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Christian leaderscome from every walk of
life. Someare Christian engineerswho bring
their penchantfor logical and careful analy-
sis to issuesfacedby their churches. Others
are salesmenwhoseflare for building relation-
ships and influencing othersbecometools for
changingchurchlife. Businessmanagersbring
their decisive and dynamic approachto many
churchboards.Is therea styleof leadershipthat
canbring unity andeffectivenessout of the di-
versebackgroundsandpersonalitiesthatassume
church leadership?Yes, I believe there is. In
recentyears, ideasabout businessand church
leadershiphave convergedarounda centralthe-
sis: The role of a leader is to build a vision
aroundcore and profoundvaluesand to trans-
form the heartsandmindsof followers so they
becomededicatedto fulfilling the vision. This
style is called,transformingleadership.A Con-
temporaryBusinessLeadershipTakesRootDur-
ing the past two decades,a new style of busi-
nessleadershiphas nudgedits way to promi-
nence.Managementthinkersandrenownedbusi-
nessleadershavebegunto advocateanapproach
to leadershipintroducedby JamesMacGregor
Burnsin his Pulitzerprize-winningbook,Lead-
ership. Someof the most highly regardedcor-
porateleadersmodel this new approach.Lead-
ers like Jack Welch of GeneralElectric, Herb
Kelleherof SouthwestAirlines, andLeeIacocca
of Chryslerhave given facesto the style. They
hold profoundvaluesthat form the bedrockfor

their decisionsandactions. From thesevalues,
they fashiona vision for their organizations:an
imageof a future statethey seeas worthy and
within their grasp.They paintverbalpicturesof
what their companiescould becomeandmarch
forth to steerthecourse.Detestingthestatusquo,
they challengetheir employeeswith the allure
of exciting innovations. With the attractionof
their charismaticleadership,they stimulateoth-
ersto free their minds,to springfrom the cage,
and to soar. They not only capturethe minds
and the imaginationsof their people,but they
also claim their loyalty and supportby show-
ing heartfeltconcernfor their personalandwork
needs.Clearly, noteverybusinessmanchosenfor
churchleadershipwill be a transformingleader.
Yet today, it is thedominantleadershipapproach
advancedby scholarsandmodeledby respected
executives. A BusinessManagerthat Brings a
TransformingStyleto Leadershipin His Church
SamW. (nothisactualname)hadstartedhisown
businesswhile still in his 20s. In thoseearly
years,his faith wasa smolderingember, giving
little heatandlesslight. It wasin a time of near
bankruptcy that his wife convincedhim to start
going to churchagain. God revealedhis great
power andcaringin Samslife during this finan-
cial crisis. Soon,hewasfinding a new basisfor
life in Christ. Samcommittedhis company, his
wealth, and his life fully to Christ aboutseven
yearsago. Sincebecominga churchleader, he
hasfoundabasiccompatibilitybetweenmany of
hispersonalvaluesandthoseof theotherleaders
of his church. He is sureGod hasbroughthim
andtheotherleaderstogetherto fulfill a unique
vision. He helpeddevelop and articulatea vi-
sionof adynamicworship,solidBiblical exposi-
tion, team-basedservant leadership,an involved
membership,anda strongoutreachto the com-
munity andtheworld. Samrejectstheelitism he
hasseenin otherchurchesandencouragesser-
vant/shepherdleadership.As a churchleader, he
urgestheleadershipteamto bepreparedto serve
any needno matterhow servile. His practiceof
servantleadershipin his company is shown even
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during its seasonof high productdemandwhen
all theemployeesareunderpressure.Samruns
the forklift, sweepsthe floors, and doeswhat-
ever is neededto get thempastthis season.He
wantsall theemployeesto actwith this senseof
flexibility andhumility. He encouragesthemto
develop a senseof ownershipand commitment
to the company. Samis a strongand decisive
leader. Whenothersaretimid, Samencourages
themto paint with bold strokes. He challenges
themto think outsidethe box not just to follow
traditionsandthestatusquo.Hewaschairof the
building teamof his churchwhen it discovered
that its dreamsfor a new building werebeyond
its means.Hesuggestedadesign/build approach
to construction,found a reputablecompany to
do the work, and held them to a budget that
was 30% below the architectsinitial estimated
cost. Sam doesnot view himself as an ideal
transformingleader. He wassurprisedto learn
that the other leadersseehim ashighly charis-
matic.Hegiveshimselflow marksin theareaof
shepherdingtheflock. Still, Samillustrateshow
Godcanusetransformingbusinessleadersin the
work of advancingthelivesof otherbelieversin
their questto becomemore like Christ. Jesus
asa Model for ChurchLeadershipBurnstrans-
forming leadershipparallelsmuchof the leader-
ship approachthat Jesustaughthis disciplesas
he preparedthemto leadhis church. In the se-
lectionandtrainingof lay leaders,churchescan
now find businessleaderswho practiceastylein
their businessesthat parallelsthe style modeled
by Jesus.Justaswe strive to becomemorelike
Christ in our personallives, we can selectand
trainchurchleadersto belikehim in their leader-
ship.Thewordsanddeedsof Jesusgiveamodel
for selectingand training leaders. In him, we
have acompletepictureof a transformingChris-
tian leader. Did Jesusteachingsof two thou-
sandyearsago actually introducethis modern
daybusinessandchurchleadershipperspective?
Theclearansweris, Yes,it did. As weprepareto
selectandtrain churchlay leaderstoday, Scrip-
ture guidesour ideasandbehaviors. As he pre-

paredhis disciplesto leadhis future church,he
poundedout a steadydrumbeatof values.Again
andagain,hespoke of peace,love,moralpurity,
concernfor thedowntrodden,andhonesty. Initi-
atedin theSermonontheMount,Jesuswovehis
valuesinto the fabric of his teaching.Upon the
foundationof thesevalues,hebuilt hisvision for
the church. In the greatcommission(Matt. 28:
18-20),hesetforth hisvisionof thechurchasan
instrumentfor bringinghis teachingandhis sal-
vation to all nations. In his prayerat the Last
Supper(John 17:20-26),he envisioneda body
of believersunifiedwith oneanotherandin har-
mony with God.Heforesaw hischurchasacon-
duit of his lovefor theworld. Helifted upbeliev-
ersasabody, growing in knowledgeof theFather
andin spiritual strength. Following Christsex-
ample,churchleaderstodaydirecttheirchurches
toward visions that rest solidly on their values.
Surely, noonewouldclaimthatJesuswasaslave
to the statusquo. Like no one else in history,
Jesustossedasidethe traditionsof his day and
set the world on a new and higher course. He
replacedrituals, ceremonies,and customswith
principlesand valuesthat uphold a deeperand
morecompassionateway of life. While he did
not usethe term, charismaticleadership,Jesus
taughthisdisciplesto earntheadmirationof oth-
ersthroughgracious,honorable,andcaringbe-
havior. Hewantedthemto build theirreputations
oncharacterratherthanfeatsof accomplishment.
As bestillustratedby hisfinal instructionsto Pe-
ter, Jesustaughtthe disciplesto tendhis flock.
Not just thePastor, but alsoevery churchleader
is to pastorChristssheep.Following Christsex-
ample,a leaderremoves his sheepsinfirmities,
empowersthemto serveothers,nurturesthosein
need,protectsthemfrom attack,andguidesthem
toward growth in him. Jesusspoke his mostdi-
rectdiscourseon leadershipin responseto aplea
by Jamesand Johnfor placesof high statusin
his Kingdom(Mark 10: 35-45). In his response,
Jesusintroducedservant leadership. That day,
he taughthis disciplesthat to be effective lead-
ersmustsacrificially serve others. They should
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not relegatemenialtasksto lesserbelievers,be-
causeall sharein anequalpriesthood.Jesusin-
structionsobliterateelitism in thechurch.Build-
ing LeadersthatTransformLivesOnly Godcan
bring thecharacterandselflessactionsthatJesus
encouragedin his disciples. Yet, we can teach
churchlay leaders,first, to understandthisScrip-
turalmodelof leadershipand,second,to striveto
grow in their likenessto Christin theexerciseof
thismodelof leadership.Recently, I conducteda
trainingseminarfor a churchleadershipteamin
theconceptsandpracticesof transforminglead-
ership. We beganby askingeachteammember
to completea leadershipsurvey for himself and
for two of his fellow teammembers.This sur-
vey assessedthe useof six key dimensionsof
transformingleadership:valuesdriven, vision-
ary, charismatic,stimulatingminds and hearts,
sheeptending,andservant leader. After I leada
discussionof thenatureof thesekey dimensions,
we lookedat thesurvey results.Theseminarbe-
camelively asmembersbeganto comparetheir
own perceptionsof their leadershipwith those
of the two otherswho haddescribedthem. We
discussedwhy differencesexisted in the views
shown by the threeperspectives. I challenged
theseleadersto striveto becomemorelikeChrist
in their church leadership. Through this open
interaction,they preparedthemselvesfor contin-
uedself-examinationandfor mutualaccountabil-
ity. In latersessions,we lookedin moredepthat
the core Christianvaluessharedby theselead-
ers. We developeda vision of whatwe believed
Godwantedtheir churchto become.In thefinal
sessions,we tried to nail down thefunctionsthat
mustbecarriedout for thechurchto fulfill its vi-
sion. Eachmemberexaminedhis own gifts and
interestsfor areasof servicethatwould leadthe
congregationto effectively carryout thesefunc-
tions.Theseleadersexaminedthevaluesandvi-
sions that hold them togetherand propel them
as a team. Now, their challengeis to continue
growth in to bemorelike Christaschurchlead-
ers. We seea surprisingparallelbetweenJesus
leadershipandthatof renownedbusinessleaders

of our day. Christianshave a two-thousand-year
headstarton definingthepracticeof transform-
ing leadership.Yet, I fearthatalongtheway, the
allure of secularleadershipstylesthat promised
prestige,power, and elitism have enticedmany
off the path. By understandingJesusteaching
onchurchleadership,Christianbusinessmencan
adapttheir transformingleadershippracticesto
effectivechurchgovernance.
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