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Staying Loyal

“If  something cannot go on forever, it will stop” ~Herbert Stein’s law

If you’re going to stay loyal to an organization you really have to love that 
organization. You have to love its philosophy, its theology, vision, structure of 
government, mandate, etc… If you don’t love it, you can not last.

The military strategist, John Boyd, wrote that, as individuals, our basic goal is "to 
improve our capacity for independent action".1 In order to fulfill this goal we can not 
work alone. We have to cooperate with others. Boyd continues…

"The degree to which we cooperate, or compete, with others is driven by the need to 
satisfy this basic goal. If we believe that it is not possible to satisfy it alone, without help 
from others, history shows us that we will agree to constraints upon our independent 
action—in order to collectively pool skills and talents in the form of nations, 
corporations, labor unions, mafias, etc.—so that obstacles standing in the way of the 
basic goal can either be removed or overcome. On the other-hand, if the group cannot or 
does not attempt to overcome obstacles deemed important to many (or possibly any) of 
its individual members, the group must risk losing these alienated members. Under 
these circumstances, the alienated members may dissolve their relationship and remain 
independent, form a group of their own, or join another collective body in order to 
improve their capacity for independent action."
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Taking that into account, we can also say that if one is going to stay loyal, one has to 
feel as though he is able to pursue his own individual goals while belonging to the 
organization. If he feels he cannot do that, he will either leave or stay as an unhappy 
member of the group.

Being loyal does not just mean staying with the group. Being loyal means 
contending for the group in its mission and mandate. If one does not love, or fit in with, 
the mission or the mandate, then one cannot contend for the organization.

Sometimes, if the leadership has forgotten the original mission, a disgruntled 
member of the group (perhaps a "Man of Words", see page 26) may speak out to remind 
them. That person may seem like a rebel, but really he is contending for the 
organization. An organization, once it has initially fulfilled its mission, may turn to 
other ventures in order to survive. The original, fanatical (see pg. 23), leadership may 
consider the survival (the continued existence) of the organization to be more important 
than its original mission.2 This change in venue may restrict the individual members 
from achieving their independent goals which, up till that point, lined up with the 
organization’s original mission.

Other times, however, the members of the group, in their foolhardy zeal to just do 
something, may have misread the intentions of the organization right from the start. 
Sometimes the leadership does not make its intentions clear at the beginning because, 
they too, are looking to pursue an individual goal. If an organization’s leaders can use 
the members to achieve what they as leaders want, once that achievement is 
accomplished, they may have no more use for those members, and the members will 
find that their opportunity for accomplishing their own independent goals has 
evaporated. The nature of the relationship needs to be made clear at the beginning.

The ideal situation then is when "skills and talents are pooled, (and) the removal or 
overcoming of obstacles represents an improved capacity for independent action for 
all." (Boyd)

Loyalty happens…

…when the intentions (re: mission, mandate, theology, system of government, etc…) 
of both the leadership and the members are clearly stated and understood right from 
the beginning.

…when both the leaders and the members feel that they can successfully pursue 
their own independent goals.

…when, as things change over time, a clear and honest line of communication is 
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kept between the leadership and its members.
…when the mere survival of the organization does not outweigh the mission and the 

mandate of the organization.

Conflict Resolution Simplified

Three questions:

1. Are we on the same team? 
    No? Then let’s separate in peace. Yes? Proceed to number two.
2. Do we have the same mandate? 
    No? Let’s separate in peace. Yes? Proceed to number three.
3. Let’s get to work!3

Often, when someone thinks he's always right in a disagreement, it's because he 
thinks the world runs exactly as he would have it run according to his own idealistic 
viewpoint. Of course it does not. The only way around this problem is to clearly lay out 
the rules and conditions right at the beginning of any necessary relationship. All parties 
need to agree on these conditions before the relationship is solidified in order for there 
to be lasting loyalty. When any conflict arises, the parties simply need to refer to the 
rules they laid out for themselves and agreed upon at the beginning. If a disagreement 
arises that is not covered by the pre-existing rules and conditions, the parties need to 
come together again and create some, or, if that's not possible, the relationship should 
be dissolved.

1 Destruction and Creation by John Boyd:
http://www.goalsys.com/books/documents/DESTRUCTION_AND_CREATION.pdf
2 You know this is happening when the leadership starts to lie about how successful the organization is.
3 I know I got this from Seth Godin, but I can’t remember where or when.
http://sethgodin.typepad.com
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Covenant Vs. Contract

“Here beyond men’s judgments all covenants were brittle.” ~Cormac McCarthy

Here’s Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy’s take on covenants and contracts:

"In a sale the two partners to the contract think of their own advantage. The whole 
content of a real marriage [a covenant] might be summed up in the statement that the 
two who are partners are each expected to care more for the other partner’s happiness 
than their own! No marriage could survive twenty-four hours if the couple should 
apply the rule of the law of contracts to their common life. While in business everybody 
minds his own business, in any dual [covenant relationship] one partner minds the 
other partner’s business. A wife shall care for her man’s health more than for her own, 
and her husband shall care more for her comfort than for his own. To judge a marriage 
on the basis of the law of contract is an aberration from logical thinking.

"There is another side to the question. The duties derived from a contract are fixed 
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in the beginning. The duties in any true [covenant] partnership are in permanent 
flux; they are the result not of the words spoken at the beginning but of the acts of 
the partners to the relationship while it lasts. These actions have a polarizing effect 
upon the two.1 The more you become my friend, the more I shall become yours. The 
mutual dependance is graded, and in the normal evolution of dual [covenant] relations 
the two individuals are more and more encircled and transformed into the foci of one 
eclipse. Consequently, the action of each partner is shaping the form of the dual 
[covenant relationship]. The polarity is established more definitely each time.

"Finally, the two [covenant members] are agents of a corporate body for which they 
stand, for from it they derive their activities. This becomes very clear in cases of absence 
or death of one partner. Then not only does one try to represent the other but also the 
general reaction of the partner who is left behind is that of stressing the point of view, 
the line of action, and the interest of the partner who has passed away. In a contract, 
however, I am free when the other party ceases to exist. It is a pluralistic or 
individualistic arrangement. Under the dual [covenant arrangement] I am spell bound 
by the law of polarization. I remain the other half the more my second self [my 
covenant partner] is in decline or is prevented from taking his place.

"So we can say that a contract by which one party surrenders to the other would be 
void. Contracts are and must remain temporary arrangements for the individual 
forms of our existence, fleeting conglomerations for work and against nature outside. 
But in matrimony a wife surrenders her beauty and health to her husband for better, for 
worse. And the man surrenders his adventures, his infinite chances. How can such a 
perilous exposure of the whole being be treated as the result of a willful arrangement 
between two individuals? In a contract I try to get as much as possible, and to remain 
as unchanged as possible. In any partnership [covenant] I throw in my lot today 
without knowing where I shall be tomorrow."2

In a contract one will stay loyal so long as the other party is living up to their end of 
the deal. In a covenant, however, one will stay loyal so long as the other party is still 
alive, and perhaps even beyond that as Rosenstock-Huessy suggests above.3

There are three main differences between covenants and contracts as Rosenstock-
Huessy lists in the quote…

1. A contract will have the duties listed for both parties at the beginning of the 
arrangement. Once those duties are fulfilled, the contract is over. The duties of a 
covenant are ever changing as the covenant is an unending agreement. What the parties 
agree to at the start of the covenant is to stay loyal to the covenant.
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2. Contracts must be temporary. Covenants must be permanent.

3. In a contract my motives are purely selfish as I try to get as much as possible out 
of the deal, and I try to change as little as possible while satisfying my duties in the 
deal. In a covenant, I give up my selfish ambitions for the sake of the other party. I do 
change in the present and over time in order to meet the needs of my partner.

To stay loyal in a covenant is entirely up to me. I commit myself to my partner even 
if he/she cannot fulfill his/her duties.

Not all covenants are created equal. Not all relationships must be covenants. That 
isn’t even realistic. Sometimes a contract makes more sense. Don’t enter into a contract 
and then hold the other party to the conditions of a covenant. If you’re expected to 
fulfill certain duties in exchange for the resources of the other party, don’t get angry 
when, as you neglect your duties, you don’t receive their resources. Don’t enter into a 
covenant and treat it as a contract. If your wife breaks her leg and can’t cook for six 
weeks, that doesn’t mean you don’t have to fulfill your husbandly duties for those 
weeks.

I’ve noticed that when politics get ugly within an organization sometimes it is 
because there is not a clear definition of the relationship. One party thinks they’re in a 
covenant, while the other thinks they’re in a contract. Or, they both agree as to what 
kind of relationship they’re in, but the definitions of contract and covenant are not 
clearly known by one or both parties.

I’ve heard before that the difference between a contract and covenant is that a 
contract is 50/50, while a covenant is 100/100. But actually, a contract is 100/100 too. 
The difference is what the 100 refers to and for how long.

Enter a contract when…

…you want to pursue your own agenda and you need someone else’s resources to 
do so.

…you don’t want to be attached to the other party indefinitely.
…you want to be free from your obligation if the other party does not fulfill theirs.

Enter a covenant when…

…you want the other party to prosper over and above yourself.
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…you want a life long relationship, for better or for worse.
…you’re willing to uphold the covenant, and its purpose, even when your partner 

cannot, or is unwilling to, do the same.

Obviously, contracts and covenants are quite different, and you don’t want to enter 
into one when you should be entering into the other. Know what you want first and 
choose wisely.

1 "Polarizing" often refers to two groups becoming more separate from each other — one group moves further to 
the positive pole, while the other group moves further to the negative pole. But here, "polarizing" refers to two 
parties being drawn together to the same pole.

2 Eugen Rosenstock-Huessy, The Multiformity of Man (Norwich, VT: Argo Books [1936] 1973), pp. 54-55 (emphasis 
mine).

3 For example: A man might quit smoking when he gets married because his wife doesn’t like it as she’s 
concerned about his health. But if she dies, he might continue to abstain from smoking even though she is dead 
because he still wants to respect her wishes. His outlook on life changed when he got married, and that new outlook 
does not revert back to how it was before he was married if his wife dies.
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Other Kinds of Relationships

“Friendship is unnecessary, like philosophy, like art… It has no survival value; rather it is one 
of  those things that give value to survival.” ~C.S. Lewis

There are other types of working relationships besides covenants and contracts. Each 
of these different kinds of relationships may have certain aspects of covenants or 
contracts, but they are wholly different. The four main types of working relationships 
that I can think of are:

1. Friendships

* These relationships consist of one or more people who have common interests. The 
parties aren’t looking at each other (like lovers), but rather are standing side by side 
looking forward (see C.S. Lewis’s book The Four Loves).

* The duties of the parties in a friendship will include covenant-like expectations, 
but there is no ritual or ceremony formalizing these expectations. They are implicit.

* Friendships might last a life time, or not. The duration of the friendship is never 
discussed. Friendships will end when the commonality between the parties fades away. 
This might happen when one party has a major worldview change (like becoming 
religious), when one party matures faster than the other(s), or it might simply happen 
when one party moves to a new physical location.
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2. Charity

* One party is in need, and another fills that need.

* Like in a contract, one party needs the other’s resources.

* Like in a covenant, one party cannot "pay back" the other.

* The lifespan of this relationship can last a long time or a short time — it depends 
on the giver’s generosity and the receiver’s need.

* There are no expectations in charity, except that the giver may want his gift to be 
used for a specific thing. That specific thing must be determined by the receiver — if it 
is determined by the giver, it is no longer charity, but a contract. If the receiver does not 
meet the giver’s expectations, the giver does not get his gift back.

3. Master/Slave

* The slave simply must do what the master requires as his life depends on it.

* The master must only care for the slave as long as he wants the slave to be an 
effective and hard worker.

* The relationship will last as long as the master wants it to, or until one party dies. 
The slave cannot determine the length of the relationship unless the master introduces 
some contractual conditions.

* There is nothing covenantal in the master/slave relationship. However, if a master 
comes to love the slave and the slave comes to love the master, the relationship could 
easily evolve into a covenant. As soon as this relationship takes on covenantal 
properties, it ceases to be a master/slave relationship.1

4. Neighbours

* This relationship is based solely on the physical proximity of the parities and will 
only last as long as the parties are near each other (living side by side, driving side by 
side, waiting in line side by side, etc…).

* There are certain implicit rules, depending on culture, which both parties will be 
expected to follow. These rules will (should) be common sense and common 
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knowledge.

There is also a non-working relationship: Acquaintanceship. Acquaintances know 
each other, but they are not friends, and there are no expectations in that relationship at 
all, other than basic politeness and neighbourliness when required.

   The diagram above shows what I believe are the four necessary relationships. You 
simply cannot function in this world unless you are in one or more types of these 
relationships. Starting at the bottom, your condition determines the nature of your 
relationships, the nature determines the duties, the duties determine the timeline, and 
all these factors added together determine the type of relationship.

   The three types of relationships I would consider to be unnecessary (you can survive 
without them) would be friends, neighbours, and acquaintances. Acquaintances would 
be, I think, the most shallow of these three.
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   And then of course there are all the familial relationships: parents, brothers/sisters, 
cousins, aunts/uncles, etc…. However, I think many of these relationships can fit into 
one of the before mentioned relationships. How many of your cousins are merely 
acquaintances? If you’re like me, most are. Brothers and sisters would often fall into a 
covenantal relationship — even if those relationships are off and on over the years. The 
parent/child relationship is of course unique. A child is not a fully developed person, 
and so, cannot know how to decide to act in any relationship, other than what he is 
taught. A parent/child relationship is not charity. Any parent who would consider 
taking care of their own child an act of charity is simply a bad parent.

   I suppose two other kinds of relationships we could mention are teacher/student and 
colleagues. But again, we can fit those into previously mentioned types of relationships 
— teacher/student is a contract, and colleagues can easily fit into neighbour or 
acquaintance in relation to each other, combined with contract in relation to a common 
employer. If one is training and teaching a colleague, that is a contract — not between 
the colleagues, but between the employer and the trainer.

   One final relationship I can mention would be that of emergency aid. It is related to 
charity, but unlike charity, it is an unplanned relationship and will only last as long as 
the aid is required.

1 See John 15:12-17
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The Rarity of Covenants

“Asking for a definition of  ‘covenant’ is something like asking for a definition of  ‘mother’”  
~O. Palmer Robertson

Covenant is not a word to take lightly. If you say you are in covenant with someone, 
you’d be wise to know exactly what you are saying.

It’s easy to imagine a perfect circle. You can talk about it, analyze it, and theorize 
about it. But, until you actually draw it, it is just an idea. How many times do we come 
up with great ideas and then stop there thinking our work is done? Ever been to a board 
meeting?1

It is the same with the idea of covenant. It is easy to talk about, but extremely 
difficult to do. Covenants are rare.

So who actually enters into covenants? Families do: husbands and wives, parents 
and children, brothers and sisters, etc…

Mere members of organizations do not enter into covenants. They can say they do 
until their faces turn blue, but all you have to do is observe their actions for a little while 
and you’ll see that it is not true. Until one is willing to become family to another,2 he 
will be in a contractual relationship, or any other kind of relationship other than 
covenant.
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Outside of covenant, before vision, before passion, and before loyalty, one is 
motivated by selfish desires. These selfish desires are not evil in and of themselves, they 
are naturally human. When these selfish desires lead one to do evil things, then they 
become harmful. But, how many people, who have done good and noble things, have 
not started out with selfish desires?

One member of an organization can say he’s in covenant with another. He can say 
that he values the success of the other over his own. He can hold himself as an example 
of what healthy covenants look like. He can do all that talking, but really he is putting 
his own selfish desires first. And that’s okay, as long as he is honest about it.

Charles Spurgeon said, "Sincerity makes the very least person to be of more value 
than the most talented hypocrite." Even though one cannot be perfect in his covenant 
vows, if he is sincere in his actions he is a true covenant keeper. One who merely says he 
is in covenant, but does not act accordingly, is nothing more than a hypocrite.

This is especially true for leaders. Leaders have the "raw end of the deal" in the 
covenant. Like God, they have to be the better, stronger member of the covenant. Like 
God, it is up to them to define the terms of the covenant. Our covenants with each other 
must image God’s covenant with us.

"A covenant is a bond in blood sovereignly administered. When God enters into a 
covenantal relationship with men, he sovereignly institutes a life-and-death bond. A 
covenant is a bond in blood, or a bond of life and death, sovereignly administered."3

O. Palmer Robertson gives three main attributes to a covenant:

1. It is a bond — Covenant members are bound together in relationship and this 
bond is sealed with a binding oath (sometimes verbal, sometimes by symbolic action) 
by both parties. No oath = no bond = no covenant.

2. It is a bond in blood — "By initiating covenants, God never enters into a casual or 
informal relationship with man. Instead, the implications of his bonds extend to the 
ultimate issues of life and death".4 James B. Jordan has pointed out that the cutting in 
half of the animals in Genesis 15 was not so much God saying, "Let this happen to me if 
I don’t uphold my end of the covenant," but rather, the cutting in half of the animals 
symbolized the death and resurrection of humanity.5 The new life was made possible by 
the covenant — just like with Adam, who "died", was cut in two, and was resurrected to 
find a new covenant partner waiting for him: his wife. The same happened to Jesus. 
Jesus was pierced in his side, and blood and water flowed out separately. Out of Jesus’ 
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side, out of his resurrection, came his bride. A covenant bond in blood is a familial bond 
— a bond where one dies to his old self and is reborn as something new.

3. It is a bond in blood sovereignly administered — "Both biblical and extra-biblical 
evidence point to the unilateral form of covenant establishment. No such thing as 
bargaining, bartering, or contracting characterizes the divine covenants of Scripture. 
The sovereign Lord of heaven and earth dictates the terms of his covenant".6 Covenants 
often involve a weaker party and a stronger party. Who determines the conditions of the 
covenant? The stronger party does. This is not a master/slave relationship — the 
stronger party wants the weaker to prosper and is willing to expend his own resources 
and time to make that happen.

As you can see above, covenants are no small matter, and to use the term lightly is 
foolish. If you can’t conform to the attributes of covenant listed above, then you can’t 
enter into covenant, and must not say that you have.

Sometimes it is best to enter into a different type of relationship. It all depends on 
what the circumstances are. The important thing is to make clear the kind of 
relationship all parties are entering into right from the start. This will prevent any 
confusion and contention between the parties in the future.

1 "People who enjoy meetings should not be put in charge of anything." ~Thomas Sowell
2 I’m not suggesting here that one has to become a blood relative to someone he is not already. People can 

become like blood-family through the bond of covenant.
3 O. Palmer Robertson, The Christ of the Covenants [Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing, 1980], 

pg. 4.
4 ibid. pg. 7-8
5 Jordan talks about this in his essay in the book The Federal Vision, published by Athanasius Press, 2014.
6 The Christ of the Covenants, pg. 15
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Rules & Expectations

“There are no rules of  architecture for a castle in the clouds.” ~G.K. Chesterton

I have three rules for my kids: 1) No fighting; 2) No crying unless you’re genuinely 
hurt; 3) Don’t touch my stuff. Apart from that they pretty much have free reign. A 
pastor friend once told me that at his old house he had a large backyard. At first there 
was no fence around the yard and he noticed his children would only play near the 
house. Later on he built a fence, and the children began to play all over the yard. Once 
they knew where it was safe to go, they were free to enjoy the whole area.

We need to know the rules of the game if we are going to be able to function in our 
relationships. Have you ever broken a rule, but didn’t know that you broke it until after 
you broke it? Have you ever been in a situation where the rules were not equally 
applied to each person? It’s frustrating isn’t it? It fact, it can be maddening.

"Even more than they need goods, people want for their contentment a full 
understanding of their condition. None can find comfort in a position which he fails to 
comprehend, and protracted perplexity leads to mental derangement.

Perplexity of Rats and Dogs

"Even rats and dogs cannot live in perplexity. Take three sets of rats: give one set a 
meal a day; give the other set the same meal only every second day; and restrict the 
third group to a meal on every third day. All three groups will thrive; the rich, the 
middle-class and the poor will get on equally well. But take a fourth set of rats and feed 
them at periods varying irregularly between one and three days and you will see the 
rats of this set die. They get more than the poor rats, yet while those prosper on their 
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meager diet they perish because their organism is thrown into a state of confusion, all 
their reflexes of digestion are dislocated, they die of perplexity.

"Dogs are more human than rats, and so the experiment by which Pavlov drove his 
dogs mad shows us even more closely what is wrong with ourselves. He trained a dog 
to expect food when a luminous circle appeared on a screen, and to recognize that no 
food would come when a flat ellipse with a ratio of semiaxis 2:1 was produced. The dog 
learned to differentiate precisely between the circle and the ellipse, showing signs of 
appetite when the former, not when the latter was shown. The shape of the ellipse was 
then approximated by stages to that of the circle (ratios of the semiaxis 3:2, 4:3 and so 
on) and the training of discrimination continued through the successive ellipses. The 
dog found it increasingly difficult to distinguish between the ellipses and the circle and 
finally, when the ellipse was given a ratio of 9:8 he became quite uncertain in his 
discrimination. But Pavlov tried to educate him to the limit and continued with this 
experiment for three weeks. The result, however, was no improvement in the dog’s 
training but a total breakdown of his discriminating power. At the end he could not see 
the difference even between the flat 2:1 ellipse and the circle. The dog’s behaviour also 
underwent a complete change. It began to squeal in its stand, kept wriggling about, tore 
off with his teeth the apparatus and bit through various tubes. In short, as Pavlov says, 
it fell into the condition of an acute neurosis.

"This dog broke down when his powers of understanding were overstrained. They 
were overstrained when it became too difficult for him to distinguish between the 
symbols signifying food and hunger. His happiness was destroyed, not by need of 
supplies but by what Pavlov describes as a conflict between excitation and inhibition 
which its brain found too difficult to resolve."1

If I can’t predict the actions of the other parties in a working relationship, I cannot 
pursue any of my goals. The relationship breaks down, and I will most likely leave, but 
not after suffering much frustration.

A contract protects people from this ever happening. A covenant does as well, but 
for different reasons. In a contract there is a "higher power" (the law court) which can be 
appealed to if one party does not fulfill its predicted duties. In a covenant, each party is 
at all times fully giving themselves to the other, so there is nothing unpredictable about 
it. 

The problem of unpredictability can really only happen in one of two kinds of 
necessary relationships: charity or master/slave — where one party holds all the 
resources over the other. A slave does not have any options in this situation. A receiver 



19

of charity, however, can move on to find new donors.

1 Taken from Visual Presentation of Social Matters by Michael Polanyi.
http://polanyisociety.org/TAD%20WEB%20ARCHIVE/TAD41-2/Polanyi-TAD41-2-pg13-24fnl.pdf
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Trinity Vs. Triangulation 

“A real Christian is a person who can give his pet parrot to the town gossip.” ~Billy Graham

Do you have any relationships which are entirely based on gossip?

I remember a few years back starting a new job at a fairly large construction 
company. I was already a fully licensed electrician but the owners had me work along 
side some long-time employees so that I could learn the ropes as to how things ran at 
this particular company.

I was surprised at the amount of gossip and dissension I heard from these guys. 
They would talk bad about each other and talk even worse about the owners. When I 
was with employees A and B, they would bash employee C. When I was with B and C, 
they would bash A. This would go on day after day, the same conversations over and 
over again.

After a time I was given my own work truck, my own helper, and my own jobs — I 
no longer had to work with these guys. Five years later we hit a slow period and the 
owners put different crews together on the same jobs to keep everyone working. Once 
again I was working along side these gossipers. It was a shock to me to hear them still 
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having the same conversations, still bashing each other behind their backs, still with the 
same complaints about the owners. After five years nothing had changed! Actually 
there was one noticeable change — all of them had more grey hair. I remember thinking, 
“These guys are stuck in a kind of hell”.

Begotten from the Father came the Son, and a relationship exists between the two. 
That relationship is the third person of the trinity: the Holy Spirit.1

Within the trinity, all three members (Father, Son, and Holy Spirit) are giving 
themselves to the other members. The Father does everything He does for the Son. The 
Son does everything He does for the Father. The Holy Spirit does everything He does 
for the Father and the son. This is a covenant relationship, the first covenant 
relationship. All true covenant relationships are based on the trinity.

But what would happen if the Father and the Son got together to attack the Holy 
Spirit? Or the Spirit and the Son to attack the Father? The God of the bible would be no 
more, and all that exists would be no more. God’s own relationship within Himself is 
essential for all life. Compare this with a god like Allah. Allah was not in relationship 
until after he created man. Allah had power first, relationship second. Therefore, power 
is primary to Allah (and for his followers as well — you become what you worship). 
The God of the bible, however, was in relationship before He created — relationship is 
primary to Him, power is secondary (see Philippians 2:5-8).

When I and another have a common enemy, even if he and I would not ordinarily 
form a relationship, we will form a relationship for the purposes of attacking our 
common enemy. This is called triangulation.

The best and most common example of triangulation I can give is the one of gossip 
above. Two people, whose relationship is based solely on the attack of a third person, 
joining forces for only as long as the third person is a threat. Once the third person is 
gone, the relationship is over. This is anti-relationship.

The real danger with gossip is that it is so compelling. What better way to boost 
yourself up than by bringing another down, especially when the other is not around to 
defend themselves.

That life only leads to misery. Better to give yourself in a covenant and live than die 
in the loneliness of triangulation.
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1 See Jonathan Edward’s essay on the trinity, which can be found here: 
https://www.monergism.com/thethreshold/sdg/Edwards,%20Jonathan%20-%20An%20Unpublished%20Essay

%20on%20the%20Tr.pdf
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Leaders of Movements

“The quality of  ideas seems to play a minor role in mass movement leadership. What counts is 
the arrogant gesture, the complete disregard of  the opinion of  others, the singlehanded defiance of  

the world.” ~Eric Hoffer

This, and the following chapter, focus on the roles of  people in relationship within (mass) 
movements. Most of  what follows are excerpts from Eric Hoffer’s book The True Believer. 
This is not a Christian book, and should not necessarily be used as a guide, but it has many 
interesting ideas… 

What does it take to be a leader of a movement? 

"It needs the iron will, daring and vision of an exceptional leader to concert and 
mobilize existing attitudes and impulses into the collective drive of a mass movement. 
The leader personifies the certitude of the creed and the defiance and grandeur of 
power. He articulates and justifies the resentment damned up in the souls of the 
frustrated. He kindles the vision of a breathtaking future so as to justify the sacrifice of a 
transitory present. He stages the world of make-believe so indispensable for the 
realization of self-sacrifice and united action. He evokes the enthusiasm of communion 
— the sense of liberation from a petty and meaningless individual existence.

"What are the talents requisite for such a performance? Exceptional intelligence, 
noble character and originality seem neither indispensable nor perhaps desirable. The 
main requirements seem to be: audacity and a joy in defiance; an iron will; a fanatical 
conviction that he is in possession of the one and only truth; faith in his destiny and 
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luck; a capacity for passionate hatred; contempt for the present; a cunning estimate of 
human nature; a delight in symbols (spectacles and ceremonies); unbounded 
brazenness which finds expression in a disregard of consistency and fairness; a 
recognition that the innermost cravings of a following is for communion and that there 
can never be too much of it; a capacity for winning and holding the utmost loyalty of a 
group of able lieutenants. This last faculty is one of the most essential and elusive. The 
uncanny powers of a leader manifest themselves not so much in the hold he has on the 
masses as in his ability to dominate and almost bewitch a small group of able men. 
These men must be fearless, proud, intelligent and capable of organizing and running 
large-scale undertakings, and yet they must submit wholly to the will of the leader, 
draw their inspiration and driving force from him, and glory in this submission.

"Not all the qualities enumerated above are equally essential. The most decisive for 
the effectiveness of a mass movement leader seem to be audacity, fanatical faith in a 
holy cause, an awareness of the importance of a close-knit collectivity, and, above all, 
the ability to evoke fervent devotion in a group of able lieutenants."1

In the initial phase of a movement (Hoffer calls it the "dynamic phase"), there will be 
rapid growth, almost too fast to take an account of — like the seven years of plenty in 
the story of Joseph, they just stopped keeping count after awhile. With rapid growth 
like that it doesn’t matter if you steward the resources well, because the money, the 
people, and the assets keeping pouring in.

But, that rapid growth phase will not, can not, go on forever. Eventually growth will 
slow down and begin to plateau. What kind of leader is needed when the slow-down 
occurs? As Hoffer writes later on…

"The danger of the fanatic (the movement’s initial leadership) to the development of 
a movement is that he cannot settle down. Once victory has been won and the new 
order begins to crystallize, the fanatic becomes an element of strain and disruption… 
Thus on the morrow of victory most mass movement find themselves in the grip of 
dissension. The ardor which yesterday found an outlet in a life-and-death struggle with 
external enemies now vents itself in violent disputes and clash of factions."2

A "man of action" — who knows how to steward the resources generously, who 
knows how to maintain good relationships with individuals (mainly the lieutenants), 
who is honest about the reality of the state of the movement, who considers the mission 
of the movement to be more important than its survival, and who won’t sacrifice 
everything in his life for the movement — must come to power.
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"If allowed to have their way, the fanatics may split a movement into schism and 
heresies which threaten its existence. Even when the fanatics do not breed dissension, 
they can still wreck the movement by driving it to attempt the impossible. Only the 
entrance of a practical man of action can save the achievements of the movement."3

"The man of action saves the movement from the suicidal dissensions and the 
recklessness of the fanatics. But his appearance usually marks the end of the dynamic 
phase of the movement. The war with the present is over. The genuine man of action is 
intent not on renovating the world but on possessing it. Whereas the life and breath of 
the dynamic phase was protest and a desire for drastic change, the final phase is chiefly 
preoccupied with the administering and perpetuating the power won."4

1 Eric Hoffer, The True Believer, HarperCollins Publishing, New York, pg. 114-115
2 ibid. pg. 146
3 ibid. pg. 147
4 ibid. pg. 149
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Men of Words

“The men of  words are of  diverse types. They can be priests, scribes, prophets, writers, artists, 
professors, students and intellectuals in general… Whatever the type, there is a deep-seated craving 

common to almost all men of  words which determines their attitude to prevailing order. It is a 
craving for recognition; a craving for a clearly marked status above the common run of  humanity.” 

~Eric Hoffer

"When I sit down to write a book, I do not say to myself, 'I am going to produce a work of  
art.' I write it because there is some lie that I want to expose, some fact to which I want to draw 

attention, and my initial concern is to get a hearing." ~George Orwell1

"Mass movements do not usually rise until the prevailing order has been 
discredited. The discrediting is not an automatic result of the blunders and abuses of 
those in power, but the deliberate work of men of words with a grievance. Where the 
articulate are absent or without a grievance, the prevailing dispensation, though 
incompetent and corrupt, may continue in power until it falls and crumbles of itself."2

Here Hoffer is describing the climate of a society before a mass movement begins, 
but I think we can also apply this statement to a mass movement that has passed its 
"dynamic stage" but the original fanatical leadership has not yet stepped down, and is 
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in fact doing damage to the movement. The men of words can rise up again at this stage 
in the movement, inspiring the masses to change the leadership to a practical man of 
action.

"The preliminary work of undermining existing institutions, of familiarizing the 
masses with the idea of change, and of creating receptivity to a new faith, can be done 
only by men who are, first and foremost, talkers or writers and are recognized as such 
by all. As long as the existing order functions in a more or less orderly fashion, the 
masses remain basically conservative. They can think of reform but not of total 
innovation. The fanatical extremist, no matter how eloquent, strikes them as dangerous, 
traitorous, or even insane. They will not listen to him…

"Things are different in the case of the typical man of words. The masses listen to 
him because they know that his words, however urgent, cannot have immediate results. 
The authorities either ignore him or use mild methods to muzzle him. Thus 
imperceptibly the man of words undermines established institutions, discredits those in 
power, weakens prevailing beliefs and loyalties, and sets the stage for the rise of a mass 
movement."3

Again, even after the movement has begun and has been running for several years, 
the men of words can do the same thing to the established authority of whomever 
started the movement. As shown in the last chapter, the most important people to the 
leadership of a mass movement are the lieutenants. It is these lieutenants that can and 
should be swayed by the man of words if one wants to see a change in leadership.

What is a man of words like?

"There is apparently an irremediable insecurity at the core of every intellectual [man 
of words], be he noncreative or creative. Even the most gifted and prolific seem to live a  
life of eternal self-doubting and have to prove their worth anew each day.

"'…he has much more vanity than ambition; and he prefers consideration to 
obedience, and the appearance of power to power itself. Consult him constantly, and 
then do just as you please. He will take more notice of your deference to him than of 
your actions.' (Hoffer quotes Alexis de Tocqueville, Recollections [New York: Macmillan 
Company, 1896], pg. 331.)"4

The man of words is fickle, pledging loyalty to whomever will give him an ear.

"However much the protesting man of words sees himself as the champion of the 
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downtrodden and injured, the grievance which animates him is, with very few 
exceptions, private and personal. His pity is usually hatched out of his hatred for the 
powers that be.” However, “When his superior status is suitably acknowledged by 
those in power, the man of words usually finds all kinds of lofty reasons for siding with 
the strong against the weak."5

"It is easy to see how the faultfinding man of words, by persistent ridicule and 
denunciation, shakes prevailing beliefs and loyalties, and familiarizes the masses with 
the idea of change. What is not so obvious is the process by which the discrediting of 
existing beliefs and institutions makes possible the rise of a new fanatic faith.

"The genuine man of words himself can get along without faith in absolutes. He 
values the search for truth as much as truth itself. He delights in the clash of thought 
and in the give-and-take of controversy."6

"But, the future that the man of words hopes for, a society of free thinking people, is 
usually not what comes. Rather, what is created is a "corporate society that cherishes 
utmost unity and blind faith."7

"The tragic figures in the history of a mass movement are often the intellectual 
precursors (the men of words) who live long enough to see the downfall of the old 
order by the action of the masses."8

1 Why I Write by George Orwell:
http://orwell.ru/library/essays/wiw/english/e_wiw
2 Eric Hoffer, The True Believer, HarperCollins Publishing, New York, pg. 130
3 ibid. pg. 130-131
4 ibid. pg. 132-133
5 ibid. pg. 133-134
6 ibid. pg. 139-140
7 ibid. pg. 139
8 ibid. pg. 141


