Dooyewmerd on Religion and Faith: a Response

Rey Clouser

Sifting through Doéyewaevﬁ's writings in orger to extrapolate
bhis pomition on a particular topic can be a maddeningly difficult
fhing to do. Since he nowhere BEuMMarizes his entire position anm
any givan gquestion or theory, one must piece together such a
Summary inductively - something like the way one daoes with the
Bible when attempting a systematic theclogy.

Besides this formidible difficulty, there are alsa obstacles
of style., terminclogy, and translation to hinder the. tami.,
Moraaver, aven the stranpest farminclogy, ance introduced, is
somet imes inconsistently eﬁployed. At times, than, charitable
readings are required if the text is to make sense.

Despite ﬁhase difficulties, I find that the context of
discussion in the New Critigue usually supplies implicif
directions for $the charitable renditiorn of termincliogical lapses,
and that Dooveweerd’s positions on  the topics he..tacklas
gererally come out to be far more coenvinting and coherent than
Jim*s paper suggests they do on'religion ard faith. In fact, I
find that his position on religion and faith_are among the most
‘insightful and congistent in his writinpgs.

As you have gathered from these opening remaris, there are
substantial and important differencee between my understanding
ard asssssment of Doovewesrd's positiorn on these .topics and
Jim’s. But as they afe_not all of egqual importance, I will divide

the comments which follow into minor disagreements and major

dizapresments.



MINOR DISRGREEHENTS

1. THEORY.

Qften in his essay Jim uses the term "theory" in the currerntly
fashionable way, rnamely, as loosely as possible. Even among such
writere on the philogsophy of science as.FeyerabEhd and Popper,
the tarm "theory" ie used tp'meén any sort of account, cpinion,
interpretation, or gtory, So, too, in this paper, Jim often
refers to Dooyeweerd's theory of religion or faith.

It is worth noting, however, that Doovewseerd himself does rot
use the term fo loosely, and that the greater preciaion of his
usage has real advantapes. For Dooywesrd, a theery is a
hypothesis or a series of them which are postulated in order to
@xplain something. So from his own viewpoint, there is little he
has to wsay about relipion and faith which is comprimed of such
explanatory guesses,

I have listed this point among my minor disagreements with
this paper, but it should be pointed out that in other contexts
it has led te major disasters., Take for example the accusation of
Van Til that Dooyeweerd is wildly inconsistent when he halds that
his <transcendental critigue is “theoretically rneutral®. By this
Dooyeweerd meant that it is a descriptive account which is
neutral betweerr any guesses philosophers have made about
interpreting or explaning the factors he is describing. But Van
Til fails to see this, and misunderstands “theoretical"
heutrality to mean religigous neutrality. He then accusas
Doocyaweerd of abarndoning his own central thesis that theaories arae

never religiously weutral. And from there on he misunderstands



virtdally aeverything else about the purpose ard function of the
tranécendental critique.

Qﬁnthav example of thisc same mistake i= the description of

the gtraﬂﬂcendental critique a8 a "theory of theories". At one
time%l myself misunderstood it in this way, and was smphatically
corrected on  the paint by Doovewserd. "If the critique were

itsayf a theory,” he said to me, *then it would require vyet

anath?r theory to explain it, and so on." Instead he saw it as a

deacﬁiptinn of the conceptual activities invelved in making any

theor&. These might be interpreted differently by opposing
theoﬁies based upon opposing faiths. But the activities
thems#lves, he thought, are undeniable and must be taken into

accou%t by any theory which purports to be critical. fAnd, in the

and, ihe thought describing these corceptual activities had the
enormbusly important consequence of showing that no theory can
Justify its own basic (religious) presuppositions.

Ini my own work I have come to see more and more the value of
usinggthe term "theory” in a precise rather than a loose way. And
I wcuhd urpge my fellow Christians in philosophy not to be sucked
irmte Ethe Great Brimpen Mire of equivaecating on the meaning of
such %ﬁ important term.

E.EMEQNING

Dn? of +the stvanger terminological irmovations Dooyeweerd

intro?uaes is the use bf “meaning" to indicate "the mode cf

existéhce“ of everything created. But it is clear to me that by

this Fua, he was adding to the ordinary senses of that term, not

subtv%cting froﬁ theam. He wanted +to conveay the ordinary
1

cﬂhﬁokatiohﬁ that the things of creation make sense to, can be



known by, and have importance teo, human understanding.

But he alsc wanted to make the point that it is the praoperties
which make up the things of ordirvary experience which are the
very contents which cur understanding combines ta form concepts;
the meaning of a concept is the properties combined in it, while
a thing ig a structural assemblage of propertisas. In this way,
Dooyesweerd?’s thought trings ontology and epistemology closer
together than ever before: that which comprises the meaming of
our concepts is that which comprises the existence of the things,
events and states of affairs which make up the created universe.
Ir this way, things and everts don’t merely have meaning they are
meaning: and a forteriori they are not an sic

with respect to
human Knowing so that meaning is only in the mind of the knowsr.

Thus, in his analysis, the major perera or Rinds of properties
and laws (called “aspects") which are true of things in the
universe, are also the malor kinds of mearirngfuliness found within
human experience.

Morecver, one of the chief points he wishes to make about
these aspects is that they cannot be conceived apart from one
another. No matter which aspect is abstracted for st udy, it
inevitably forces the thinker to deal with cother aspects because
the praoperties and laws of each exhibit strong meaning-
cormections to the properties and laws of othars.

Dooyeweerd somaks ef this interconmectedness as the
"referential” character of the aspects of meaning. The way in
which sach "refers” beyond itself epistemically, shows, he says,

that rno theory can ever jJustifiably claim any aspect is ontically



independent of its connectedness to the others. The outcome for
Docyeweerd’s own ontology which results from this additiona!
element appended to the use of "meaning®, is that created things
are fotally dependent. They are not substances irn the classical

understanding of a substance whith is "that which can exist or

its own" In so far as thirgs have meaning to us at all, their
every meaning has a dependent, i.e., "referential”, character.
For {fhis reason, I find the suggestion on p. 4 that "meaning

Empnasizes more expression from rather than reference to God" tc
be exactly backward. Even more importantly, 1 canrnot agree at all
with the identification of the meaning character of creation with
religion, as the rnext section sugpests. This suggestion arises
out of & shift which is not found in the text of the New
Lritigue at all: “meaning, in the sense of referring back to Sog"
is the character of all created reality, but “religion” i= never
said to be. It is the character of humans alone to be essentially

religious.

This same shift occurs in the next paramraph also. There we
are taold that "the expressive character of reality is also
relipious in nature”, while the guote from Dooyeweerd offered in
support in the foullowing sentence says only that it is the human
selfhood which expresses itself this way, not all reality.

Here I carmot resist the temptatiorn to see these shifts, arid
the consequent suggestions .Jim makes, as the product of the
popularized motto with which he began his paper: life is
religion. This may do very well as a bumper sticker, but it

shoulid not be allowed %o function as a sericus guide to a

Biblical worldview, let alone to Dooveweerd's philosophy.



Strictly speaking, it is false., Life isn't religion in the
identity sense of "is", but is religicous in the attributive
sense of M"ig"; fto wit: hMuman life has the property of being
religiously conditioned in the Sense that peaple’s
interpretations of themselves, of the world, and their values,
are always controlled by some religious belief or other. For now
this is all I will say about this motta, but later its influence
will surface again in the last (major) disagreement of this
response.

3. TEMPORAL - SUPRATEMPORAL

On p. S we are told that for Dooyawserd, time is the boundary
between the ‘“supratemporal sphere of human existence” and the
"tempaoral diversity of meaning”. And on p.6 the inference is
drawrn that this means that “"time separates creation into the two
realms of the temporal and the supratemporal®.

My problems with this are: 1. I can't find this anywhere among
the papges cited {(e.g. N.C, I, 33)y 2. I can’t find it anywhere
elgse in Dooyeweerd's writingsy 3. it makes no sense., To say that
time is what separates between itself and what is beyond it seems
absurdg. How can time be the separator whaem its one of the
separatees? (3. is, I +think, only a minor matter of the
infelicitious wording of a point with which I ctherwise agree.)
4. SELF and BODY

Un the nrnext page there is the remark that the human saif
(heart) is, among other things, "separate from the temporal,
diverse, arnd mortal body". Perhaps this is alsc Just a verbal

slip-up, but it ought not tc be allowed to pass. For Dooyeweerd



there are important Ways in which the self ie digstinct from the

body,_ but it is surely not separate. Putting his position this
way makes it sound like the phost of Descartes mind - body
dualism, which it is riot,

S« WITHOUT FARITH REALITY CANNOT EXIST

On 0.1@ the point is made — and guickly dropped — that as a
real aspect of creation, the faith aspect has an ontic status on
a par with any other aspect. Thig is expressad by mearns of +the
remark that "without faith ... reaality carnmot exist".

It is true that Dooyewserd does say this, and he does so in
the section of the text which is cited (N.C. II, 3@2 - 305). But
this is a point which, left as it ig, would seem patently false
to  Just about anyone. One need not pe a nonChristian to abject
that surely most of the universe existed hefore there were pEople
having .faith, sﬁ Row could the existence of the universe depend
in any way orn faith being exercized within it?

My supgestion, then, is that either some sketch of the
preparatory explamation Dooyeweerd gives of the point be included
NE. TI, S2 - 53), or the point be deleted altogether.

6. A SUPPOSED CONFUSION ABOUT FAITH

On o182 there is a criticism of Dooyeweerd’s discussion of
faith = which accuses him of defining it in such a way as to makle
false faith.impassiblez

".ee if faith is by defirmition ‘opermess to
Bivine word-revelation' it would ... nmake no
senze to talk of closed Faith., ™

This, of course, is true. The trouble with it ig that I do not
find Dooyewsard defining faith that Wway. The defimition of faith

which he pgives reads like this:



ras@n Original transcendental certainty, with-

in the limits of time, related to a revelation

of the #p X which has caotured the heart of

human existence. (N.C, 1I, 3@4)
Here we read nothing of being open to the word of the grggg%xéar
creator, but only that faith is related ta whatever 21,3){.{ has
captured the heart of those who believe in it.

There are a number of places in the discussion which fallows
where Dooyewseerd does, to be sure, shift back and forth between
speaking of true faith and faith per se without warning the
reader. But I think not too much effort is needed to sort these
out; in fact, one key to sorting them is precisely that wherever
he speaks of faith in relation to the word-revelation of God, e
is rot speaking of faith per =e, but of Biblical faith. However,
theve are alzo other iﬁdicators, such as the way he uses
normative terms like "should” when speaking of “the light of
God?s eternity shining upon the world" via faith.

7. FAITH IS5 A CALLING

On the bottom of p. 18, there is the vremark that Dooveweerd
emphasizes that faith is a "eallinn, and that this emphésis
highlights "the human responsibility to come te a faith decision®
(top of p. 19).

This claim has no precedent in the text of Jim's paper -~ that
is, there is nothing he has said or gquoted so far to show this is
0. But what is worse, there is no precedent for this in
Dooveweerd®s text either! Dooyeweerd never sayz= faith is a
"calling”", and if he did it would be inconsistent with his

emphasis (already noted by Jim) that faith is a natural fFunction

of the human personality and not an cption.



Pernaps all Jim means here is that pecple are called by Bod ta
True faith rather than false faith, but unforturately that’s not
what this paragraph says, since the expression "a calling" has
beer used for a long time to mean a moral obligation to perform a
certain task when it is in one's power not to perform it.

In this cormection, the following phrase in the sentence which
refers to a "faith decision" seems to me 'Equally misleading.
Theaugh Billy Graham may use such expressions, Dooyewerd,
following St Paul, never speaks of a faith decision. In fact, he
is at pains ta uge contrary sxipressions. He aspeaks of the
direction of one's faith as a result of one’'s heart "being
captured by" (N,C. II, 3@04) a particular Arche.

Even aside from whether Jim's statemerts reflect Dogyeweerd’s
position, they defend a view I find false. It seems to me that
beliefs are almost never matters of decision. Beliefs, in the
vast majority of cases, are inveluntary., Once ] see that it is
pouring rain, I canmot believe it is a nice days nor can the mogt
fanatical Nazi still believe that Germany may vyet win the second
world war. Beliefs are generally compelled by our seeing that
something i1s the case, and Seripture spéaks in exactly that way
about a person’s believing in Bod: if the natural blindrness of
heart is not removed from someone by God, that person cannot turn
his/her faith to God, while if God does remove the blindness of
heart the person canpet fail to turn his/her faith to God.

8. FAITH and REASON

At the bottom of p.19, there are some confusing statements

about Taith arnd reason. First wa are told that it iz perfectly



legitimate to ask whether an act of faith is ratiomnal or not.
Ther we are told that this does not mean asking for the reasons
for an act of faith, but only whether the faith makes rational
sense to the belisver. Immediately thereafter follows the
statement, "It becomes understahdable that I might regard it as
right to believe in God if, at this moment ... it makes little
sense to me".

1 must confess to beinn lost about what is going on here. I

agree completely that reascons are not the basis for our  faith.
But if Dooyeweerd is right in his central ﬁontention that faith
puides and controls reason, how can it sver be the case that
ore's fTaith does not "make rational senze"? Even more puzzling i=
why, if it is possible for one’'s faith not tc make rational
sense, it can nevertheless "become understandable” that one's
faith may appear right but at the same time “make liftle sense"?
Arnd finally, naving said that faith does not rest upon a
foundation of good reasons (which I think is certainly correct),
why does the paragraph end with the sgamingly contradictory
remark that "believing without pood reasons is an uncomfortable
ard terucus urdertaking” (which I think is surely false)?

At the very least there are quite distinct senses of
tpaticoral"” being used here without any of them being spelled out.

9. CLOSED and DPENED FAITH

The terms “closed” and "open” are used in special way by
Doovewserd, namely, to indicate whether a particular culture is
rot aware of, or aware of, (reapectively) the distinciness of an
aspect. A primitive culture may, for example, fail to distinguish

between a person’s being physically responsible for an act and



beinyg legally responsibile for it. {(Dooyeweerd once told me of a
case which illustrates this failure: in ancient China a boy who
fell from a tree and landed on his father, Killing tim, was
executed for murder, )

On pp. 13 ff Jim claims that Dooyenaefd shifts the meaning of
these terms when he applies them to the faith agpect. The shift
is supposed to be from whether the faith aspect is open or closed
in the sense just explained above, to whether a faith is true or
falge. I don't see this happening.

What I do find happening ie an addition to the meaning of
"open® and “closed” in Dooyeweerd’s application of them to faith,
without shiftinp away from the previously established mearning.

In Daayewaard's_ terminclogy, the cultural “"apening® of an
aspect bhas to de with the point made earlier about the meaning—
connections between aspécts. When the cultural activities of a
pecple deal with a particular normative aspect of life in such a
way that it leads to the distinct awareness of ancther, then the
first is said to be "opened” relative to the second. Moreover, .
there is, in Dooyeweerd's theory, a certain order to this
"opening process", an order which correspornds to the order among
the aspects. FAccording to Dooyeweerd? s theory of that order, the
faith aspect is the last or "terminal” aspect sco that there is no
other aspect for it to refer (or be "open') to.

But, he maintains, from the Biblical point of view, the faith
aspect can still be opened; not cpened toward another aspect, but

opened toward the eternal, transcendent God who is beyond all the

aspects. It is in this sense that the faith aspect, along with



a4ll the others, can alsoc be "closed". If it is, faith is directed
back toward some facet or feature of the universe instead beyaond

In the case of the faith aspect, therefore, being cloesd is
the same thing as being false from the Biblical point of view.
Thus Doovewesard has not equivocated on the terms. Yoapgen" and
"closed" at all. Rather, it is the case that because of the
position of the faith aspect in the order of aspects, that its
baing closed includes its beinp apostate, misplaced, and false;
while its beirg "open” includes its being Biblical, waell-placed,
and true.

This explanation ig hinted at on p. 15 where Jim admits that
Dooyeweerd’s reply to the charge of equivocation would have
zomething to do with "the place of faith as the terminal
function". His only rebuttal o this is ¢to say that, for
Dooyevwesrd, this explanation would be "stretching his peneral
theory", I don’t see that to be the case at all, bhut anyway the
rebuttal is simply undefended. There is no statement of just
what it is that’s supposedly getting stretched, how its getting
stretched, or arny citations from Dooveweserd's text to

substantiate that any stretching is going on.

MAJOR DISAGREEMENTS
1. THE SUPRPOSED PETITIO IN THE EXPLANATION OF THE RELATION OF
FRITH TO CULTURE

The last minor disagreement above can serve to lead directly
te the first of those I consider major, since Jim ales connects

them. He points out that Dooyeweerd maintains that closed



tapoutate) faith is the chief cause of retarding the cultural
apening process, and is therefore the chief cause of cultural
primitivism. He recopnizes, at the same time, that Dosyewserc
admits that not every form of apostate faith retards cultural
cevelopment, however, BSome forms of false faith have guided the
production of remarkable cultures like that of ancient Gresce.

The alleged circularity in Dooyeweerd’s position arises,
according teo Jim, berause Dooyeweerd then also holds that the
growth of a faith which is rnot culture-retardant requires the
achievement of a minimal level of culture. On p. 14 He cites two
loci in the text of the New Critigus which he takes to support
this critigism. The first of these, he says, show that

Dooyeweerd explains the possibiiity af such
development [of a culture~promoting apost-—
ate faithl in immediate connection with
the "emergence of the respective peoples
from a more or less pPrimitive stage of civil-
ization” (N.E£. 1I, 328).

which, he says, shows Dooyewserd to be maintaining that

Such unfolding [of faith] is dependent upon
and presupposes & certain stage of culturail
development (N.C, II, 179).

My contention in reply is that this is simply a miareading of
the text of the New Critigue. The first of the passages cited
L. 11, 32@) does vnot say that an apostate faith which produces
a high culture is made possible by the emergence of a stage of
civilization beyond the primitive level. it merely says that the

two thingé, faith and a higher culture, are “immediately

connected’. Neither the senternce cited, mnor the paragraphs

precading it say that it is the level of culture which pakes

possible the development of faith in "the transcendental



direction®,

The heading under which the citation ecccurs does arnncunce that
the opening of faith is the subject tc be treated in this
saection, and the paragraph following the heading clearly asks:
"How is such an opening-process to be understood, and how is it
made possible?” But the answer given over the pages which follow
is, in short, that when apostate faith shifts to absolutizing
entities from the rormative aspects of experience rather than
entities from the ratural aspects, a different understanding of
human rature arises which encourages :ultural'develnpment (cmp.
also N.C, I, 189 & 328).

By the way, Dooveweerd explicates this idea at length, and
gives rnumerocus examples of it. So it is utterly incomprehensible
to me why Jim says on p.13 that “"according to Dooyeweerd's
explanation no development of culture beyond the ‘primitive? is
powsible for closed faith” in the face of an entire section ofF
the text devoted to explaning how that ig possible! And to make
matters a&ven more baffling, Jim later says (p.17), Y
Dooyeweerd explains structurally how a person’s faith commitment
grounds, leads, and integrates all human activities.,}".

I Jjust don't krow what toc make of the co-existence of these
remarks.

fAs for the second citation {N.C. 11, 179), there is simply
nothing on that page or any of the immediately surrounding pages
which say what Jim claimz is there. The only thing remotely like
what he claims is a remark on the preceding page (178) in which
Dooyeweerd says that " the axiclogical differentiation in human

feeling is dependent on the stapne of our cultural devalopment .



But "axiological differentiation” is mnot, of course, the same as
faith.

To sum up this first major disagreement, then, I can firnd no
wavering or circularity on the issue of the relation of faith to
culture development in Dooyeweerd's text. He sticks with the
notion that culture is made pussible by faith, not yice versa,
and the sections cited to show be commits the logical fallacy of
patitio principii (circular argument) simply don’t commit it.

2. CRITICISM DF THE BIBLICAL GROUNDMOTIVE

There is, as Jim notes, a shift in Dooyeweerd's use of the
term groundmotive. Rt one point Dooyewseerd speaks of two basic
groundmotivaes of humarn thought and action, the Biblical and the
ronBiblical. Later, and more often, Dooyeweerd uses the term to
speak of three nonBiblical groundmotives which he identifies and
contrasts to the Biblical groundmotive.

This i a terminclopical lapse, though I don't think its a
very serious one since its easily rnoted and easily compensated
for. On the one hand, Dooyaweerd is thinking of religious belief
itself as it functions as a culture - driver. In this sense there
are ultimately only two such driving motivations: one which
racognizes Yahweh as all the divinity there is and everything
else as dependent on Him, and one which regards somethingi(s)
Yahweh has oOreated as divine and all else as dependgnt on it
(them). On the other hand, Dooyeweerd also ooften uses
"groundmot ive' when speaking of the more specific expressions of
nenBiblical religious belief as they have acted as driving

motives in Western culture.



More important than this verbal discorepancy, is Jim’s
criticism of Dooyeweerd’s view of the Biblical groundmotive. RAs 1
underetand him, Jim has two objections to what Dooyeweserd has to
say about it. The first is that because Dooyeweerd distinguishes
between the knowledpe & believer has of Sod whiech is directly
revealed toc his heart ("its central sense") and the conseguential
knowledge which is rationally articulated in confessional
statements, Jim accuses Dooyeweerd of saying that his own
1. cunderstanding of...the word of Bod is direct and pure", which
shows that Dooveweerd “"tends to absolutize his own views® (p.20).

Ircnically, I find Dooyeweerd?’s distinction between the
revelation of Bod directly to the heart of a believer, and any
susequent rational formulations of its content, to be precisely
an attempt to guard against arny such "absolutizing”. That is, it
is preacisely this distinction which provides for the very result
which Jim describes counterfactually this way: Y...we would
expect the scriptural groundmotive as manifested historically to
be, according to Dooyeweerd’'s theory, a creaturely and fallible
response toe the Word of GBod in human hearts." (p.24).

This is, I think, jJust what the distinction Jim rejects
orovides for. The knowledge of God which comes directly to  the
believers?! heart and is independent of interpretation, is nothing
lese tharn the illumination which supplies the ability o
recognize the truth of God's word. It is what Dooyeweerd
describes elsewhere as *tha renewal of our subjective
perspective” by the power of the Holy Spirit. A such, it
precedes and iz the cause of any rationally articulated

formulation aof the content of faith.



Ae a consequence, we may rest assured that the same God has
redemptively taken charge of the hearts of all believers even
thaugh they may offer varying confessional statements and diverse
thenlogical interpretations of their belief. Since there is an
irtuitive heart—knowledge of God which is pre-cogritive, and
which is "independent of human subjective interpretationt, the
urtity of God's people and their communion with one arnother does
not depend upon their subscribing to verbally identical
interpretations of their faith.

Just why Jim conatrues this opoint at 182 degrees from its
intent, I'm rot sure. But his second criticism of Dooyeweerd
concerning the Biblical groundmotive arises from this construal.
For having charged Docyeweerd wiih trying to absolutize his own
understanding of the Faith, Jim then tries to illustrate this by
regarding Dooyeweerd's circumscription of the Biblical
grourdmctive as an example. He says that the summary-—-phrase
Yereation, fall, redemption in Christ, and communion of the Hely
Spivit” i the absolutization of one particular, parochial
interpretation of Biblical religion. To be more specific, it is
the “...twentieth century neo—-Calvinist community?s” interpreta-
tion which may differ importantly from those of Lutherans,
Arnabaptists, Roman Catholics, etco.

In reply to this I have two remarks. The first is that if,
indeed, Docyeweerd’'s circumscription ¢f the Biblical groundmot ive
is viot penuinely ecumenical {(as it was intended to bel, then it
should be revised. But any revision must have some content to ik,

It will not do to replace it with something as vague as “the word



of the Spirit of God, 1ife-bestowing, life—-grounding, life—
girecting”. That substitute is not even specifically Ehristian,
and could be agreed to by a Hindu ov Moslem.

Sacondly, I feel like msaying that the expression "coreation,
fall, redemption in Chrisb, and communion of the Holy Spirit"
spems to me an admirably ecumenical circumscriptian. it is not
content less. it is specifically Christian. #Rnd 1 do not Ffind
arything about it that is peculiarly 20th century off Calvinist.

‘After all, what about it would be objected to by a Lutheran?
Arn Anabaptist? A Roman Catholic? An Eastern Cathelic? What part
of it would have been omitted by é 3rd century belisver? A Tth
century believer? (A 1&th century believer? Why is Dooyaeweeyrd® s
circumseription any worce than the one Jim himself carmot avoid
in the course of cbjecting to Dooyeweerd's when he says! ¥, ..e2ach
[Christianl community in terms of iteg own time and situation
articulates a common faith in God as Craator and Regeconciler."?
What is this but another attempt to eircumscribe what all
Christians have im common? And since it leaves cut that the
reconciliation it mentions comes by Christ, apd that his people
are bound by their communion in the Holy Spirit, it is a
eircumscription which is — once again - not even specifically
Christian. It could be subscribed by a Hindu, a Mahayana
Buddhist, a Muslim, or a Jew.

Z. PROPOSED REVISIONS IN THE UNDERSTANDING OF RELIGION

Bepginninhg on  P. 27, Jim proposes several revisionas to
Dooyeweerd's position concerning religion I which will comment Qr
in the order in which they appear.

The Tfirst ig that instead of saying that religion is the



central sphere of buman existence (that people are essentiaily
religicus), religion should be described as the

"mature of creaturely existence in relation

to the Creator-—Redeemer BGod. To be creaturely

means to be in relation to God, i.e., religious.

In other words life is religion." (p.27)
Thiss, I think, is a straightforward confusion between: 1) being
dependent upon God and 2) being aware of being dependent upon God
(or a Bod-surropate). And it seems — orce again - to have been
instigated. by the misleading motto "life is religion®. The
adyective “religious” must refer to a type of bpelief if it is to
make any sense at all, so it is simply not true that all
creaturely existence is religiocus. Stones, plianets, oceans and
clouds depend upon God, but they are not religicus. Only people
are relipious. Te be creaturely means to be in relation t§ God,
yes., The relation is that of being dependent. But that is not the
same as being religious;

This same confusion between one’s beinpg deperdent or God, and

one’s being conscicous of being dependent on God, plagues the next

criticism and proposed revision as well. The criticism is +that
since Dooyeweerd speaks of the heart as the central locus of
religion, then not all of human life is equally religious but is
only indireetly religiocus "via the heart.

This is correct as a description of Dooyeweerd's position, but
I think it is correct as a description of Biblical teaching as
well. It is with the mouth one confesees cne’s belief, according

to Seripture, but with the heart that one believes, The only

reasory Dooveweerd?’s view could be obJactionable'is if dependency

on Bod were again confused with belief in dependency on God. RIil



©f life depands upon God at every moment in every respect whether
& person acknowledges this or not. But the conscious living of
life 1is religigusly conditioned by the religious beliief of every
pPRrsor. It is religicus belief that controls one's other beliefs
and values in every other aspect of life.

The wnext paragraph continues the same confusion when it

accuses Dooyeweerd of having a view “"in which the heart i=s one

step closer to God than the faith function which is a half step

closer to God than all the other diverse ways of Functioning". In
the sense of ontological deperndency, this is jusmt wrong. A1l
aspects of a human are egually dependent on God. In the sense of
religious belief, this is correct since it is religious Tfaith
which influences and controls all of life.

Thus there is no “$ension®, as Jim says there is, cetwaen
having faith mediate the influernce of one's religion to the rest
of orme’s life, and the "conviction that all of created reality
expresses the will of the creator’. The only sense in which all
reality could axpreass the Creator!'s will is  that which
theclogians bave called God'= “"decretive" will, rnot  what they

called His ‘“preceptive" will. Here too, the difference is betweer

what God has secretly willed for all creation ( “who works all

things according to the counsel of His will"), and the things Bod
has revealed in the covernant as approved of or disapproved of for
those wheo Dbeleive in Him ("the secret things belong to the Laord

our ch; but the revealed things belong to us and to our children

to do them forever®).

O p. =28 Jim follows all this with the claim that iT we



apandon Dooyewesrd's view that religion influences the other
aspects of life via faith, therr the "egually religious character
of every Tunction of life is more sasily portrayedg”.

Now I can't think of a deftly diplomatic way of astating my
objection to this, so forgive me if this is blunt. I don’t see
any way at all to show that an aspect of life is religious except

through the influence of faith upon it. So I will simply ask: if

what you say can be "“more easily portrayed", why don’t you do it?
Go ahead. Give aven one example of how physics, or biclogy., or
pulitics, or law are religious agside from the influence of
belief.

The answaey to this which Jim gives in his paper is to extend
the confusion between :reatuheliness {dependence on God? ang
religion (belief in God) aeaven further by proposing that we
also abandon Dooveweerd?’s distinction between the Divine order of
creation and God's word-revelation to bumans. Indeed, were it rnot
fer this (now pervasive) confusion, no such outlandish proposal
would ever occur to anyona! What theclegian or thinker in  the
entire history of Judeo~Christian thoupht ever before proposed
that there is no difference bmtween the laws which God nas set
over the universe, and his offer of a covenant of salvation in
His Word? Here agéin is but ancther conseguence of.cnllapaing the
differerce between oreation and religion: in order to find a
sanse in which the rnonfaith aspects are religious, identify the
nomological order of the universe with the redemptiya offer of
the covenant, and poof! - all aspects are equally religious! But
no such slight of hand can erase the difference between the way

uncenscious things are governed by God's laws, and the conscious



acceptance of God's saving Word by the only coreatures created for
followship with rim.

ADDENDUM: AN AGREEMENT ABOUT RENAMING THE FAITH ASPECT

After all these disagreements, let me end on a more
conciliatory note.

Docyeweerd?s inclusion of faith as an aspect of creation
often causes consternation among those hearing his theory for the
firet time. It sounds to those who regard themselves as atheists
or apgrnostics as thoupgh he's defining religion inta existence.. ARt
the same time, tHhough, 1 believe he is right to ivnclude this
agpect, and that the main difficulty with it is what to call it.
"Pigtical® Just won't do. Jim supggests ‘"“certitude” as a

substitute. I think Jim's suggestion is an improvement, but I

would like to make a suggestion of my own.
My view is that even "certitude” still carries too narrow a

cormmatation to characterize the entire aspect, bYecause it applies

to ornly one praoperty included in it — albeit the most important
one. The aspect itself, I supggest, has to do with
trustworthiness. Things really are or are not trustworthy in
certain respects, and this property has its aralog in every

aspect: a thing may be physically trustworthy, bBiotically

trustworthy, econcmically trustworthy, este. But when we consider
the characteristic of trustworthiness itself, we have abstracted
the aspect which Dooveweerd calls the faith aspect.

On this view of the issue, the gualifier "faith"” is toc narrow

for the same reason the term "certitude isy vnamely, they both

pick out the highest degree of trustworthiness as the name for



the aspect which includes all degrees of it. In fact, as I s
it, vfFaith" is even narrower than "certitude" because it pick

out ore particular kind of certitude — unconditional ecertitude,

Let me explain.

On the view I'm proposing, there are as many kKinds o
trustworthiness as there are aspects, and a host of gradations o
it within each aspect. Within the aspect of trustworthines:
itself, we can pick out states of affairs, laws, etc., which w
take tao be cnmﬁletely trustworthy, i.e., certain. But even amonr
these, distinctions can b drawn between those whose certitudd
lies in themselives and those whose certitude depends on something

else.
My sugpestion ie that whatever a person regards al

unconditionally certain in and of itself, correaponds to thei
religicus trust, or “faith". For rnothing could be unconditionall:

certain in and of itself without existing in and of itself, an

e e i s

that is the defining characteristic of what it means to b

divine. As one thealeogian put it:

As I have often said, trust or faitbh of one's
heart makes either Sod or an ideol. If your
faith is right vou have the true Bod, if not
you have an idol. But whatever your heart
clings and entrusts itself to is, 1 say,
really your God. ( Luther's Commentary on the
First Commandment)



