Philosophy as Dependable Analysis:

Roy Clouser's Contribution to Christian Scholarship

Part I

Introduction: How Does Christian Belief Relate to Theories?


It was in 1965 that Roy Clouser's academic career began when he landed a job as instructor in symbolic logic at Rutgers University, New Jersey. Since then, he has worked full-time as an academic, doing what philosophers usually do these days - undertake various research projects, deliver lectures and publish books. In a recent article (2008 No. 41), he explained his early philosophical interest with these words: 

An interest in philosophy had infected me at an early age and, as everyone who has it knows, it is incurable. And right from its onset, my concern was always how to deal with philosophical issues from a Christian point of view. So I wrestled with such questions as: Is philosophy merely non-Christian theology? If not, just how does Christian belief relate to theories?


In this essay I introduce the collection of Roy Clouser's writings. These writings, many of which can be accessed from the All of Life Redeemed website, are the published results of his philosophical wrestling with such basic questions. So, in this essay I am seeking to address students who, like Clouser, are thinking about philosophical issues but first want an answer to a preliminary question - How does what I believe relate to theories?

Let me try to summarise Clouser's answer in a few paragraphs: any theory, he writes, is regulated by the theorist's "divinity belief". Humans will believe in one divinity or another. And theories never arise without a reliance upon, or appeal to, "divinity beliefs". "Divinity" is what is believed to be non-dependently real, that upon which everything, including that which is theorised about, ultimately depends. So, he argues, all theories are controlled by some such belief, and this understanding of how religious beliefs relate to theories applies to all theorists, the Christian and the Hindu as much as the materialist and the agnostic who might maintain that their theories are religiously neutral. The religious neutrality of theories is a myth, says Clouser. The attempt to keep science and religion separate is itself dependent upon an alternative religious position, one that aims to cloak its non-dependency belief, and hide the fact that it is an integral facet of the theorist's life and experience. The theoretical act of abstraction to form concepts does not happen without the theorist's "divinity beliefs" controlling the theory-making.


In that sense Christian belief relates to theories in the same way that any other religious belief relates to theories. Christian belief is theistic and holds that all of creation depends upon the Creator who has been revealed to us in Jesus Christ. But Christian belief does not have some kind of exclusive corner on religious belief. Those who have other religious beliefs cannot avoid ascribing "divinity" to something, or some principle - and if such ascription is not to the Creator then it will be to something of the creation. And so, a Christian will also recognise the religious possibility of idolatrous belief. That possibility is not just about what the "other guys" believe; it is a religious tendency that the Christian is called by the scriptures to resist in the theorising task itself. The Christian belief leads us to a view of theorising that a theory will imply either belief in the true God who has been revealed to us in Jesus Christ, or it will make its "ultimate" appeal to an idol. The Christian's "ultimate" or "absolute" point of reference is given in the Word made flesh, God incarnate, the Son of God. And the knowledge of God the Son, scripture teaches, impacts all knowledge (1 Cor 1:5, 12:8, Eph 5:9). And so, the knowledge theories provide are dependent upon what is ultimate and must involve the theorist in a "divinity belief", a belief about what is "ultimate" or "absolute" in our reality. To repeat: to engage in theory-making, a theorist will necessarily appeal to a "divinity belief", to that which is simply believed to be "the way things are", "that upon which everything else depends". And that, in very brief compass, summarises Clouser's answer to the persistent question that concerned him long before he became an academic.


I have given this essay the title: Philosophy as Dependable Analysis. For Roy Clouser, philosophy can provide dependable analysis because of the Dependable One, the God who has made all things, rules over them and whose laws and promises are completely reliable.

This annotated bibliography covers Clouser's writings from 1965 to 2008. It is made available to encourage a new generation of students to consider his provocative answer to this important question, and to let its implications infuse the way they are approaching their studies. In my judgment the formulation of Clouser's philosophical "answer" is the most important Christian contribution to philosophy, at least over the past 30 years. And so, I would encourage anyone reading this, who finds the preceding paragraphs too difficult, to go back and read them again, slowly and deliberately.


I would even go further and suggest that Clouser's exposé of "the myth of religious neutrality", and the logical consequences of the critical method he outlines, provide philosophy with a rare challenge. I am confident that, if Clouser's "answer" is given the critical examination it deserves, then it will help to strengthen the contributions of all special sciences which, in their theory-making, necessarily rely upon philosophical presuppositions about what makes theoretical conceptualisation possible. 


Since 1968, Professor Clouser has taught philosophy and religion at the College of New Jersey - formerly Trenton State College. This teaching position has been his opportunity to give sustained attention to such basic questions. With an attentive and critical eye for the ways in which his students (and readers) interpret his philosophical arguments, Clouser has methodically developed a step-by-step account of why this question should be given high priority in our science and scholarship. He has explained its implications, addressed various misunderstandings and expanded upon its application to the special sciences.

Outline of Discussion


Some readers may have begun reading this essay hoping to get a brief statement of the basic idea of Clouser's Christian philosophy before tackling his writings. Well, I hope they have found that in what I have just formulated. If they wish, and without further ado, they may now turn to the annotated bibliography to read his work directly. This essay is not written specifically for them. Those who already know Clouser's work, or who have some knowledge of current philosophical trends, might have to wait until Part II. This essay in its entirety, and especially this Part I, is written to assist Christian students who, like Clouser in his earliest study of philosophy, have become aware of unresolved philosophical issues and want to deal with them from a Christian standpoint. They may be just about to enter university after finishing high-school, or they may be considering further post-graduate studies after completing their first degree. This does not mean that what follows is easy. On the contrary it may prove to be rather difficult, but I would encourage those who continue to read to try to follow the line of discussion to see where it goes. I hope it can stimulate your thinking about developing philosophy from a Christian standpoint.


We will first examine some of the problems we have to face when we confront philosophy in the context of higher education. Clouser has been employed as a Professor of Philosophy and Religion, and so, for this discussion, I have deemed it useful to discuss the kind of "work" he has done in this academic position. 


First, we will discuss some of the issues that may come to mind when a student is thinking about enrolling in a philosophy course. We will outline some of the anomalies that occur when we try to define philosophy as peculiar kind of "activity" and then we will give some attention to philosophy as a peculiar kind of "thinking". By reflecting upon philosophy in these ways we will begin to identify some major characteristics of philosophy as well as the contemporary university. We will try to give students a framework from which to pinpoint some of the ambiguities that are encountered when enrolling in Philosophy 101 as a university subject. I believe that Clouser's philosophical discussion can help students develop a coherent appraisal of their study situations and negotiate the ambiguities they confront in their lives as students as well as the content of their courses. 


The aim here is to try to sketch some key aspects of the educational context in which Clouser has also had to do his work. His style is that of the university teacher of logic who takes the student step by step through a particular argument. As I stated at the outset, Clouser's academic career began in 1965 as an instructor in logic. Does this help us understand his style of presentation? I think it does.


Part II considers the impact of the philosophy of Herman Dooyeweerd (1894-1977) upon Clouser's work. Two sections are related to Clouser's work with Dooyeweerd's philosophy. He has expounded this philosophy's content, showing its relevance for the special sciences. Dooyeweerd's Contribution to Clouser's Philosophical Studies explains the impact of Dooyeweerd's philosophy upon Clouser's reflections. Clouser's Promotion of the Study of Dooyeweerd's Philosophy looks at how Clouser has tried to commend Dooyeweerd's philosophy in the North American and English-speaking context. Since he is convinced that this philosophy should be received by scholars as a genuine philosophical contribution, this has been a major part of his work. 


The final sections cover other published material. He has considered the arguments of other schools of Christian philosophy and put his scholarly talents to work in the discussion of political and social issues. I conclude with a brief summary of Clouser's explanation of philosophy's provision of a dependable account of how theoretical analysis can provide us with reliable conceptual knowledge of the properties and laws we uncover in creation.

What Do Philosophers Do?


Let us now consider the term "philosophy". One common way of speaking about intellectual pursuits is to say that scholarship is what a scholar does, that science is what a scientist does
. So, if we are to say that philosophy is what philosophers do, what is it that a philosopher does? Surely we should be able to see the impact of philosophy before immersing ourselves in it! If we say that what a "philosopher" does is "thinking", then that doesn't clarify the role because, quite apart from the fact that it is part of normal human functioning, "thinking" is also what scholars and scientists do. So is it a matter of seeing a philosopher "at work"? If so, where would that be? If a scholar is typically at work in a library, and a scientist can be spotted experimenting in her laboratory, where do we see the "philosopher" at work? Is it significant that in our normal everyday language that the concept of "philosopher", unlike that of "scientist" and "scholar", does not connote any specific location?


We may say that a person "doing philosophy" is a "philosopher" but that doesn't tell us very much about what it is that this person is doing. And as we think about this, we recall that the person we are calling a "philosopher" does more than merely think and write and lecture in a "philosophical" way. "Philosophy", we observe, is only one of the activities the person, who we dub "philosopher", does. This person will shop, drive a car, raise a family, pay the mortgage, vote at election time and play scrabble, among many, many other things. And so, as we begin to distinguish "philosophy", as one kind of human activity, from all the other human activities that such a person might do, we realise it this hunt for the "philosopher" is not as simple as we may have first thought. It is true that not everyone "does" philosophy, nor is everyone who is engaged in philosophy necessarily a philosopher. Many people seek a general education and "read philosophy" and may do so intensively. But a person does not have to be a philosopher to engage in intensive philosophical research. Already, we detect a great deal of relativity with the way the terms "philosophy" and "philosopher" are put to use in our language. When we try to gain insight into what a philosopher does by treating philosophy as an activity, we seem to have identified what philosophy is not rather than what it is.


While we have been thinking about philosophy as an activity, we have yet to specify the actual activity we are referring to. The attempt to distinguish "philosophy" from other kinds of activities any person may do, does not yet tell us what is distinctive about this peculiar activity. To add "doing philosophy" to the list (shop, drive, pay bills, vote, play, do philosophy) tells us little more than that "doing philosophy" takes up a portion of a person's waking life. "Doing philosophy" may simply be code for the academic job that a person has, whereas another academic will list "doing statistics" or "doing art history". On the list of activities we might compile for a professional person, it might be "doing business" or "nursing". In that sense it may be the person's "occupation", the means of drawing an income.

  But there are also many occupations in which reflective thinking is a major characteristic. And those engaged in these occupations are not necessarily philosophers. These occupations are indeed concerned with developing dependable insight, just as philosophy is. We might call them intellectual pursuits, and a well-rounded appreciation of philosophy as a particular intellectual pursuit will also show its appreciation for all the others. We have referred to philosophy as an activity and have thereby tried to distinguish it from the other activities a person does. But in realising that a person can engage in a variety of intellectual pursuits, along with all the other activities a person may do, we are now confronted by the fact that thinking is one kind of human activity that we all "do" concurrently with all (or most) of the other activities we do. And so in trying to distinguish philosophy as a particular kind of activity, we have simply come full circle to affirm that philosophy is one kind of intellectual pursuit. 


Why does our attempt to define what a philosopher does seem to go around in these indeterminate circles? The answer, I guess, is that we are thinking about human thinking activities. Or more specifically, our attempt to define philosophy, even from a practical point of view, already presupposes some philosophical standpoint. That is something we should stop to ponder.


There are activities that require people like us to exercise concentrated thinking. There are occupations in which people are employed to think about a particular range of issues. There are financial advisors, policy makers, social researchers, experimental scientists and ... the list can go on and on. And there is also specialised thinking about the human activity we call thinking. Counsellors and psychiatrists are working with the ways people are thinking about themselves. So if the "philosopher" is one engaged in thinking about thinking, even here we discover that this activity does not seem to be exclusively philosophical.


Apart from universities and research institutes, I do not know of a philosopher being employed for the sole purpose of engaging in thinking per se; I can imagine a philosophical foundation employing its own philosopher to promote the foundation's philosophy or the philosophical discipline or, indeed, both. Such an employee will usually have a list of tasks to be fulfilled - these may include lecturing, holding seminars and publishing the results of research in articles. At regular intervals this person may have to give an account of these "philosophical activities" to the Board that oversees the work of the foundation.


Keeping the above seemingly indeterminate discussion in mind, let us try to clarify philosophy's role by considering the way the various sciences appeal to philosophy. At this point we explicitly concede that whatever philosophy is, it has something to do with the colleges and universities that these days train people to think scientifically. There is a division of labour among the sciences - there are sciences which focus upon the "natural world" see themselves as different from sciences that focus upon "history", "culture" and "society". The study of insects requires different laboratory apparatus from the study of the heavens. Mechanics studies physical motion which is different from the zoological study of animal emotion, and both are different from the historical study of a political commotion, the linguistic explanation of how the term can be used in such a variety of ways or the ethical study of a worker's demotion. And those involved in the sciences will have to justify these differently focused studies and they do this by appealing to what is, effectively, an underlying philosophy. "This is the study of this, and this is not that!" Philosophy, however, seems to consider the entire spectrum of the sciences and not only explains the division of labour between sciences, it explains the way reality itself guarantees that the results of these different scientific investigations will be interconnected. Philosophy identifies what is common to them all as they go about their special scientific work formulating theories, testing hypotheses, building concepts and weighing evidence. Philosophy takes the different scientific explanations from the various sciences and gives an account of how reliable scientific argument is constructed.


So, from this standpoint, we can say that philosophical thinking is one kind of theoretical or abstract thinking. It focuses upon theory-making by giving an account of the context in which theories are developed, by explaining what theories should do.
 It explains the prominent characteristics of theories and gives an account of how concepts are formed. So, its peculiar task is to take account of various kinds of abstraction and explain how abstract thinking itself is possible. It identifies the presuppositions that inevitably guide the theory-making process in scientific reflection.


As we read Clouser's writings we will read how he refers to philosophy's contribution to theoretical thinking by considering the philosophical questions raised by each of the special sciences. In brief, we might say that the special sciences focus abstractly upon particular laws and properties found in human experience.


Philosophy gives an account of how these laws and properties coherently hang together. It provides an explanation of how it is possible to identify these laws and properties through abstract thinking. In its own reflection upon abstract thinking, philosophy makes a special effort to reflect upon the processes of abstraction and concept-making that is also basic to its own task.


But, as we have said, this person we call a "philosopher", a philosophical thinker, will also reflect upon the world in a variety of other ways. This person will consider what kind of gift to buy for a grandchild, decide what to wear given the weather forecast, reflect upon what is needed in the soil if a good crop of home-grown tomatoes is to be harvested, react quickly to avert danger on the highway and come to understand why the sermon delivered last Sunday at church mis-represented the passage from the Gospels. All of these other activities, reflections and judgments, cannot be uninfluenced by the "philosopher's" special work but they should not be confused with them. 


Well, as we have discussed this we have "distinguished" some things from other things - the "philosopher" is also a church member, a grand-aprent and a driver of a VW. But this distinction does not mean a separation - it is after all the same person. That we can "distinguish" one role from the many others a person plays should not lead us to assume that this role is a separate reality. It is a distinct reality allowing it to be distinguished, but distinction is only separation in an abstract logical sense. We can distinguish one thing from other things or one kind of law from all the other kinds of laws, but these distinctions do not mean absolute separation, in the sense that by slicing an apple into separate pieces we can give one piece to that child and another to this child. The occupational "distinctions" we have made are not about separate slices of reality, separate parts of a whole, but about different activities which the person we designate "philosopher" is involved with and cannot avoid.


Well what are these other "things" that a person, in this case Roy Clouser, could be involved with? Our previous discussion has revealed enough to suggest that there are many things that could be listed here (spectator of baseball, visitor of pubs, choir member, grandparent) but for the purpose of this discussion I am suggesting that we restrict our discussion to three important "activities" that help us clarify what we would refer to as Clouser's philosophical "activity" as an academic. Keep in mind that the aim here is to assist those wanting to examine Clouser's writings which are listed in this bibliography. The three "things" we focus upon here are:

· teaching philosophy - academic work

· studying philosophy - student work

· formulating philosophical arguments for wider distribution via articles, books and invited lectures - philosophical reflection


As we have said, these three activities, though distinct, are related to each other. Each is slightly different from the others and yet they have presupposed each other to some extent during Clouser's academic career. And together, the three of them are scarcely conceivable without at least some basic level of philosophical reflection.


How do these distinct activities, or tasks, relate to our evaluation of Clouser's writings? Well, as we have noted, to consider these three "things" is also to investigate Clouser's academic career. As well as being recognised as a "philosopher" (by those who read his writings), Clouser was employed for over 40 years as a teacher of philosophy and religion. In 1964-5 he was employed as a "special ed" teacher in Camden, NJ, but since then his teaching work has not been in "higher education" and not at the secondary school level. In time he became a Professor, and is now Professor Emeritus, from The College of New Jersey.


Clouser's initial teaching appointments were as Instructor in Symbolic Logic at Rutgers University (1965-1966) and as Instructor in Philosophy at La Salle University (1966-1968). So we can surmise from these early developments in his work-life that to become a teacher of philosophy and religion, he first had to have been a student of philosophy and religion. To take up this kind of teaching work, and remain in it, meant that he had to be a "summa cum laude" student with the necessary degrees in these subject areas. After having begun studies in music at Nyack College, he completed his BA in philosophy (1961) at Gordon College, Wenham, Massachusetts, and then a BD in theology (1962) from Reformed Episcopal Seminary, Pennsylvania. He also took some graduate courses in the History and Philosophy of Religion at Harvard University (1961-1962). In 1965 he was awarded an MA in philosophy from the University of Pennsylvania ("Aristotle's Theory of Moral Incontinence"). In 1968 he obtained an appointment to teach philosophy and religion as an Assistant Professor at Trenton State College, when it was expanding its operations and becoming a 4-year liberal arts institution. And so, at that time, enrolled as a PhD student at the University of Pennsylvania, he was hoping for an academic career at the university level. The expectation was that with a university appointment he would be able to teach, while continuing with his research and publishing articles and books. This was the assumed path for anyone seeking to actively formulate philosophical argument for wider distribution. Clouser's position as Assistant Professor at TSC allowed him to provide for his family while gaining a doctorate. In 1972 he was awarded the doctorate in philosophy from the University of Pennsylvania for a thesis titled "Transcendetal Critique, Ontological Reduction, and Religious Belief in the Philosophy of Herman Dooyeweerd". In 1973 he was promoted to Associate Professor of Philosophy and Religion and 18 years later (1991) he was made full Professor until his retirement as Professor Emeritus in 2002.


This is by no means a full account of Clouser's academic career, and we are able to provide a detailed investigation of his pedagogy. But from all accounts, and from what we can infer from his published writings, Clouser the teacher appreciates his students' intellectual or theoretical difficulties, and is a sensitive teacher who has not forgotten his own complex pathway in "higher ed". I suppose that means he would adapt his lecture content to acknowledge the fads and foibles that come onto campus with each new year's fresh wave of students. Hopefully these students come willing to learn, and are not just expecting their professors to allow them to go through the motions. But philosophy, the academic discipline, also has its fads and foibles of its own, and its curriculum is not immune from the dominant cultural forces shaping education and scientific research.

Academic "work": 


Let us then briefly explore the academic "work" of Clouser the teacher. At a College's enrolment, Professors will be on duty will be available to assist prospective students by answering their questions: 


"But what do philosophers do?" 


Philosophy faculty, well-trained in answering questions, will be used to answering this one. But, as a question asked at enrolment, considered solely in terms of the words used, it is somewhat ambiguous. It might be a simple request for information for which the answer is: 


"Here is a syllabus! That's what we do! Read it and if you are interested come back and put your name on the class list!"


But, as we have pointed out, the question can easily mean various others things and philosophy faculty are trained to spot ambiguities. The resulting discussion might even get complex, and the faculty member's attempt to clarify the meaning of the initial question might even be confusing for the student. Addressing ambiguity is what makes philosophy into a frustrating, and also stimulating, endeavour.


So, if the question meant:


Professor Clouser, what do you, as a member of the philosophy department, do? 

then the answer will be:


I teach philosophy courses and engage in philosophic research and the writing of articles - here's a copy of one, Faith Tectonics - if you want to discuss it, make an appointment to see me and I'll be glad to hear what you have to say about it! 


Such articles and books may reflect the Professor's basic commitment and explain what he has been trying to teach over the years in his classes.


You can get a sense of what Roy Clouser's philosophical colleagues now do by looking at this site from the Department of Philosophy and Religion at The College of New Jersey.


Since the 1970s Trenton State College, as it was then known, had been administered as a teaching institution, seeking to maintain highest standards. In recent decades, as the College of New Jersey, it has built and maintained a consistently high reputation so that it is now a much sought after under-graduate institution within the state. Judged by SAT scores, it is regularly given high ranking, second only to Princeton University. Its student population has been kept low (5,600 students).


The transition from TSC to TCNJ follows a pattern of institutional "upgrade" which, understandably, may not be an easy topic for the academics involved to talk about. Keep in mind the intense competitive environment in which US higher education functions. Any institution will be continually comparing itself with others and a College's administration will be charged to keep a keen eye on where the College now sits in the regularly published "league tables". So when a College upgrades we should not avoid the contribution of the faculty - after all it is the faculty and the students who together constitute the "core business" of the College. And when we reflect upon this well-known phenomenon of "institutional upgrade" it is likely that it has come about off the backs of overworked faculty who have been retained at lower levels with higher teaching loads. It works like this: 

the highly qualified and low paid members of staff increase the school's reputation with the students, and more students are thereby attracted to the department's major and the other courses it is involved in. The College's reputation is enhanced. And then the College administration begins to apply standards appropriate for more prestigious institutions - where promotion and tenure are based on research and publication record. But at those places, opportunities are also given for research by giving staff lighter teaching loads and the provision of study leave. But, because the "upgrading" College had adopted such an intensive teaching programme, adding night-time courses and courses over the summer, it cannot afford to promote its staff or to provide research assistance. So, if an academic doesn't publish then an application for promotion is turned down. If the academic suggests a teaching programme that would facilitate research and writing, the response would be that the College was primarily concerned with teaching. This is a situation in which vulnerable and good value academics are seriously exploited.


In fact that describes pretty well the kind of institutional dilemma Clouser faced in his "philosophical workplace" over many years. The question was: how did he develop a well-rounded philosophical contribution under those conditions?


After reading through the items listed in his bibliography, we can suggest that an answer to this question should include the words "persistent" and "determined". Under such conditions of "institutional upgrade" it could not happen quickly. 


Keep in mind the three "things" we have identified as important facets of any philosophy "career" which need to be carefully distinguished from the art or skill of philosophical reflection itself.

· teaching philosophy 

· studying philosophy

· formulating philosophical argument for wider distribution via articles, books and invited lectures


 It does not take much reflection to recognise that a College that is following such an "institutional upgrade" path by giving primary emphasis to (in this case) the teaching of philosophy, will make it difficult for its philosophy faculty to adequately attend to those activities that are expected of professional philosophers at institutions where the profession's standards are set.

  According to Clouser's own account, the philosophy programme at TSC also resisted some fashionable academic trends which meant that courses in logic for the philosophy major did not become optional. The Department of Philosophy and Religion at TSC also maitained highest standards of its students in an era when many came to college expecting to be coddled. This initially meant that its faculty had to wear the consequences of lower student enrolments in their department's courses, in a situation that still left little or no time for sustained research or writing. Four or five courses per semester, usually meant eight or nine different courses during a school year, and there may also have been extra night time classes. Over the summer, since the college's teaching contract meant it would pay faculty for their services over the 10 months of the school year, it was not unusual for faculty to teach "summer semester" courses elsewhere. 


At this point we might surmise that, since the demands of teaching  were so heavy, there was little choice but to put ongoing research projects and writing "on the back burner". As well, we should also note that there were not the opportunities for the teaching of Masters courses or for examining and supervising PhD students. This needs to be kept in mind as we seek to clarify the significance of Clouser's contribution.
Student "work": 


Let us return to the question, "But what do philosophers do?" The inquiring student could be meaning to ask, "What can someone who graduates with a philosophy major do?" Then the faculty member's answer will outline some of the benefits that may derive from a particular course of study and how these relate to a student's future career. How does what a student studies here and now help in the search for meaningful work later, after graduation? Take a look at the same TCNJ site and note how Clouser's department understands its place in relation to the labour market.


As a Christian, Clouser appreciates the need for students to think through the issues which confront them day by day. For this reason, he has not only written to emphasize the "everyday relevance" of philosophical reflection but has explained why everyday issues, for instance the seemingly inconsequential passing of the salt-shaker at the dinner table, are also relevant for philosophical thinking (see No. 32 Is There a Christian view of Everything from Soup to Nuts?)


Clouser approaches his "work" with a recognition that philosophical analysis needs to be learned within the fabric of complex and diverse demands that are upon all of us. We all wear many (normative) "hats"; we all have diverse responsibilities and are accountable in a variety of ways. And the "hat" of the philosophy student and the "hat" of the philosophy professor are similar. In certain respects the philosophy professor is merely a more experienced student, who is paid to introduce the discipline and guide the student's learning of its many facets. The study of philosophy is not only good for an "intellectual occupation", nor are its benefits confined to what we have called "academic pursuits".


To fulfil its vocation, philosophical reflection should take its place within science and scholarship and encourage dependable analysis and problem-solving. Dependable analysis is necessary for responsible living: in our living together in households, as families, as marriage partners, as those who need to learn how to converse with clarity about matters trivial and complex, as citizens who seek justice, as loyal members of associations, as members of workplaces, and as discerning stewards in the market place. 

To learn and develop dependable analysis takes time. The mere act of distinguishing one thing from another is not magic and is a skill that needs to be learned. It all takes time. 

Philosophical Reflection: 


But then, the question "But what do philosophers do?" could also be a student's theoretical probe in the sense of: "What am I doing when I think in a philosophical way?" Some keen students will "cut to the chase" as soon as they hit campus and, as Clouser says, there were questions like this one that he was wanting to clarify some years before he embarked upon the academic study of philosophy. In this case, the question turns out to be one that leads on to further questions that distinguish the philosophical way of thinking from other ways of thinking: from "everyday" reflection, from practical problem solving, and also from those specific perspectives that are uncovered by the special sciences. This variation of the question turns out to be unavoidable for those engaged in theoretical studies and it leads to questions about our own taken-for-granted beliefs and how those beliefs give shape to our concepts and our theories. We have covered this issue above. 


As we work our way through this annotated bibliography, we will see that it is this third way of asking this question which Clouser has generally tried to answer in his writings. Of course, it is not the only question he has addressed, but it is the question that helps us to get a sense of what he has been trying to do over the years when, as an academic, he has been able to find the time for writing his articles and publishing his books. Still, it would distort our understanding of his work if we ignore the fact that the first two ways of asking, and answering, the initial question can predominate and crowd out any consideration of this crucial third way of asking the question. And although Clouser's writings only occasionally address his academic context, they can all be read as evidence of the way he has taught, and studied and argued. They may focus very much upon how a philosopher might think but by reading these works we will also gain a sense of how Roy Clouser, the teacher of philosophy, has contributed and continues to contribute, to the lives of his students and his colleagues, as they, like him, live out their lives.


The critical questions about the way our thinking is structured and takes part in our life, also raises other important questions about the task of academic institutions and the way we approach our work, our career, the professions we belong to, as well as our civic and political responsibilities. The three different ways in which we can ask the question "But what do philosophers do?" are each relevant to our examination of Clouser's philosophical contribution, and to what I am describing as his ongoing professional attempt to explain the characteristics of dependable theoretical analysis.


Philosophy takes time and the composing of complex philosophical argument is usually not possible if one does not have the leisure to quietly and painstakingly develop dependable analysis. Framing philosophical argument is complex and sometimes, as is true in Clouser's case, the conditions under which we work are not conducive for undertaking important facets of the work we need to do. Without such a working environment, one must simply learn patience, which, we are assured, is not something we can conjure up but is a gift of grace, a fruit of the Holy Spirit dwelling in our lives.


This is not a large list of publications, but what Clouser gives us is a carefully elaborated argument that seeks to show how religious beliefs have a decisive impact upon theories and concepts. Following Calvin, he takes seriously the biblical teaching that the knowledge of God decisively forms all other knowledge and if it is not the true God, then knowledge will inevitably be regulated by the demands of a no-god, a substitute divinity.


Clouser's two major books The Myth of Religious Neutrality (No. 16 1991 & No. 34, 2005) and Knowing with the Heart (No. 26 1999 & No. 38 2007) testify to his persistence over decades. With his published articles, available at the All of Life Redeemed site, these books constitute a compact and consistent body of work. To read them chronologically is to confront the author's consistent attempt to make his own philosophical contribution. Many of the later articles are revised versions of arguments and observations made earlier. Complex philosophical discussion is unravelled in step-by-step discussion and illustrated with examples that can be readily understood. In the various discussions, the points he puts forward aim to stimulate further reflection and research. Clouser has been busy laying a non-reductionist philosophical foundation for dependable analysis. He seeks to formulate philosophical arguments that will assist scientific understanding of the properties and laws governing all that God has made. 

Philosophy's Ambiguous Place in the Faculty


Let us approach the examination of Clouser's writings from another angle. What can we say in general terms about the cultural and intellectual trends that have dominated over the half century since Clouser began his BA studies in philosophy (ie since about 1958). Instead of summarising 5 decades in two paragraphs let me suggest a "thought experiment". Examine the 1965 standard text, E J Lemmon Beginning Logic. Reflect upon the difficulties to be faced by a couple of reforming academics, whatever the country, who propose to teach a course based on that book, making it a compulsory first-year subject across the entire Arts degree. Why engage in such a "thought experiment"? Well, it might help us sharpen our understanding of the problematic place that "philosophy" has in the contemporary university and college curriculum. Over this period, another "philosophy" has been deeply embedding itself in the administration of university Arts degrees around the world and it requires that the "philosophy department" be segmented along with all of the other "departments" in the Arts faculty. Conventional subjects in the philosophy curriculum may still be maintained as "core" for philosophy majors. There may be the occasional co-requisites for entrance into higher level units offered by non-philosophy departments. And there may be efforts at initiating "core curriculum" projects or even "inter-disciplinary studies" or "history and philosophy of science" components of other specialised courses. But despite all those attempts at amelioration, philosophy as an academic subject now inherits its own "historic" niche - it's institutionally segmented "slice of the apple" - by teaching subjects which formerly were basic to the entire curriculum provided by the academy. One consequence of this is that Philosophy Departments will often be viewed as offering outdated intellectual relics from pre-post-modern times. 


It is often suggested that the paradigm shift to a post-modern academy began sometime in the 1960s. Even if the post-modern tide in higher education is now in an ebbing phase, who will deny that since the 1980s this tide has significantly altered the landscape of university teaching in all disciplines, including philosophy. Policies seeking to expose higher education to "market demands", take for granted the departmental segmentation of university education - as with the separate pieces of the apple apple mentioned earlier. University marketting departments see this as merely part of the internal differentiation of (educational) "product" which facilitates student "choice". The rise of post-modern perspectives across all faculties has closely affixed itself to such a market-driven perspective in higher education. Any suggestion that markets need to be educated by science and scholarship sounds far-fetched, if not bombastic, since the ears of students, let alone of academics, have been tuned to hear and expect variations of "born to shop" commercials, in education and wherever else we live out our lives.


And the demanding task of gaining coherent theoretical insight is not made any easier by the dominance of a philosophical pragmatism that confidently avoids the structural ambiguity of philosophy in the university curriculum because it is more concerned to espouse the view that all we ever experience and know is determined by language and that language is our own creation. And so, philosophy's ambiguity is viewed as our own creation and therefore we should make the most of it. Any resolution will simply create new ambiguities. This view is treacherous. It leaves students in a no-where land so that when they graduate they have the apparently failsafe logical conclusion that all we can ever experience and know is simply a result of our own devising. In that sense, post-modern philosophy simply trains people to be trained by the world that is dominated by the language of advertising and the most powerful propagandists (see No. 24).

Clouser's Style


It should be clear by now why I have made so much of the fact that, over the years, Clouser has mainly taught at an undergraduate level. His writings take seriously the serious questions that he anticipates will arise from perceptive students (and readers). His writing is characterised by a level of argumentation that respects a student's need to be taken step-by-step through complex and frustrating argument.


This is not to suggest that his writings could be characterised as variations on an "Idiot's Guide" theme. Nor am I suggesting that  academics who regularly teach at more advanced levels don't argue clearly; the observation is made here in order to identify a prominent characteristic of Clouser's habitual way of forming philosophical argument in his writings. There is a sense that what is being argued is elementary, and the underlying insight is that the laws of logical inference hold just as much for an introductory course in logic as they do for more advanced courses. The laws that guide logical argument don't change just because our insight deepens and we are able to construct complex hypotheses and argue for them with greater finesse.


Consider, for example, Clouser's "casebook" chapters in Myth. His aim is to provide examples of how divinity beliefs are evident in the arguments of various leading theorists even when a mythic commitment to religious neutrality demands that they be cloaked. Such an analysis provides an indispensable first step to the criticial investigation of prominent theories in maths, physics and psychology. These critical studies are framed in order to stimulate the study of these disciplines as well as assisting in the critical investigation of the contributions made by these leading thinkers. Therefore it would be a serious mistake to view the casebook studies as put forward as a (provisional) end of the matter. Rather, they are set forth as a starting point, the formulation of an hypothesis that has to be further tested and refined by further research. They are critical building blocks needed by students who go on to further specialised theoretical study.


Lots more needs to be done, and Myth makes a salient beginning in terms of a constructive project examining prominent theories in different disciplines to identify their divinity beliefs. That project has the potential to become part of a significant international research effort among scholars who, with Clouser, seek to "bring every thought captive to the obedience of Christ" (2 Corinthians 10:5).


Indeed, Clouser's work has also gained the attention of scholars outside his own North American academic context. Mythnet, an internet list, was set up to discuss his 1991 book The Myth of Religious Neutrality. The name of the list was subsequently changed to Thinknet. There are occasional postings to that list from one of Clouser's former students - Professor Marty Rice of the University of Pittsburgh, Johnstown - but a large percentage of the discussion of his work has come from the UK, Australia, New Zealand as well as Canada, the Netherlands and South Africa. In recent times, his work has captured the attention of scholars from Indonesia, the Philippines, Mexico and Brazil. As well, a German translation of Myth is underway.


In Myth (1991 & 2005) and Knowing with the Heart (1999 & 2007), Clouser's argument relies to some extent upon the reader's general understanding of the rules of logical inference and a level of general knowledge we can expect from an under-graduate education. Still, many younger students may feel that his style, let alone the content, is out-of-sync with what they have been taught expect. The world-wide impact of neo-liberal ideology, bolstered since 1989 by the end of the cold war, should not be under-estimated. It has embedded itself within national educational systems and is part and parcel of the rationale for public examinations in all areas of the school curriculum. At all levels of education, children are repeatedly taught in a framework in which personal survival and advancement, are given priority. It is likely that a student who is deeply immersed in this ideology will find Clouser's arguments counter-intuitive. Still, Clouser's ongoing effort to form philosophical analysis aims to provide a dependable argument that, among other things, explains why post-modern philosophy is untenable and completely unreliable. It simply cannot be depended upon.


This is the sub-text of his second book Knowing with the Heart: Religious Experience and Belief in God (No. 26 1999 & No. 38 2007). Clouser's "dialogues" in this book, anticipate and answer his student's questions. To read this book is to imagine the philosophy professor as a white-water canoeist with a young companion who has learned to deftly negotiate the rapids of schooling and higher education by maintaining the belief that there can never be any definitive end to this hazardous journey - the point seems to be that one's personal responsibility is fulfilled by holding on and experiencing the risks and the thrills - in this life that is all there is, and getting the most out of it is "the way to go".


Readers who want to explore one of Clouser's specific analyses of the "king tides" that have washed over academic philosophy, might turn to his critical exposé of pragmatism and Richard Rorty's attempt to accommodate historical relativism in A Critique of Historicism (No. 24 1997). This article can be read alongside the "casebook" chapters in Myth, because it explores a prominent, if not dominant, theoretical framework that has prevailed in the social and historical sciences in recent decades.

Although the Hegelian and Marxist forms of historicism are now out of fashion, scholars in a variety of fields are presently endorsing new forms of that theory. In fact, the influence of historicism has spread with such amazing rapidity that its concomitant relativism has become the HIV infection of the contemporary scene. 


But let me add a caveat. Those interested may have to study this argument very carefully, even reading it through 3 or 4 times, before the "penny drops". The critical point can be identified and this is not to suggest that the article is not well-written. Rather, it is to suggest that the critique developed by this article is profound not just because it challenges the content of a contemporary philosophical argument, nor merely because it effectively explains the failed logic of (Rorty's) historicism. It is rather the exposé of the underlying "religious ground motive" or, in Clouser's terms, the taken for granted "divinity belief", that regulates theorising in the "human sciences" by assuming 

... that all theories, traditions, interpretations, and most - if not all - concepts, are nothing more than cultural artifacts of a particular time and place (p. 41).

Part II

Dooyeweerd's Contribution to Clouser's Philosophical Studies 


Those who work their way through Clouser's published oeuvre will notice a remarkable consistency. This consistency has everything to do with Clouser's discovery of Herman Dooyeweerd's (1894-1977) remarkable philosophical writings. In Dooyeweerd, Clouser found a reliable Christian guide to the philosopher's task. Dooyeweerd's philosophy comprehensively explained the normative demands to which theoretical thought in all its dimensions is subject. There may be problems with Dooyeweerd's philosophy, some of which Clouser has identified, but it is the Dutchman's clarification of the philosophical task which provided Clouser with a map by which he could chart his own odyssey on the turbulent seas of philosophy. It is also this influence that helps us understand why Clouser has returned again and again to the same, or similar, theoretical issues over these decades. So what is that view? What is that clarification? What do Clouser's writings tells us about the philosopher's task? How can the philosopher's task remain consistent when the academic context for professor and student is apparently in a state of constant flux? 


Clouser gained from Dooyeweerd a credible Christian account of how and why it is possible for the philosopher to provide dependable theoretical analysis.

[For Dooyeweerd] ... belief in God (or any other divinity belief) can impact every kind of truth, including theories. Roughly, his account goes like this. A theory offers a hypothesis to explain something: we call the hypothesis an "explainer". Whatever is explained is presented as importantly dependent on the explainer postulated by that hypothesis. To be precise, a theory needs to specify whether the explainer itself is dependent on yet other explainers or not. If it is dependent, we at least know the kind of thing(s) it depends on. But either an explainer depends on something else, or it does not. If it does not, then it is - by our definition - divine. If it does, then whatever it ultimately depends on is divine. Therefore, any theory that takes some part, aspect, principle, etc., drawn from creation as the ultimate explainer has given it divine status. And whatever is given that status guides theory-making in such a way that subsequent theories differ from what they would be were something different given that status (p. 5 Is There a Christian view of Everything from Soup to Nuts? No. 32 2003).

 This also means that the philosopher cannot avoid giving a decisive account, if not explicitly then implicitly, of how abstraction is possible, and how the formulation of theoretical concepts for the testing of hypotheses comes about when we are occupied with theory-making. Philosophy inevitably defers to an implicit account of how theory-making is possible. A philosophical account of theory-making will explain why it is important that we critically examine our theories - for consistency, logical coherence, and whether the appeal to evidence is warranted. It should also bring to light our pre-scientific beliefs about the way the cosmos is governed. Our theorising is subject to this and necessarily refers to it. These statements summarise, in a nutshell, the major stand-out thesis of all the 42 items of his oeuvre which are listed here. It is the viewpoint derived from the philosophy of Herman Dooyeweerd. Clouser's 1972 PhD dissertation from the University of Pennsylvania was titled "Transcendental Critique, Ontological Reduction and Religious Belief in the Philosophy of Herman Dooyeweerd". And this work then is the "pit" from which the materials for Myth were mined.


Clouser's 1980 article for Philosophia Reformata A Critique of Descartes and Heisenberg (No. 7) explores Dooyeweerd's philosophy and makes public his initial critical review of the "transcendental critique". That was not the final version of Clouser's critique of Dooyeweerd's critique, and in his most recent article, Transcendental Critique Revisited and Revised, Clouser's criticisms are refocused by identifying and correcting the critique's internal problems, specifically in relation to its Dooyeweerd's "2nd question".


The issue concerns the place of abstraction in theory-making, and what Clouser claims are Dooyeweerd's faulty assertions about non-Christian theorising. Dooyeweerd's arguments may be applicable to Aristotle and Descartes, but theoretical arguments in the late 20th century have generally sought to establish their basis by strategies that were different from those Dooyeweerd assumed, for instance by claims to explanatory superiority. The more serious part of Clouser's critique explores Dooyeweerd's assumptions about the abstraction of a particular law or property and he finds these to be "dead wrong".


In the 1980 publication, Clouser's discussion tended to focus upon its terminology and Dooyeweerd's unavoidable immersion in the post-Kuyperian Dutch scholarly response to neo-Kantian and phenomenological philosophy in the early decades of the 20th century. Recognising the evident problems with the interpretation of this "prolegomenal" dimension of Dooyeweerd's philosophy, Clouser then set about offering a careful "re-translation" that would more readily comport with Anglo-American philosophical terminology.


The problems with Dooyeweerd's formulation of the "transcendental critique" have been well recognised by other reformational scholars (including Henk Geertsema, Dick Stafleu and Danie Strauss), and an effective resolution has not yet been found. Over the years, Clouser has found this to be a significant intellectual challenge.


Problems with the "transcendental critique" aside, Clouser has found in Dooyeweerd's philosophy a dependable account of the philosophical task as it theoretically confronts the many-sided reality of creation. It has been an indispensable stimulus to Clouser's explanation of theory-making. This is most evident in his attempt to explain the project to stimulate the root and branch renovation of scientific investigation by a radically non-reductionist scientific agenda (No. 23 1996; No. 39 2007).


Philosophy must abide by the norms that govern conceptual thinking. Part of Clouser's contribution has also been to address the way concepts that do not presuppose abstraction make their own contribution within the philosophical horizon. But also, by clarifying the place of norms in theory-making or, to put it another way, by demonstrating how conceptualisation is governed by its own distinctive norms, Clouser has added significantly to an insight from T P van der Kooy, emphasized by Bob Goudzwaard, concerning the "simultaneous realization of norms" (Capitalism and Progress 1979 p. 65). The norms that govern logical thinking are integral to the philosophical task and we might even want to say that the distinctive individuality of the philosophical task is qualified by logical norms. But this does not mean that philosophical reflection is ever separated off from other normative considerations of a non-logical nature. Nor can the non-logical normative dimensions be conceptualised without adherence to the norms that govern logical thinking.


Let me simply give a example of how a published article, say one of Clouser's op-ed pieces for Public Justice Report, functions in a variety of ways related to Clouser's own raft of responsibilities, public and private. Let us say that the article is on "truancy" which has become a current political issue. As a philosopher writing on this current topic, he will want to present a cogent and logically coherent piece that in its own way commends his major professional occupation to the reader. The article can illustrate the fact that College Professors in Philosophy can make wise and pertinent contributions, as readers of the magazine think about ways to solve the problem. The President of his College may come across the magazine and read the piece and may decide that this article deserves special mention because it reflects positively on the College as a place that encourages cogent and logical argument in civic affairs. But the published article is not simply the "outlet" of a "philosophical" (or academic) responsibility, it is also an expression of the writer's own contribution as a citizen. The "public intellectual" function of College academics is given expression in this case. Maybe the writer is a member in the association that publishes the magazine. Its appearance is evidence that he is not just a sleeping member of the association, allowing the Executive Editor to do all the policy work, but is also making his contribution and doing his bit to encourage political debate among the membership. Now as a father the writer has to be careful. After all he knows that his own son has been on report at school for truancy. In writing the article he might be indirectly "sending a message" to the school's principal, but he has to be careful that the article, as written, does not expose his son to unfair embarrassment or compromise his son in some way known only to them both. He cannot not be the child's father as he writes the op-ed piece but must form the article accordingly. He might ask his son to read the article and tell him what he thinks, before submitting it for publication. This is simply an example of how one cultural artifact - an article in a magazine - functions variously in relation to the many-sided responsibilities of the writer of the article. It is evidence of a simultaneous realization of various normative demands at work in the same event. The logical coherence of the article, coincides with his fiduciary responsibility as a public intellectual, his promotion of public justice as a citizen, his loyalty as an association member and his paternal care as a father.


Along with all other theoretical reflection, philosophy must abide by the norms that govern the formation of concepts. The fulfillment of such norms in philosophical argument has everything to do with what a philosopher believes theoretical argument ultimately depends upon. But it is important to emphasize that this is not intended as a reductionist approach, i.e. the endorsement of a scientific strategy which would reduce concepts, hypotheses and theory-making to the beliefs which regulate them. Reductionism is, and has been, a persistent feature of philosophy and theory-making since the Ancient Greeks. A philosophy that is non-reductionist at its roots will also need to give a credible (dependable) account of the various reductionist strategies that have been employed in philosophy over the centuries, as well as identifying the (limited) validity of conceptual reduction as a means of sharpening theoretical insight (ref here phlogiston theory and also theories about the fabric of the heavens). In this regard, Clouser's contribution is carefully argued with subtle distinctions as part of his effort to clarify important facets of the theory-making task.


The centre-piece of Clouser's philosophy is indeed Myth. Dooyeweerd viewed his major contribution in terms of a "transcendental critique" which made "the dogma of the autonomy of theoretical thought" into a critical problem. By way of contrast, Clouser has sought to expose "the myth of religious neutrality" by an essay explaining "the hidden role of religious belief in theories." By carefully considering the wording of this sub-title from his major work, we discern Clouser's agenda for his ongoing philosophical project which his publications have significantly encouraged. The task is not achieved simply by the announcement that from henceforth one's own religious beliefs will have a decisive impact upon one's theories. Nor is it to merely hope that one's theories from now on will bring to expression the true beliefs upon which one has been basing one's theorising. The critical philosophical work involves exploring theories and discovering how arguments seem to be so successful in hiding the role of religious beliefs, of identifying how any particular theory has turned from the self-critical path to the confident dogmatism that relies on the abstracted reality brought to light by reason and science.


Now when Clouser's thesis - "Belief in God (or any other divinity belief) can impact every kind of truth, including theories" - is read in relation to the post Word War II North American "reformational movement", it would seem at first glance to simply be his own peculiar formulation of the phrase "all of life is religion" made famous by Calvin College professor and member of the prestigious Harvard Society of Fellows, H. Evan Runner. Runner's students have been among the prominent adherents of Dooyeweerd's philosophy since the 1960s.


I would suggest, however, that it might be better to view Clouser's effort to clarify the nature of religious belief, and to thereby explain the impact of belief in God (or alternative divinity) upon theories, as an attempt to reform the way Dooyeweerd's philosophy has been appropriated in the North American and English-speaking context. It is, I contend, an attempt to continue the reforming work of this philosophy, and to encourage those engaged in theory-making to take greater care and avoid the tendency to world-view dogmatism.


This interpretation of Clouser's response to other interpretations of Dooyeweerd's philosophy in North America is borne out by his paper Dooyeweerd on Religion and Faith - A Response (No 10 1985). This outlines his minor and major criticisms of James Olthuis's interpretation of Dooyeweerd in "Dooyeweerd on Religion and Faith" in C T McIntire (ed) 1985 The Legacy of Herman Dooyeweerd: Reflections on Critical Philosophy in the Christian Tradition. Keep in mind that Clouser the academic had also been developing a reformational perspective for the teaching of the philosophy of religion (see No. 4 1977 & No. 5 1979) and in this regard he explicitly counters the accusation that the distinctiveness of Dooyeweerd's philosophy was to be found in its alternative reductionism; namely a philosophy in which concepts, hypotheses and theory-making were reduced to (his) religious beliefs. It may aid critical reflection at this point to ask whether Clouser's critique is actually suggesting that Olthuis is developing a philosophical approach that would make all academic disciplines sub-disciplines of the philosophy of religion, even as it claims to be derived from Dooyeweerd's philosophy. These are perhaps weighty questions and have to do with the way a philosophical movement deals with its own varied contributions. Still, the insights of this philosophy do point persistently to a radically non-reductionist project in science and scholarship. The ability to engage in criticism of fellow philosophers, and those who are participating in the same movement, is one thing. But there is much more that has to be done and the work is by no means easy.

... interpreting the universe as entirely dependent on God, so that no one part of the universe explains or generates all the rest, is not reductionist. Such an interpretation does not reduce the universe to God, even though God is what it all depends on. For in the dependency of all creation directly on God, every side and facet of creation is left equally real, and no side of it is reduced in its role or importance relative to the rest. In theism there is dependency without reduction. The program that Dooyeweerd has developed for theories isn't an easy one (pp. 9-10 Is There a Christian view of Everything from Soup to Nuts? No. 32 2003).

It isn't an easy task when one is developing a philosophy's scientific rationale; but then it is also not easy when it comes to confronting other theories, with other divinity beliefs as well.

For if any belief in something as utterly non-dependent is a religious belief no matter how the divine is conceived, then it will follow that many beliefs which are not ordinarily thought of as religious, and which have no worship attached to them, are in fact religious beliefs all the same (p. 78c Faith Tectonics No. 18 1992). 


It also becomes obvious that Clouser, Professor of Philosophy and Religion, has made his own comparative study of religions an important part of his philosophical reflection. His study of religions and religious belief has helped him clarify the way religious beliefs impact every kind of knowledge and in particular of the knowledge we develop with our theories. This, in turn, has brought precision into his account of philosophy and, in particular, philosophy that has been impacted by Christian theistic beliefs.


Philosophy is a form of theoretical argument and cannot avoid deferring to some explanation of how such abstract conceptual argument is possible, an explanation that gives its arguments anchorage as well as motivating such argument to seek its true destination. Because theoretical argument implies abstraction, philosophical analysis can not avoid giving some account of how abstraction is possible, how abstraction contributes to the formation of the theoretical concepts that are an intrinsic part of scientific investigation, how these concepts are related to other concepts and how concepts per se are necessarily related to the law-order of created reality. Philosophical reflection has an unavoidable role in the ongoing forming and re-forming of theoretical, scientific and metaphysical concepts which are part of our efforts to explain the laws and properties that govern human experience in its totality. We theorise in terms of our beliefs about the way any one thing within created reality relate to every other thing, and how they all hang together (Colossians 1:17). The theories we form in scientific research are part of our human effort to understand how everything in created reality depends upon the laws by which the Creator subjects all things to Himself. Ultimately, the theories formed in scientific research are decisively supported and impacted by ultimate "divinity beliefs", beliefs about that on which everything in this world depends.


Of course, when we discuss concept-making and abstraction in terms of what a thinker believes, we realise that philosophy cannot avoid its intrinsically personal and inter-personal character. And so, philosophy cannot be merely a matter of the passive absorption of course-work material after enrolling in a course called "philosophy" - as Clouser intimates: his involvement in philosophical questioning indeed has its roots in his own questions as a young Christian about the way he was thinking about reality and, having given much thought to these questions, he then took up further study of philosophy. But since he was consciously approaching this study as a Christian, other questions arose. Wasn't the Christian way of approaching to these matters already mapped out for him by theology? Wasn't theology the way to relate belief in God to all the different theories that have arisen in all the different sciences? As a young Christian seeking answers to such questions, he came in time to identify two prevailing views, both of which left him profoundly dissatisfied:

The first position is to say that any theory that doesn’t outright contradict revealed truth is a candidate for Christian acceptance. The other is to try to derive theories from scripture on the assumption that it contains truths for nearly every major academic discipline (No. 41). 


On the one hand, the first view renders most theories religiously neutral because most theories simply don't address issues related to religious belief and hence don't contradict them. On the other hand, using the bible as a theory manual avoids the religious question as to why the scriptures have been given to us in the first place. Dooyeweerd's philosophy does not erect a cordon sanitaire around theories, walling them off from belief in God as is assumed by the first position. Just because theories do not deal with religious belief, does not mean that they are thereby religiously neutral! On the other hand, the idea that a Christian should expect the scripture to provide specific content for all the various sciences, can hardly be derived from scripture itself. Dooyeweerd avoided both positions with a constructive and positive scholarly approach.

Instead, he showed how belief in God can regulate theories by requiring that nothing in the cosmos be regarded as that which produces everything else in the cosmos, on the ground that only the transcendent Creator holds that status.

Clouser's Promotion of the Study of Dooyeweerd's Philosophy


Clouser accepted the Christian rationale basic to Dooyeweerd's A New Critique of Theoretical Thought (1953-1955) and so he saw his way clear to take up the study of philosophy. That was the beginning. But complex issues arose. How should this Christian philosophy explain itself as a bona fide philosophy? What is the content of this philosophy?


The short answer to both of these questions is straight-forward: if a student wants to explain why Dooyeweerd's philosophy should be considered as a bona fide contribution, the first and obvious thing to do is to write a PhD which demonstrates the fact. In all the world, there have not been many PhDs written that expound Dooyeweerd's philosophy. Clouser and Jim Skillen are the two most prominent North American scholars who have done this as part of their ongoing efforts to commend this philosophy. Finding supervisors for such a task would not be easy.


By viewing Clouser's writings as his answers to these two questions, we may deepen our understanding of the scholarly difficulties faced when we seek to introduce a philosophical argument that claims to expose the myth of "religious neutrality". 

Demonstrating bona fides


So, any attempt to address the first question about the philosophy's bona fides, has to face the fact that Dooyeweerd's philosophy is virtually unknown, if standard philosophical text books and encyclopedias are any guide. The fact that two American PhDs exist from the 1970s does not constitute grounds for including a paragraph on Dooyeweerd in a philosophical encyclopedia. [Consider, as an example, Robert Audi (ed) The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy (Cambridge University Press 2nd edn 1999.] After more than fifty years of A New Critique in English, and known to a substantial number of qualified scholars around the world, this philosophy is only very occasionally discussed on the fringes where philosophical discussion takes place i.e at conferences, in journals, in publications and in lecture theatres. As a result, adherents still find it necessary to carefully explain this philosophy's basic rationale and it is not an easy task to explain why it deserves attention. In this writer's view, that is not always a disadvantage, particularly in an academic context awash in post-modern prejudices which seem to be little more than the intellectual equivalent of consumerist values. But, nevertheless, it is a taxing and demanding exercise to introduce Dooyeweerd's philosophy. The scholar introducing the philosophy also needs insight into why, for all intents and purposes, Dooyeweerd's contribution continues to be ignored. 


It needs pointing out that when any student claims to have discovered much needed clarification about theory-making from Dooyeweerd's philosophy, then a delicate situation arises since it may well be that the student has come into the "front-line" in terms of expounding the philosophy's value. To suggest that the question of philosophy's relationship to religious belief deserves consideration, is to participate in philosophical argument as Dooyeweerd presented it. But to then draw attention to the underlying "religious ground motive" (or divinity belief) of a particular theoretical argument, which has put itself forward in terms of its own religious neutrality, is nothing other than a challenge to the theory's logic and its concepts. One is drawing attention to a thinker's pre-scientific standpoint which regulates the subsequent theorising. To begin to do this, even if it is as a student seeking clarification in a tentative way, is to challenge more than the theory under consideration - in certain respects it is to unmask the various religious viewpoints that have dominated the philosophical tradition in the name of "neutrality". It may result in serious class-room confrontation or something even more serious.


I am suggesting that it is important for those reading Clouser's philosophy to understand the possibilities for serious and intense spiritual dislocation in the midst of academic and philosophical argument. Dooyeweerd himself recognised this:

I am fully conscious that any method of criticism which tries to penetrate to the religious motives of a thinker is in danger of causing an emotional reaction and giving offense. In tracking down a philosophical train of thought to its deepest religious foundations I am in no way attacking my adversaries personally, nor am I exalting myself in ex cathedra style. Such misunderstanding of my intention is very distressing to me. An act of passing judgment on the personal religious condition of an adversary would be a kind of human pride which supposes it can exalt itself to God's judgment seat. I have continually laid emphasis on the fact that the philosophy which I have developed, even in the sharp penetrating criticism which it exercises against non-Christian immanence philosophy, constantly remains within the domain of principles. I wish to repudiate any self-satisfied scientific attitude in confronting immance-philosophy. The detailed criticism of the Humanistic immanence-philosophy ... must be understood as self-criticism, as a case which the Christian thinker pleads with himself. Unless this fact is understood, the intention of this philosophy has not been comprehended (H. Dooyeweerd "Foreword" A New Critique of Theoretical Thought Vol I p. VIII)..   


And so, it will also require much work on many different fronts even to offer marginal assistance to the students who find value in Clouser's work. Such an ongoing effort should include an extensive appraisal of how this wide-ranging philosophy views itself in relation to the philosophical tradition. And so, in the formulation of the The Four Options in the Philosophy of Religion (No. 5) we note a schematic "problem-historical" argument that places Dooyeweerd's work alongside that of Calvin and Pascal as examples of an approach designated "fideism". That, he implies, constitutes a valid way of introducing Dooyeweerd's philosophy to contemporary reflection within the philosophy of religion. 


By adopting this route, he avoids any suggestion that his philosophy, or his philosophizing, stands outside the intellectual tradition, in order to make definitive judgement upon it. The four options are assumed to be living options and, by virtue of what is evident in the philosophical tradition overall, are still being chosen. This perspective on the philosophy of religion not only does not stand outside the tradition; it emphasizes that a specifically Christian philosophy of religion should not try to do so. It should contribute to these trends by understanding them from its own standpoint, by seeking to critically address and then reform the philosophical arguments to which they give rise. This is clearly a rejection of any suggestion that Dooyeweerd's philosophy aims to place the Christian scholar beyond the reach of the intellectual tradition. Clouser provides a rough and schematic outline of how Dooyeweerd's contribution can be located within the history of the philosophy of religion, suggesting a way by which those working with this philosophy might also introduce its theoretical insights to reflections that take place within these other trends and arguments.


The four-fold typology is as follows: 1. rationalism, 2. irrationalism, 3. fideism and 4. scholasticism - Dooyeweerd's philosophy is assigned its place under the third option, with the claim that he has made a significant contribution alongside of Augustine (who "flirted with this view without ever wholly accepting it"), Luther, Calvin and Pascal. The overall question concerns the way in which philosophy approaches (the study of) religion. [On this scheme there may also be a "religious irrationalism" option within the fourth scholastic approach.]


This approach is similar in some respects to the contribution Clouser has made to the debate about "religion and science". His articles develop a critical perspective on the overall trends and expounds another view, the view that critically examines the assumptions of the debate from a standpoint he has formulated with help from Dooyeweerd's philosophy
. 


We have already mentioned Clouser's attempt to redefine Dooyeweerd's "transcendental critique" in A Critique of Descartes and Heisenberg (No. 7 1980). In that article he identified the "abstraction criterion" as an unavoidable dimension of the philosopher's critical reflections about the theory-making process. This also opens up a way by which careful logical analysis of theoretical argument can pinpoint the religious faith controlling the mathematical theories of Descartes and Heisenberg. It is not just that these theorists consider mathematical concepts to be more clear, distinct and reliable than any other kind, but that they are viewed in this way because a divine status has been ascribed to them within the theory-making process itself.


In the "Four Options" discussion about the philosophy of religion, the full details of Dooyeweerd's philosophy are not expounded but his view of the relationship between philosophy and religion is described as one example of one of the options found within the discipline. In the discussion about Descartes and Heisenberg, the analysis demonstrates the critical value of Dooyeweerd's philosophy for understanding prominent contemporary philosophical argument. These are two examples of how the relevance of Dooyeweerd's philosophy can be demonstrated within the parameters of current philosophical thought.


Of course, there are other ways of commending Dooyeweerd's philosophy - via footnoted references in the midst of other debates, as we find in Clouser's discussion of how the biblical record should be read when it is being considered in relation to science. This, of course, will involve specialist studies in biblical hermeneutics as well as exchanges with Christian thinkers who adopt other philosophical approaches 


Such references can assist in the exploration of those insights which this philosophy emphasizes. It is an attempt to explain and elaborate a non-reductionist theory of reality in a dependable way.

Expounding the Philosophy's Content:


The second issue, concerned with the exposition of the content of this philosophy, is also complex. It is related to the development of a specific field of "Dooyeweerd studies", that merges necessarily with attempts by scholars to give creative interpretations of how the philosophy applies to the emergent theoretical configuration of the various special sciences. Dooyeweerd's philosophy came into the North American academic context by way of translation from the Dutch, with its own philosophical vocabularly. And so, when it is initially applied in its new context, the argument needs dependable representation that can be readily understood by other scholars. It also requires clear and forthright examples of how the philosophy contributes to the resolution of many other long-term intellectual problems and puzzles. If those expounding this philosophy are to provides such clarifications then they also need to be able to appraise the theoretical problems from within the scientific frames of reference in which they have come to light. It can not just be a matter of announcement, nor of bringing in a philosophical view from elsewhere, but rather of making the case, step by step, for a new critical articulation of how the scientific concepts are formed (and re-formed) within a philosophical framework. That is the much needed clarification and stimulus for ongoing scientific research that Dooyeweerd envisaged for his philosophy.

I am strongly convinced that for the fruitful working out of this philosophy, in a genuinely scientific manner, there is needed a staff of fellow-labourers who would be in a position to independently to think through its basic ideas in the special scientific fields. It is a matter of life and death for this young philosophy that Christian scholars in all fields of science seek to put it to work in their own specialty (H Dooyeweerd "Foreword" A New Critique of Theoretical Thought 1935 p.VII).


Has Clouser simply re-stated the basic insights of Dooyeweerd's philosophy for a North American philosophic context? No. Keep in mind that, as a Professor in a Department of Philosophy and Religion, Clouser has, as we have outlined above, also put this philosophy to work in the scientific study of religion. The dependable analysis which is called for from philosophical reflection has a purpose that reaches beyond debate confined strictly to the philosophical discipline itself. Dependable analysis is not simply a matter confined to language and logic; it is developed in order to support and assist all dimensions of scientific investigation, and, as has already been noted, beyond science in the fulfillment of "everyday" responsibilities. The kind of work is therefore extremely painstaking and has to be able to deal with creational complexities. These writings provide the results of Clouser's careful study of religious belief which has served to sharpen insight into Dooyeweerd's account of how "religious ground motives" are always at work in philosophy and science. 


American philosophy is often viewed in terms of successive waves of recent European thought reaching the shores of the North American academy. Clouser writes as one aware of the tendency among his fellow Anglo-American philosophers to import the latest so-called "continental" perspective to bring philosophical argument "up to date". And, of course, he is also aware that by bringing a Dutch Christian philosopher into philosophical discussion may be interpreted as an attempt to add a reformational "continental" icing to a pragmatist North American philosophical cake.
 That, of course, was certainly not Clouser's intention but it has been seriously suggested that Dooyeweerd's philosophy should be read as "proto-post-modern".


Clouser's work also provides a philosophical justification for treating Dooyeweerd's philosophy as a genuine philosophical viewpoint. He does this with a persistent emphasis upon the need to adhere to the laws of logical inference so that logical clarity is achieved about the distinctive philosophical contributions that are derived from Dooyeweerd's philosophical reasoning. It should be said that this emphatic logical approach contrasts, to a significant extent, with other North American attempts to draw attention to Dooyeweerd's philosophy over these 50-plus years. Some have commended Dooyeweerd's philosophy by stressing its potential as a bastion from which to defend a Christian world-view. For others, Dooyeweerd's philosophy was to be an adjunct to reformed theological apologetics. And others seem to have incorporated the philosophy into the rationale for renewing North American reformational Christianity under the banner, "all of life is religion". In this connection, we have already mentioned Clouser's 1985 discussion of James Olthuis's criticism of Dooyeweerd in Dooyeweerd on Religion and Faith - A Response (No. 10 1985). 


We have already noted Clouser's long-term contribution to the difficult task of interpreting Dooyeweerd's " transcendental critique". We noted that in his most recent critical article (No. 41 2008), he builds upon the argument he put forward much earlier when he sought to show how Dooyeweerd's reformational philosophy could make a constructive and criticial intervention in the ongoing efforts to interpret the mathematicized theories of Descartes and Heisenberg (No. 7 1980). Already in that earlier article, Clouser had observed that the English-speaking and North American reception of Dooyeweerd's work repeatedly misinterpreted the intention of this philosophy.

I've found that once I use that term [transcendental], my partner in discussion presumes that Dooyeweerd is some sort of subjective idealist, that he is committed to some version of a doctrine of fixed 'categories' of thought, and no doubt maintains a highly problematic cleavage between sensation and conceptualization (p.157).

Clouser observed that in his time (i.e 1930s in the Netherlands) Dooyeweerd had taken the word "transcendental" and given it a new meaning (ie universal and necessary conditions), using it to refer to that which is distinct from philosophy/science but upon which philosophy/science depends. But a philosophical appreciation of Dooyeweerd's achievement via this argument opens the way for an approach that may follow "in his line" but is not precious about the terminology in which it was initially formulated, nor even about its reputed theoretical achievements.


Further on in that article Clouser, in explaining the importance of philosophical self-reflection, deftly identifies the ongoing personal reflection that is needed if we are to give an account of abstraction in theory-making.

All this isolating business going on in thought can be reflectively noticed in progress, so there is no excuse for us to fail to recognize it as our own contribution to theoretical thinking (p.170).

There are, of course, other articles and book chapters where Clouser expounds his understanding of the basic contours of Dooyeweerd's monumental philosophy. Clearly his formulations are made with an eye to what would be understood as cogent theoretical explanation by the average college student. As we have said, Myth is Clouser's magnum opus
 but the following four essays also deserve special attention: 

· The Uniqueness of Dooyeweerd's Program for Philosophy and Science: Whence the Difference? (No. 21 1995) explains the distinctiveness of Dooyeweerd's philosophical orientation by way of comparison with significant trends in Christian thought since Augustine, by adopting the distinctive Cappadocian/Calvinist view of God's nature. Only God has non-dependent being; to attribute non-dependence to anything in addition to God is polytheism. 

· On the General Relation of Religion, Metaphysics, and Science (No. 22 1996) is a rationale for a non-reductionist metaphysics. The purpose of giving a scientific enumeration of the diverse aspects of reality is not to allow reduction to go ahead unhindered but rather to show how all the things, actions, structures and events of creaturely life can indeed be subject to a genuine non-reductionistic scientific investigation.
· A Sketch of Dooyeweerd's Philosophy of Science (No 23 1996) outlines major facets of Dooyeweerd's general theory of modal aspects, with special attention to how one thing can be scientifically distinguished from other things, how the idea of individuality is to be employed, how the analogical ordering of concepts opens the way to recognising how concepts reflect all modal aspects, how "enkapsis" is a valid alternative to whole/part metaphysical construal of diversely structured entities, how the role of religious ground motives is to be understood and also how theoretical conflicts should be processes as part of the task of uncovering antinomies in scientific research. 
· A  Blueprint for a Non-Reductionist Theory of Reality (No. 39 2007) explains the view that there can be no justification for the belief that any particular kind of entity can be independent of all other kinds. Clouser reiterates his categorisation of the objectionable uses of reductionism in theory-making whilst also summarsing the basic tenets of a non-reductionist theory of reality (ontology) that is derived from Dooyeweerd.

Clouser's Contributions to Other Christian Philosophies


Admittedly, by the 1960s, Dooyeweerd's philosophy had gained some prominence in some reformed and evangelical colleges and their respective denominations. These are also the academic, theological and ecclesiastical circles in which the movement known as "reformed epistemology" gained adherents and has attained, relatively speaking, widespread recognition, in subsequent decades. Clouser's critical assessments of the philosophical arguments of Alvin Plantinga (see Nos 8 1983 & 22 1996) and his critique of Nicholas Wolterstorff (No. 27 1999) are important contributions to the "reformed epistemology" movement. It will be just as important to read the rejoinders to these criticisms by these two reformed philosophers when they appear.


Clouser's Reason and Belief in God (No. 33 2003), is an exchange with Eduardo Echeverria about the way in which Dooyeweerd's philosophy had been compared and contrasted with John Paul II's Fides et Ratio. It is worth mentioning in this context because Clouser's critique of Echeverria shows his understanding of how the philosopher with theistic beliefs is called upon to contribute to philosophical reflection based in a (non-reformed and Roman Catholic) "scholastic" option.


But it should be kept in mind that the story of Clouser's philosophical contribution is also part of the story by which Dooyeweerd's philosophy came to be progressively ignored in the reformed and evangelical context after it had gained its initial hearing - Dooyeweerd lectured in the USA and Canada in 1960 and 1965. We might surmise that Clouser who, over the years has been a sometime pastor and member of Methodist, Lutheran and Episcopalian congregations, did not easily qualify for a hearing among those who wanted to refer to Dooyeweerd's philosophy to justify their efforts to bring change to their own reformed denomination's educational institutions.

Clouser's Other Contributions to Christian Scholarship 


But nevertheless, there is a pressing "class-room issue" here that needs to be explained - if this is a valid philosophical approach, why is it so glaringly absent from the literature? What accounts for its continued absence? This question needs to be addressed: Why has there been such a sustained long-term absence over the long-term of this Christian philosophy? This absence has to be accounted for in a meaningful way so that students can readily understand what is going on here. The explanation can not simply contrast one cultural context - the Dutch-European context in which Dooyeweerd formulated his philosophy - with the local American academic culture that had not heard of this philosophy. That would simply turn it into a late 20th century North Atlantic migration problem.


Clouser chose to elaborate the details of Dooyeweerd's philosophy as a Christian account of theory-making, hand-in-hand with an explanation of the historical development of Christian thinking in the western world. And so, he closely followed Dooyeweerd's American lectures, "studies in the pretended autonomy of theoretical thought" that were first published in 1960 as In the Twilight of Western Thought.


In the 1970s, Clouser also benefited from discussions with Jim Skillen, Robert Knudsen and others who were also occupied with the question of how to translate this account of theory-making, and the history of theory-making, for their own academic specialities. They were seeking to explain the possibilities of philosophy, and this philosophy in particular, in terms of the creational law-order. But an account of theory-making that explains its creational possibility in terms of the biblical "ground motive" seems to regularly get derailed. Why? We have already noted the intense spiritual confrontation that is an unavoidable part of the religious background to this Christian philosophy. And we also note that Clouser, Professor of Philosophy and Religion, has given considerable attention to the comparative study of religions. To reflect upon the historical development of Christian thinking is also to confront questions about the comparative impact of "religious ground motives" upon philosophical reflection and cultural formation. There are not only the differences between the "religions of the book" - Judaism, Christianity, Islam - which together claim Abrahamic inheritance, but there is also the ongoing and pervasive influence of Greek philosophy from pre-Christian time as well as, since the 15th and 16th centuries, "the rise of modern paganism" (see here the study by Peter Gay The Enlightenment: an Interpretation - the Rise of Modern Paganism 1966). Then there are also the eastern religions (Hinduism and the varieties of Buddhism) and many animists religions found these days in remote regions of the world while in the "civilized" countries there is a resurgence of ancient paganism. 


We have already drawn attention to the development of Clouser's thinking about the philosophy of religion and metaphysics. His 1979 discussion in No. 5 The Four Options in Philosophy of Religion was excerpted from a 1977 Philosophy Syllabus he had written for classes at Trenton State College. It is a discussion of the various ways "religion" is approached from within the philosophical discipline. It is framed in order to develop a critical dialogue. 


The 1996 article, On the General Relation of Religion, Metaphysics, and Science (No. 22), gives an overview of all the specific ways in which religion, metaphysics and science do, or could, relate. In his discussion Clouser lists "The Three Most Popular Answers". These are rationalism - rational principles are neutral with regard to every subject matter and are common to all people; scholasticism - all humans have reason, only the faithful have the gift of faith; reason has access to nature and faith has access to supernature; religious irrationalism or insulationism, is related to Galileo's view of the bible which "tells us how to go to heaven not how the heavens go". This latter view, developed philosophically by Kant, was taken up by Schleiermacher and Kierkegaard, and assumed that religious belief pertains to an area of knowledge which is completely different from that occupied by science and philosophy. In contrast to all three answers, Calvin, Kuyper and Dooyewerd are said to provide an account of theory-making in which belief in God impinges on every sort of subject matter. Knowledge of God is crucial to every kind of true knowledge.


The essays noted in footnote 1 above are also examples of Clouser's contribution to Christian reflection about creationism, intelligent design, evolutionism, making his own contributions to the American Scientific Affiliation and conferences convened by the Templeton Foundation.

Other Salient Contributions


Apart from his initial exegetical contribution to Aristotle studies, which Herman Dooyeweerd himself chose to publish in Philosophia Reformata, Clouser has exercised his sharp analytical skills in discussing political topics. Puritanism on Authority (No. 5, 1979) and the 2007 Kuyper Lecture A Third View of Rights and Law (No. 40 2007) are notewowthy contributions for understanding the logical inconsistencies and underlying tensions in the Puritan and American approaches to politics.


He has had editorial pieces published in Public Justice Report on the following topics: American national character (No. 12), American militarism (No. 17), the dominance of unelected interest groups in congress (No. 19), just war principles (No. 25), the role of the NRA and gun control (No. 28), the death penalty (No. 29), and nuclear arms and national prestige (No. 37). These are all tightly argued viewpoints on a range of political issues. Each could be taken as an example of careful logical discussion of contempory public issues. They would be good examples to show our eager freshman who was intent on asking: "But what do philosophers do?" 


There are reviews of books - one on Christian anthropological dualisms (No. 9) and another on Christian responses to Marxism and neo-Marxism (No. 14). There is a contribution to a symposium considering Glenn Tinder's discussion of love and justice (No. 13) as well as a notable conference paper which considers how religious belief relates to social norms (No. 20). In these writings Clouser has shown an intuitive understanding for the way philosophical thinking informs political theory, ethics and sociology.

Philosophy as Dependable Analysis


And so, we can say that from this perspective, the development of a philosophy has everything to do with whatever it is that the philosopher, and not just the philosopher's abstracted argument, depends upon. By describing Clouser's contribution in these terms, we can say that his philosophy has been constructed in the belief that the Creator-Redeemer who has made Himself known to us in Jesus Christ is the One on whom everyone and everything depends. The term "everything" also includes all the different kinds of argument, the rules of logical inference, concepts and philosophical analysis itself. Everything here means everything, or more exactly, everything creaturely, everything that is part of creation including:

... the host of abstract animals in the great corral of Plato's Other World ... (Religious Language: A New Look at an Old Problem No. 8 1983 p. 386).

Creation depends on the Creator. Reality consists of God and creatures, creator and creation, the dependent and the Divine. The abstractions of theory-making are directed to created reality and are regulated by our beliefs in God or a substitute divinity. That we can depend upon the Lord the Almighty, maker of heaven and earth, is the surest basis we have for doing philosophy and seeking to provide reliable philosophical analysis.


Simply saying this, and thereby describing the "religious ground-motive" of Clouser's philosophy, does not mean that we have succeeded in putting forward a cogent case as to why his philosophical analysis deserves careful consideration. This particular contribution to philosophy now needs to be argued philosophically. Simply admitting that one believes that logical thinking has been made possible by the way God created us, does not, of itself, demonstrate that one has mastered an understanding of the laws that govern a logically formed argument. Nor have we given an elaborated theoretical account of the place of logical thinking in our lives. But to grant that is not to say that one's belief in God, one's religious belief, defies logic. Not at all.


Grappling with issues like these, and seeking to find a way of presenting a logical and cogent case for the philosophical vocation, means that one will soon become immersed in complex arguments that have long histories. These arguments may involve assumptions that appeal to other "religious ground-motives", to other professed dependabilities, and therefore diverge at root from a Christian philosophical standpoint. Our intellectual tradition is an ongoing discussion and debate between rival traditions about alternative ways of explaining the philosophical task. Clouser's philosophical analysis has sought to give a cogent account of this inherited philosophic divergence.
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1. "Aristotle's Theory of Moral Incontinence". University of Pennsylvania: M.A Diss in Philosophy

2. “Aristotle's Theory of Moral Incontinence" Philosophia Reformata 33e jrg 1st and 2nd Qrs, pp. 90‑99.

3. "Transcendental Critique, Ontological Reduction, and Religious Belief in the Philosophy of Herman Dooyeweerd". University of Pennsylvania: Ph.D. Dissertation in philosophy.

4. "The Religious A Priori of Theoretical Thought" Philosophy Syllabus, Trenton State College, New Jersey. 111pp

5. "Four Options in the Philosophy of Religion"  Anakainosis 1:3, April, pp. 15-18

6. "Puritanism on Authority" Anakainosis 1:4, June, pp. 18-19.

The excerpt of the lecture is relevant for understanding the religious background of the American constitution, and also shows an ability to pin-point ambiguities in political life. it is also relevant for those who want to understand the tensions in other "post-Puritan" polities.

7. “A Critique of Descartes and Heisenberg" Philosophia  Reformata 45e jrg Nr.2, pp. 157‑177.

This article can be read as the first in a series of critical re-presentations of Dooyeweerd's thought that Clouser has written over the years - see also Nos. 10 (1985), 21 (1995), 23 (1996), 27 (1999), 33 (2003), 41 (2008). His published books of course should also be included in this list (The Myth of Religious Neutrality 15/ 34 and Knowing with the Heart 25/38). Clouser asks his readers to interpret Dooyeweerd's critique in terms of a suggested 'thought experiment' about theory-making in which we use our own critical introspection to assess our own thought activity in relation to the additional activities we undertake when we engage in abstraction. Such additional abstracting activities are different in degree, but also border on a difference in the kind of thought that is required. It is suggested that these differences are brought about by the intensity of the focus brought to the activity of identifying and then isolating entities and properties. In this sense, the abstracting activity can be said to interfere with, break apart, or disrupt the continuity in our experience. At least that is Clouser's account at this time, a re-interpretation of how Dooyeweerd could refer to the "splitting up" of reality, as a result of theoretical analysis. For Descartes and Heisenberg the basic truths of mathematics are accepted as Divine. And the article concludes with Heisenberg's explicit embrace of the Pythagorean religion.

8. "Religious Language: A New Look at an Old Problem", in H. Hart, J. Van der Hoeven & N. Wolterstorff (eds), Rationality in the Calvinian Tradition Lanham: University Press of America, pp. 385‑407.

Clouser reiterates that the universal creationist view of religious language presupposes and remains consistent with, the biblical doctrine of God's transcendence, which, on both counts, the analogy theory does not achieve. Religious language holds its meaning and the view espoused also throws new light on some crucial biblical doctrines and their rightful interpretation.

9. Review of J Vander Stelt (ed) The Challenge of Marxist and NeoMarxist Ideology for Christian Scholarship Sioux Center: Dordt College Press, 1982 in Westminster Theological Journal, vol. LXVI, Spring, pp. 161 – 163.

10. Dooyeweerd on Religion and Faith - A Response Conference paper, Institute for Christian Studies, Toronto, June. 23 pp.

He formulates his view of religious trust as his conclusion, Luther's Commentary on the First Commandment is quoted: "But whatever your heart clings and entrusts itself to is, I say, really your God." 

11. "Divine Accommodation: An Alternative Theory of Religious Language", Tijdskrif vir Christelike Wetenscap, August, 94-127.

12. "Is There an American National Character". Public Justice Report vol. 12, No. 7, April pp.1, 7. 

Whether it is in foreign affairs, aid to third-world countries or to disaster victims, America seems to only do it in order to become Number One. There's need for Americans to re-think the way they think about themselves.

13. "Love and Coercion" Contribution to part II of a symposium on Glenn Tinder The Political Meaning of Christianity (Louisiana State University Press, 1989) in Public Justice Report, vol. 13, no. 9, July/August pp.2-5 at p. 4.


Clouser distinguishes the legal obligation to judge fairly from the moral obligation to what is loving. Doing what is fair and what is loving are two sorts of good, even if they are not identical. Both are strongly enjoined by scripture. Love cannot be fulfilled without doing justice. To neglect either is to fail in both.

14. Review of John Cooper Body, Soul, and Life Everlasting: Biblical Anthropololgy and the Monism-Dualism Debate Eerdmans: Grand Rapids 1989 in WestminsterTheological Journal, vol. 53, no. 1, Spring pp. 162-163.
15. “Genesis and Science on the Origin of the Human Race", Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith, Vol. 43, no.1, March, pp. 2–13. 

16. The Myth of Religious Neutrality: An Essay on the Hidden Role of Religious Belief in Theories Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press (Revised & Expanded edition, 2005 No.35). 

17. "Victory in the Gulf?” Editorial Public Justice Report, Vol. 14, No. 10, September p. 6.


A brief editorial piece on the end of the Gulf War and the celebrations taking place in the US. What I find deeply disturbing is the way military victory is being equated with national pride and worth. 
18. “Faith Tectonics" in Ellipses, Spring, pp. 77-80.

Clouser's argument follows the logical path of defining a key term, discussing its impact upon the philosophy of science in a general way and suggesting how public education can be creatively interpreted from a philosophy-of-religion standpoint.


19. “Interest Groups Dominate Congress" in Public Justice Report, Vol. 16, No. 5 Sept-Oct pp. 6-7.


Interest groups should have opportunity in Committee to give testimony before the assembled Congress, but that should be open and public, enhancing the transparency of governance. Though seriously put and not an idealist, Clouser concedes that such a proposal seems 'far out' at this point in the history of America's democracy.

20. "Social Norms and Religious Belief" Conference Paper, Society for the Scientific Study of Religion, Raleigh, NC, Nov 9  

Clouser notes the limited use of pragmatism as a strategy when there is nothing better to go on, but even here, as a stop-gap measure, we use it to deal with a difficulty when we don't really know the truth. But it is of no value as a substitute for truth, even if taken to be so. As a philosophical strategy, as a guide for daily-life, pragmatism just does not work.

21. “The Uniqueness of Dooyeweerd's Program for Philosophy and Science: Whence the Difference?" in Sander Griffioen and Bert Balk eds Christian Philosophy at the Close of the 20th Century Kampen: Kok, pp. 113-125.

The argument has explained the difference Dooyeweerd's philosophy makes for a non-reductionistic approach to the natural sciences. 

22. "On the General Relation of Religion, Metaphysics, and Science” Chapter 3 of J. M. Van der Meer ed Facets of Faith and Science Vol. II Lanham: University Press of America, pp. 57-80.

The purposes of giving a scientific enumeration of the diverse aspects of reality is not to allow reduction to go ahead unhindered but rather to show how all the things, actions, structures and events of creaturely life can indeed be subject to a truly and genuinely non-reductionistic scientific investigation.

23. "A Sketch of Dooyeweerd's Philosophy of Science" Chapter 4 of J. M. Van der Meeer ed. Facets of Faith and Science, Vol. II Lanham: University Press of America, pp. 81-98.

The Christian ground-motive - Creation, fall, redemption and fellowship with God through His Spirit - is centred on the difference between creator and creature and should drive cultural development and theories.

24. "A Critique of Historicism", Critica: revista Hispanoamericana de Filosofía, Vol. XXIX/No. 85/ México, abril pp. 41-63.

The survey of the contours of Rorty's pragmatic incorporation of historicist insights concludes with the suggestion that not only has Rorty failed to rescue historicism from its own incoherencies, but he has compounded the difficulties of historicism's central claims.

25. “Remembering Hiroshima and Nagasaki”, Capital Commentary, August 18.


This piece, written on the occasion of the anniversary of the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki that brought an end to World War Two, is also an exposition of "Just War" principles. Just war is one fought in self-defense. The New Testament says explicitly that Government has the authority and such authority to use force not only includes punishment of evil doers but also protection from foreign invasion. 

26. Knowing with the Heart: Religious Experience and Belief in God. Downers Grove, IVP.

Avoiding the divinizing of any aspect of this world is a good way to begin to avoid tyrannizing people. 

27. "Is God Eternal?" in A G Sienra ed The Rationality of Theism Amsterdam/Atlanta: Rodopi Publishers, pp. 273–299.

April 1985 The American Academy of Religion & and March 1986 The Society of Christian Philosophers: "Is God Eternal?". The value of the Cappadocian and Reformational view is that it leaves us free to think about God in so far as he has made Himself known to us, and it implies that God has freely made Himself known. The promise of the Gospel is that God indeed has revealed Himself as One who keeps His promises.

28. “Taking Aim at Gun Control”, Capital Commentary, July 5.

The US Constitution may not ban gun ownership altogether, but just as an alcoholic will not be given a driving license, so also a criminal or insane person will not be given a gun license. Background checks for gun owners are simply not enough. There is a need for proper instruction and testing in the safe use, handling and storage of firearms. 

29. “Is the Death Penalty Still Viable?”, Capital Commentary, October 25. 

The final sentence captures Clouser's view here: Capital punishment should stand precisely because of the high value of each and every human life, including the life of each victim. 
30. “Two Watersheds of Biblical Interpretation” in J Kok ed. Marginal Resistance: Essays dedicated to John Vander Stelt Sioux Center: Dordt College Press pp. 273–293.

A Concluding postscript explains Clouser's concern for the average church-goer who shifts between religious focus and encyclopedic assumption, perhaps unconsciously. A change is needed in the traditional way in which Christians of protestant background claim the scriptures to be comprehensively authoritative. Understanding the gospel does not depend upon theories and scholarly investigations. But that doesn't mean that the study of the scriptures is an easy affair. All should be encouraged to read but need to be warned about the difficulties.

31. “Is Theism Compatible with Evolution?” in Rob Pennock ed., Intelligent Design Creationism and Its Critics: Philosophical, Theological, and Scientific Perspectives, Cambridge: MIT Press, pp. 513–536.

[how] ... belief in God relates to the theories of the sciences, rather than trying to infer support for belief in God from features of the universe.


32. “Is There a Christian view of Everything from Soup to Nuts?”,  Pro Rege, June, pp. 1–10. 

The aim in such theorising is to reckon with dependency without reduction. It isn't an easy program and requires careful re-working of all major theories in all fields, since the proposed explainers are either divine or reducible to another part of creation which is taken as divine. 

33. “Reason and Belief in God”, Philosophia Reformata, Vol. 68 (2003) No. 2, pp. 36–68.


Clouser clarifies that metaphysics in such a frame of reference is not ruled out. What is ruled out is metaphysics as the equivalent of a theory of reality. Rather metaphysics is defined as a theory of created reality. (pp. 66-68). This is a theory that is internally controlled and guided by belief in God (p. 68). 

34. The Myth of Religious Neutrality: An Essay on the Hidden Role of Religious Belief in Theories Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press

Revised & expanded edition of No. 16 above. The revised and expanded edition is now being translated into Spanish and Korean, and a German translation has been accepted for publication by the Verlag fur Kultur und Wissenschaften, Berlin. 

...analogous to finding a huge oak tree in the middle of a desert. Although he couldn't help being impressed by the oak, he said, he was left with the even stronger feeling of puzzlement as to what on earth it was doing there.In this book I try to plant an oasis around the oak so as to diminish the wonder that it's there, and thus allow the readers attention to be focused where it belongs: on the most original philosophical theory since Kant.

35. “Prospects for Theistic Science”, in Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith, Spring pp. 2–15 and "Replies..." pp.23-27.  

36. “Genesis Regained: Creation not Creationism” in Tydskrif vir Christelike Wetenscap, 42ste Jrg 29 – 64. 

... since all theories are regulated by some divinity belief or other, theists are not engaged in special pleading when they wish their interpretation of the sciences to be regulated by belief in God. 

37.  “Nukes and National Prestige”, Capital Commentary, Dec 22.


This brings together arguments put forward in two previous "political statements" in No. 12, "Is there an American national character?", on the growing American tendency to "beat your neighbour" and No. 17, "Victory in the gulf?", asking if America is claiming national honour from military victories rather than seeking justice. This is an appeal to an alternative norm for America's national direction from what is currently emerging in its public domain. 

38. Knowing with the Heart: Religious Experience and Belief in God. Eugene, Oregon: Wipf and Stock Publishers

Revised edition of No. 25 above.

39.  “A  Blueprint for a Non-Reductionist Theory of Reality”, September 2007 Mitteleuropa Foundation, Balzano: Sept. 2007.

The article sounds the battle-cry for calling the bluff of metaphysical reduction. When it is seen to be based upon a privileging of some aspects of the cosmos it's "pure science" pretensions are exposed by deifications that can be seen for what they are, empty words which are accompanied by no idea of what is being referred to. 

40.  “A Third View of Rights and Law”, Kuyper Lecture, Center for Public Justice, Harvard Law School, Oct.


Sphere sovereignty is not only a negative principle, concerned with the limits of societal authority, but it is a view which respects the value of all social spheres. It provides a way to avoid the pragmatist and positivist views of law. Neither is sphere sovereignty a theocratic view of society; and it is a view that non-Theists may accept on any ground they wish, and to accept it to whatever extent they may find useful for that is guaranteed them by the principle itself. It is a view found in the New Testament, its ultimate basis is belief in God. But it is not part of any effort to favour Christians nor is it a plank of some campaign to force Christian views on non-Christians.

41. "Transcendental Critique Revisited and Revised" Philosophia Reformata
42. "Is Belief in God made Obselete by Science?"

This is a brief polemical piece that takes up the "thought experiment" developed in previous articles (Nos. 7, 23, 24). Clouser uses it to expose the "literally meaningless" idea of materialist philosophy that asserts that the universe is either "purely physical" or whatever other non-physical properties exist are produced by physical things and laws.

� 	Consider Percy W Bridgman's 1949 statement: "No one standing on the outside can predict what the individual scientist will do or what method he will follow. In short, science is what scientists do, and there are as many scientific methods as there are individual scientists". I simply let this stand here as an example of a widely held view, and note, without attempting to offer any extended examination of Bridgman's (operationalist) philosophy, that he is assuming that whatever philosophy is it is the expression of human autonomy. In this definition, therefore, we confront Bridgman's "divinity belief".  


� 	You may come across various arguments that say that scientific explanation should not allow norms and values to cloud scientific judgment. Nevertheless, the view that scientific theory should be "value free" cannot escape putting forward the view that a "value free" approach should characterise scientific explanation. We won't explore this ambiguity here except to say that Clouser's philosophy, following Dooyeweerd's "transcendental critique", provides a cogent explanation of how this ambiguity arises from a commitment to scientific neutrality. Thinking, in all its modes, is normative activity.


�	see No. 15 � HYPERLINK "http://www.asa3.0rg/ASA/PSCF/1991/PSCF3-91/Clouser.html" ��Genesis and Science on the Origin of the Human Race�, No. 22 � HYPERLINK "http://www.allofliferedeemed.co.uk/Clouser/Facets of Faith and Science ch203.pdf" ��On the General Relation of Religion, Metaphysics, and Science�, No. 31 � HYPERLINK "http://www.allofliferedeemed.co.uk/Clouser/RC-ITCwE.pdf" ��Is Theism Compatible with Evolution?�, No. 32 � HYPERLINK "http://www.dordt.edu/publications/pro_rege/crcpi/93211.pdf" ��Is There a Christian View of Everything from Soup to Nuts?�, No. 35 � HYPERLINK "http://www.asa3.org/ASA/PSCF/2006/PSCF3-06Clouser.pdf" ��Prospects for Theistic Science�, No. 36 � HYPERLINK "http://www.allofliferedeemed.co.uk/Clouser/Genesis_regained_June_2006.pdf" ��Genesis Regained: Creation not Creationism�, No. 42 �HYPERLINK "http://www.allofliferedeemed.co.uk/Clouser/RCObselete.pdf"��Is Belief in God made Obselete by Science?�


� 	No. 8 � HYPERLINK "http://www.allofliferedeemed.co.uk/Clouser/religious language.pdf" ��Religious Language: A New Look at an Old Problem�, No. 11 � HYPERLINK "http://www.allofliferedeemed.co.uk/Clouser/divine accommodation.pdf" ��Divine Accommodation: An Alternative Theory of Religious Language�, No. 14 � HYPERLINK "http://www.allofliferedeemed.co.uk/Clouser/ReviewofCooperWTJ53.pdf" ��Review of John Cooper Body, Soul, and Life Everlasting: Biblical Anthropology and the Monism-Dualism Debate�, No. 27 � HYPERLINK "http://www.allofliferedeemed.co.uk/Clouser/RC-IGE.pdf" ��Is God Eternal?�, No. 30 � HYPERLINK "http://www.allofliferedeemed.co.uk/Clouser/RC-3WoBI.pdf" ��Three Watersheds of Biblical Interpretation�, No. 33 � HYPERLINK "http://www.allofliferedeemed.co.uk/Clouser/RC-R&BiG.pdf" ��Reason and Belief in God�, No. 36 � HYPERLINK "http://www.allofliferedeemed.co.uk/Clouser/Genesis_regained_June_2006.pdf" ��Genesis Regained: Creation not Creationism�.


� 	see �HYPERLINK "http://www.allofliferedeemed.co.uk/Clouser/historicism.PDF"��No. 24� for Clouser's examination of Rorty's attempt to historicize Dewey's pragmatism.


� 	see James K A Smith Editorial Introduction to Herman Dooyeweerd In the Twilight of Western Thought: Studies in the Pretended Autonomy of Theoretical Thought Edwin Mellen Press, 1999 pp.v-xiii at p. xii. 


� 	The granting of the PhD in 1972 was followed by promotion to Associate Professor in 1973. The publication of Myth in 1991 coincided with his promotion to full Professor.


�  	see � HYPERLINK "http://www.allofliferedeemed.co.uk/ClouserAnakainosis.htm" ��No. 5� 1979
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