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ix

I once noted in a footnote somewhere that I thought there was important work 
to be done showing the ways in which Reformed Epistemology (RE) and 
postmodern philosophy were resources for each other. In that footnote, as I 
recall, I cited another footnote by James K. A. Smith who had said something 
similar calling for such work. Yoon Shin has written the book that Smith and 
I both said was needed.

What RE and postmodernism share, at their core, is an awareness of the 
situatedness of human knowing. Critical of all “views from nowhere,” RE 
and postmodernism appreciate that we are always already somewhere. And, 
we are “there” before we know that we are. Life, both discourses realize, is 
the space of knowing. Accordingly, the goal of both RE and postmodernism 
is not to reduce life to the object of knowledge but instead to make knowledge 
adequate to the realities of finite living.

The initial difference between RE and postmodernism, however, is the 
seeming decidedly “religious,” specifically Protestant Christian, commit-
ments of the former, and the seeming decidedly “relativist” commitments of 
the latter. And, the all too common story goes, Christianity is a clear rejection 
of relativism and so anything like a full engagement between RE and post-
modernism would face serious obstacles because it is like noting the similari-
ties between oil and water—they are both liquids after all—and then, as a 
result, assuming that they will mix well. Perhaps the chemical, or in this case, 
confessional, structure, as it were, of RE and postmodernism are just incom-
patible. Accordingly, some have defended the importance of fighting against 
postmodern relativism in the name of the “absolute Truth” of Christianity. 
However, such accounts of absolute incompatibility reflect facile readings of 
both postmodernism and Christianity.

Foreword

“The Views from Somewhere”
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x Foreword

In response to such unsustainable readings, many others have offered 
more compelling proposals about the possibilities of this unlikely pairing 
between Christianity and postmodernism. Stressing the notion of epistemic 
humility called for as a result of the noetic effects of sin, and the relational 
form in which much of the New Testament is presented, scholars such as 
Merold Westphal, James K. A. Smith, and I, among many others, have long 
contended for the importance of postmodernism as a resource for better 
appreciating these aspects of Christian spirituality. In light of such an aware-
ness, RE’s confessional orientation should not be understood as necessarily 
localized to specific Christian claims, but understood to stand as a model for 
why lived commitments do not need to be abandoned in order to do philoso-
phy. Instead, only by attending to such lived commitments, I would suggest, 
are we able to be philosophically rigorous. As such, RE should not be read 
as necessarily Christian, but as an epistemic proposal that makes possible 
confessionally specific lived identity, whether religious or not, as the context 
out of which any concern for evidence and warrant would then emerge. Only 
when we read RE as more broadly applicable in such ways does it offer the 
most substantive defense of the particular way that Christian belief and prac-
tice can serve as legitimate philosophical starting points.

Alternatively, postmodernism is not best understood as a metaphysi-
cal anti-realism at odds with Christian truth. It is only when interpreted in 
this flat-footed and ultimately incoherent way that claims such as Jacques 
Derridas’s famous suggestion that “there is no outside of the text,” Richard 
Rorty’s sociological conception of truth, or Michel Foucault’s proposal about 
the workings of power get read as rejections of all mind-independent states of 
affairs. Admittedly there are plenty of passages in the books of postmodern 
philosophers that might invite such interpretations, but they are ultimately 
uncharitable dismissals of the way that such thinkers are attempting to 
account for the humility invited by embodied life. Epistemic perspectivalism 
does not entail metaphysical anti-realism. Just because I can’t get outside my, 
or my community’s, hermeneutic frames doesn’t mean that there is nothing 
outside of those frames. Indeed, to read postmodernism as a metaphysical 
thesis is to fail to appreciate its most basic epistemic gesture. If we can’t get 
beyond our own perspectives, then there is no way to stand in the “view from 
nowhere” by which one could so easily reject metaphysical realism. Instead, 
open to a variety of metaphysical views (realist and anti-realist alike), post-
modernism is best appreciated as a matter of epistemic humility occasioned 
by an embrace of existential risk.

When approached this way, we can see that RE can be grounded in 
Christianity insofar as the defenders of RE do draw heavily upon their 
own Christian tradition, without, thereby, requiring Christianity to be the 
only legitimately warranted option for epistemically responsible living. 
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Alternatively, we can note that postmodernism can be relativistic insofar as 
it appreciates the lived contexts in which all truth-claims are uttered, without 
thereby affirming anti-realism in all forms. This compatibility between RE 
and postmodernism is important because it strengthens the need for a more 
determinate inquiry into what it means to stand somewhere with confidence 
while still humbly recognizing that there are other reasonable places to stand.

In the attempt to think through the ways in which RE and postmodern-
ism might be mutually reinforcing in relation to a specific historical, and 
religious, context, Shin impressively turns occasionally within the book to 
Pentecostalism as a historical example of how the postmodern epistemol-
ogy he envisions might play out. His focus on Pentecostalism is significant 
because it does four things that are quite needed in the broader discourses of 
postmodern philosophy of religion, on the one hand, and Christian philoso-
phy, on the other.

First, the consideration of Pentecostalism interrupts the narrowness that 
often characterizes so much of contemporary Christian philosophy. Far too 
often “Christianity” is understood within the philosophical literature as either 
Catholicism or Reformed Protestantism. Although both are important tradi-
tions that have each made significant contributions to philosophical history, 
there is a danger in not recognizing the diversity and dynamism in Christianity 
as historically practiced. Indeed, Shin’s engagement with Pentecostalism is 
not the end of such expansive awareness but simply a step in the direction of 
increased inclusivity. “Christian” philosophy should never be synonymous 
with simply one Christian tradition, but instead allow for the plurality of 
Christian traditions: liberationist, womanist, Orthodox, and so forth. By offer-
ing the occasional engagement with Pentecostalism, Shin models the ways 
that RE and postmodernism should cultivate dialogical hospitality in light of 
epistemic humility.

Second, Pentecostalism is a global movement and, as such, increased 
philosophical consideration of Pentecostalism helps not only to add diversity 
to what counts as Christian philosophy, specifically, but also to invite more 
cross-cultural awareness in philosophy of religion, more broadly. In particu-
lar, by taking seriously the ways in which Pentecostal spirituality is often 
reflective of the sociocultural and historical spaces in which it gets lived out, 
we are likely to be more attentive to the ways in which abstraction is prob-
lematic as concerns embodied religious practice.

Third, the specific focus on Pentecostalism helps to overcome the latent 
cognitivist biases that are so often present within the mainstream debates 
in philosophy of religion. Pentecostalism is certainly a tradition that can, to 
some extent, be characterized by determinate beliefs and truth-claims, but 
it is also a tradition that appreciates affectivity as central to the relational 
dynamics of religious commitment. Shin’s focus on narrative and affectivity 
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in epistemology opens important spaces for future work on religious practice, 
liturgy, embodied cognition, and even identity theory.

Fourth, Pentecostalism has only recently received much philosophical 
attention, but for decades it has been the subject of sociological, theological, 
and historical analyses. Shin’s work fosters room for significant interdisci-
plinary engagement as he adeptly navigates the fraught boundaries between 
analytic epistemology, postmodern philosophy of religion, Pentecostal theol-
ogy, and cultural studies. In this way, Shin offers a stellar example of what I 
have elsewhere termed “mashup” philosophy.

This book is exciting because it announces where other books need to go. 
Even where I would disagree with Shin’s specific claims on particular points, 
I enthusiastically support the new trails he is attempting to blaze. I look for-
ward to hiking that trail with him because I think it offers new avenues in 
Christian philosophy, new opportunities in philosophy of religion, and new 
directions in postmodern epistemology. Ultimately, James K. A. Smith and I 
were both right to see the need for this work, but thankfully Yoon Shin was 
courageous enough to undertake it.

J. Aaron Simmons
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1

THINKING IN TONGUES: A TESTIMONY

Ever since I immigrated at a young age to the United States, I have inhabited 
the liminal space of identity that I later understood as the hybridity engen-
dered by being a cross-cultural kid (CCK).1 As I became more bilingual, 
I noticed that certain linguistic expressions of one language allowed for a 
fuller experience of the reality at hand than the other language, especially 
when the expression involved not only words but also intonation and bodily 
movements. In a sense, I “knew” the world at a deeper level through these 
embodied signs and acts. Moreover, my situated contexts and experiences, 
my hybrid identity, informed my knowledge in ways that differed from my 
Korean and Western counterparts.

In college, I was introduced to Van Tillian presuppositionalism. Drawing 
from its Dutch Reformed heritage, presuppositionalism teaches that knowl-
edge is not neutral as it is the product of ultimate presuppositions. 
Knowledge, however, must reflect reality, and absolute reality that represents 
“the ultimate standard of meaning, truth, and rationality” is the absolute 
person of God revealed in Christian Scripture.2 Unbeknownst to me, these 
twin ideas of perspectivism and realism prepared my postmodern turn.3 At 
Reformed Theological Seminary, my introduction to James K. A. Smith and 
Radical Orthodoxy (RO) realized this turn. In RO, I found a thoroughgoing 
postmodern Christian movement that was not inflicted with the relativism that 
I was warned about by conservative Evangelicals. I was also able to move 
beyond the remaining modernism in Van Til’s thought, the hermeneutics 
of totality, that seemingly made possible the attainment of absolute truth 
as covenant servant. As an egalitarian Pentecostal with some very different 
views at a Calvinist seminary, I was uncomfortable with the notion that the 

Introduction
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2 Introduction

right (conservative Presbyterian) interpretation of Scripture clothed one to 
speak with the authority of God. Nevertheless, I am grateful for presuppo-
sitionalism, especially my professor, John Frame, whose thoughts prepared 
me for postmodernism. Presuppositionalism became my gateway drug to 
postmodernism.

Personally important in my discovery of Smith and postmodernism 
was Smith’s Pentecostal identity.4 Pentecostalism is not merely a set of 
supplementary doctrines that adds onto an established doctrinal system. 
Pentecostalism is a “glocal,”5 polyphonic lived religion, a spirituality focused 
on the embodied encounter with the Holy Spirit. Implicit within the doxastic 
practices of Pentecostal spirituality are modes of knowing that are neither 
propositional nor quantifiable. This knowing otherwise highlights that knowl-
edge arises from situated embodiment.

My conservative Evangelical-Pentecostal ecclesial traditions subsumed 
this situatedness in favor of absolute, neutral, and universal truth, which did 
not represent my hybrid identity and experiences. Smith’s epistemology was 
the first systematic introduction to an epistemology that correlated with my 
life experiences and hybrid identity without losing the realism engendered 
by my faith. Since then, I have learned that Pentecostal spirituality naturally 
lends itself to this situated perspectivalism.

This work is the product of thinking through Smith’s Pentecostal episte-
mology, appropriating, critiquing, and constructing where necessary. Early 
on in this research journey, however, I concluded that Smith’s sketch of this 
epistemology is insufficiently Pentecostal. It is more accurately a postmodern 
epistemology that utilizes Pentecostalism as an example. On the one hand, 
this is expected since Smith purposefully narrows the scope of his epistemo-
logical proposal as a brief introduction and invites others to fill in the details. 
Part of this invited constructive work would inevitably require critique and 
modification.6 On the other hand, Smith’s various works that deal with epis-
temology provide a continuous but more developed epistemology without 
recourse to Pentecostalism. While developing Smith’s epistemology in more 
explicitly Pentecostal terms was an option, I have decided to develop Smith’s 
more robust postmodern epistemology. For his fuller account not only testi-
fies to my identity as a Pentecostal but also as a CCK whose own Pentecostal 
identity has been greatly influenced by the Reformed tradition and the aca-
demic community. Although I am affiliated with the Assemblies of God 
(USA), a classical Pentecostal fellowship, my Pentecostal identity cannot be 
neatly categorized by sixteen propositional doctrines.

Reflecting my hybrid identity, I cannot rest easy merely utilizing Smith 
as my leading interlocutor. Upon recognizing areas of deficiency in Smith’s 
epistemology, I saw how I could consistently and coherently appropriate the 
Reformed Epistemology (RE) of Alvin Plantinga and Nicholas Wolterstorff, 
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as opposed to traditions that regard justification as a necessary condition for 
knowledge, to construct a more robust postmodern epistemology that incor-
porates the perspectivity of postmodernism, the realism of Christianity, and 
the analytic distinction between belief and knowledge. Given the continual 
misunderstanding of postmodernism within certain sectors of Christianity 
due to their modernist epistemological objectivism—the idea that objective 
knowledge can obtain absolute truth—there is a need for a realist epistemol-
ogy that is sufficiently postmodern and Christian—postmodern due to its 
epistemological resources and the current milieu and Christian due to the 
importance of pistic commitments for knowledge, among other reasons. This 
work thus seeks to demonstrate that postmodernism and Christianity are not 
mutually exclusive.

Plantinga and Wolterstorff come from a long lineage of Reformed think-
ers, such as Abraham Kuyper, Herman Bavinck, Herman Dooyeweerd, 
and Cornelius Van Til, who have creatively explored the implications of 
following the Augustinian dictum fides quaerens intellectum (faith seeking 
understanding). Notably, Plantinga, who received the 2017 John Templeton 
Prize and was once heralded as “America’s leading orthodox Protestant phi-
losopher of God,”7 has worked tirelessly toward presenting Christian belief 
as rationally warranted without undefeated evidence or argument through his 
development of RE. Wolterstorff provides an account that shares an affinity 
with postmodernism’s situatedness. Moreover, with their rejection of epis-
temic neutrality, postmodernism and RE seem, at first glance, good dialogue 
partners for a postmodern epistemology.

But why choose Smith as the primary interlocutor? Should not a book 
on postmodern epistemology primarily interact with the giants of French 
philosophy: Jacques Derrida, Jean-François Lyotard, or Michel Foucault? 
This is an important methodological question. The reason is that Smith, 
who specializes in deconstruction and phenomenology, is a superb exegete 
and synthesizer who has paved the way for his theological communities 
to reimagine and understand faith and reality more clearly through critical 
appropriation of postmodernism, especially by showing the Augustinian heri-
tage of Derrida, Heidegger, and Camus.8 In the construction of a Christian 
epistemology, then, Smith is an important and critical voice that cannot be 
ignored, especially for Evangelicalism and Pentecostalism that have widely 
viewed postmodernism as an insidious enemy infecting culture and faith with 
nihilistic relativism and moral decay. Their concerns are not wholly mistaken. 
The incessant postmodern critique, the deconstructing of preciously held 
commitments and beliefs, can seem frightening. But postmodernism is not 
a monolithic reality. This book is a way to help ease their concerns without 
capitulating to modernist assumptions and is an answer to Jerry Gill’s point 
that postmoderns have not practiced the same amount of vigor in rectifying 
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the problems of modernism.9 Given that Smith has been showing the posi-
tive contributions postmodernism can make to philosophy and religion, it is 
important to exposit and analyze his thoughts.

Smith is “fast becoming a major voice in the world of postmodern theol-
ogy.”10 The renowned historian of religion Martin Marty considers possibly 
adding Smith to the collection of scholars who have influenced him, a list 
that includes luminaries such as Paul Ricoeur and Maurice Merleau-Ponty.11 
In Pentecostal philosophy, Smith, along with Amos Yong, is a Godfather-
like figure, helping establish the philosophy interest group within the Society 
for Pentecostal Studies in 2000 and also editing Eerdmans’ Pentecostal 
Manifestos series.

Importantly, the postmodern Pentecostal philosopher J. Aaron Simmons 
considers Smith’s essay “Advice to Pentecostal Philosophers” as setting the 
agenda for Pentecostal philosophy.12 Revealing his Heideggerian influence, 
Smith argues that Pentecostal philosophical methodology cannot start with 
some supposed abstract, neutral reason because philosophy is a theoretical, 
second-order reflection on pretheoretical lived experience. Thus, undergird-
ing Pentecostal philosophy must be the embodied, lived faith of Pentecostal 
spirituality that provides the resources for theorizing in a manner consistent 
with its Pentecostal identity.13 This situated, embodied emphasis has great 
affinity with continental philosophy, as evidenced in Pentecostal philoso-
phy’s prominent engagement with postmodern, not analytic, philosophy.14 
Such has been the influence of Smith. For Pentecostal philosophers, much 
of their philosophy must go through Smith, whether through appropriation, 
rejection, or creative and critical construction. This is because Smith set much 
of the agenda for Pentecostal epistemology (and, with Amos Yong and Nimi 
Wariboko, much of Pentecostal philosophy).15

The entrance into this work is thus through Smith, as it exposits and cre-
atively appropriates Smith’s postmodern Pentecostal epistemology while 
critically augmenting it with RE. This dialogue between continental and 
analytic philosophy, Pentecostal spirituality and the Reformed tradition, and 
perspectivism and realism represented by Smith and RE is an extension of 
the daily reality I face as a CCK. For CCKs, every day brings new “mashup” 
opportunities. In music, mashup brings different songs together to create 
a unique sound that blends without pure synthesis. This blending does not 
synthesize in such a way that the voices lose their distinctive features in the 
creation of the new. In a similar way, mashup philosophy takes cue from this 
musical genre and brings together different philosophies to form something 
new and original.16 This work is a mashup project that synthesizes without 
negating the distinctive voices of the interlocutors.17 However, despite their 
shared Reformed heritage, there are differences that could act as roadblocks 
for coherent synthesis. What are some of these differences?
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First, while Plantinga has written extensively in epistemology, much 
of Smith’s epistemology is embedded in his wider works in philosophical 
hermeneutics, philosophy of language, and philosophical anthropology that 
requires careful exegesis to clarify the details.

Second, Plantinga has predominantly written on noetic beliefs, whereas 
Smith’s epistemology portrays knowledge as primarily and irreducibly narra-
tive and affective, raising the question about whether they are addressing the 
same type of knowledge.

Third, while Smith finds himself at home with figures like Derrida, 
Lyotard, and Rorty, Plantinga finds much to reject in postmodernism, casti-
gating its denial of objectivity and truth.18 For Plantinga, postmodernism is “a 
kind of failure of epistemic nerve” due to its rejection of truth in the face of 
uncertainty that flows from the demise of classical foundationalism.19 In this 
way, Merold Westphal’s claim that “it is widely assumed, by friend and foe 
alike, that the central themes of the postmodern philosophers and the central 
loci of orthodox Christian theology are mutually exclusive” seems to capture 
Plantinga’s sentiment.20 Although Westphal believes that RE is compatible 
with postmodernism, he doubts Plantinga and Wolterstorff would accept the 
label “postmodern” to describe their thought.21

Fourth, Smith seems to relish in the qualities of postmodernism that 
Plantinga rejects. His supposed repudiation of realism and support for 
Christian relativism seem to represent all that is wrong with postmodern-
ism.22 In fact, his postmodern Pentecostal epistemology has invited criticism 
that of neo-Kantianism that results in narrative relativism and arbitrary adju-
dication.23 Not only that, Smith criticizes Plantinga’s epistemology, even its 
pneumatological aspect, as overly cognitive.24 This emphasis seems method-
ologically antithetical to the primacy and irreducibility that Smith assigns to 
non-propositional, pretheoretical knowledge.

Given these differences, can this mashup even get off the ground? Must 
one agree with those who believe in the impossibility of rapprochement 
between continental and analytic traditions?25 In the face of these concerns 
and questions, I propose that such a mashup is indeed possible and even 
valuable.

First, the acceptance of postmodernism has been growing, exemplified in 
Smith’s own growing popularity.26 Yet, misunderstandings of postmodern-
ism and Smith abound, with Smith receiving charges of nihilistic relativism 
and non-rationalism. If Smith’s representation of postmodernism is compat-
ible with Christianity, then his postmodern, embodied epistemology should 
be taken seriously, especially by Christians. Smith’s main epistemological 
themes correct reductive Enlightenment rationalism, revalues the integrity of 
perspectives, traditions, and the material, and develops non-propositionalist 
knowledge, which is often neglected in the field of epistemology.27 This 
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emphasis on situated perspectivity and embodiment better reflects embodied 
personhood and resists the hegemony of the mind.28

Second, Smith’s postmodernism illumines the postmodern sensibilities of 
RE, such as the prioritization of properly basic beliefs, the ultimately pis-
tic ground of metaphysical commitments, and contextual belief-formation. 
Moreover, the overt noetic element of RE complements the overt embodied 
elements of Smith’s epistemology.

With these questions and possibilities, this book aims to provide a sound 
answer to an overarching question: Can Smith’s postmodern epistemology 
inform a constructive, Christian epistemological vision in conversation with 
RE? I claim that this question can be answered affirmatively. With some 
repair, Smith’s epistemology provides robust material for such a construction. 
Despite some dissimilarities, Smith’s epistemology and RE can come together 
in a theory of knowledge that is faithful to postmodernism’s emphasis on 
the epistemic perspectivism of being-in-the-world, embodied “know-how,” 
and the warrant of non-propositional knowledge as well as to Christianity’s 
commitment to truth and reality, which the gospel supremely represents. In 
this way, this modified epistemology reflects the reality of embodied lives. 
And even though my construction is motivated by my experience as a CCK, 
globalization and mobility have rapidly increased cross-cultural experi-
ences and identities. To utilize Justo Gonzalez’s verbiage for CCKs, we are 
all mestizaje.29 Beyond my personal experience, Smith’s reconstructed and 
augmented epistemology faithfully portrays the knowledge engendered by 
hybrid realities in our postmodern times.

BRIEF OUTLINE

The book builds its case through three parts. The first part on Smith’s 
Pentecostal epistemology begins by defining Pentecostalism as an experien-
tial holistic spirituality that integrates beliefs and actions in the affections. It 
then delineates Smith’s understanding of a Pentecostal worldview in order to 
begin describing Pentecostal epistemology as narrative, affective knowledge 
and to situate the worldview as an instance of this embodied knowledge. 
Because Smith presents his epistemology as postmodern, the first chapter 
also describes a non-nihilistic postmodernism that provides the framework 
through which Smith’s and my epistemology can be understood.

Building on the glimpse of Smith’s epistemology provided in the previ-
ous chapter, chapter 2 provides an in-depth exposition, analysis, and critique 
of Smith’s Pentecostal epistemology. Specifically, it critiques Smith’s thin 
criterion for knowledge that harms the identification of his epistemology as 
Pentecostal and his subcognitivism that seemingly pays lip service to the role 
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of theoretical thought. As repair, I suggest the distinction between narrative, 
affective construal as meaningful epistemic activity and narrative, affective 
knowledge, and the reciprocal relationship between noetic beliefs and affec-
tive understanding. The third chapter provides further support for this inte-
grated, reciprocal relationship through the enlistment of moral psychology 
and philosophy of emotion.

The second part moves to delineating and analyzing Smith’s postmodern 
epistemology. The first part argued that Smith’s Pentecostal epistemology is 
insufficiently Pentecostal. In fact, the elements of Pentecostal epistemology 
are already present in his wider works that do not draw from Pentecostalism. 
Chapter 4 thus outlines the elements of Smith’s postmodern hermeneutic 
epistemology and grounds it in Smith’s embodied liturgical anthropology.

Chapter 5 introduces Smith’s controversial promotion of relativism. The 
first section exposits his presentation of linguistic pragmatism as the ratio-
nale behind his embrace of relativism. Just as Smith presents Lindbeckian 
postliberalism as a Christian pragmatism, I demonstrate the lifelong trajec-
tory of postliberalism in Smith’s thought and provide a brief summary of 
postliberalism. I also show Smith’s misunderstanding of postliberalism and 
demonstrate that Lindbeck is an ontological and epistemological realist 
whose performative-correspondence theory of truth accounts for categorial 
adequacy and intrasystematic coherence as necessary conditions for corre-
spondent ontological truth.

Chapter 6 addresses Richard Davis’s and Paul Franks’s charges of rela-
tivism and arbitrariness against Smith. After summarizing their critiques, 
I demonstrate the importance of correspondence in their critiques, critique 
their presupposition of epistemological objectivism, and defend Smith as an 
ontological and epistemological realist. Furthermore, against the charge of 
arbitrariness, I propose that rational adjudication between different knowl-
edge claims can occur by testing categorial adequacy and intrasystematic 
coherence, through phronesis, and utilizing immanent critiques and transcen-
dental arguments. The chapter ends with an excursus on correspondence and 
the ethics involved in the immanent attempts to understand the transcendent 
Other by revisiting the relationship between pretheory and theory.

The third part pivots to RE. Chapter 7 introduces the trajectory of Alvin 
Plantinga’s thought by first delineating his opposition to deontological jus-
tification, situating deontology in internalism and introducing externalism, 
and expositing his warrant criteria. I then provide commentary on proper 
basicality since it is the closest equivalent to Smith’s notion of pretheoreti-
cal knowledge and argue for the reciprocal relationship between background 
experiences, inductive beliefs, and properly basic beliefs.

Again, following the trajectory of Plantinga’s thought, the topic moves 
from warrant to warranted Christian belief. Chapter 8 interacts with 
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Plantinga’s Aquinas/Calvin and extended Aquinas/Calvin models. The first 
section exposits the A/C model and highlights the ultimately pistic and circu-
lar nature of beliefs at the most basic level. Next, it addresses the charges that 
arise with this position, further adding to the modes of rational adjudication. 
The next section interacts with the extended A/C model. This model is espe-
cially important to this book because Plantinga comments on the importance 
of the affections. Importantly, I propose that Plantinga’s affective analog of 
warrant can augment Smith’s epistemology with robust criteria for affective 
warrant.

Chapter 9 brings postmodernism and RE closer by expositing Plantinga’s 
compatibility with non-nihilistic postmodernism and Wolterstorff’s postmod-
ern RE. I argue that Wolterstorff provides a more dynamic picture of knowl-
edge because he attends to its historical contingency and situatedness. In this 
way, Wolterstorff provides a more realistic picture of the standard knower as 
compared to the ideal knower of Plantinga without creating any opposition 
between the two. And, like Smith, Wolterstorff builds his notion of situated 
rationality on a situated anthropology.

After these expositions of RE, the chapter begins the constructive work 
by identifying areas of convergence, assist, and critique in order to augment 
Smith’s postmodern epistemology with RE in a way that blends without 
distorting their unique voices. In such a way, while corrections are made of 
Smith and RE is utilized in new ways, the mashup epistemology should nei-
ther look foreign nor contradictory to the original voices.

The final chapter summarizes the work by offering seven succinct char-
acteristics of my “Smithian” postmodern Christian epistemology and com-
ments on its postmodern and Christian characteristics. The descriptions are 
brief since much of the details are offered throughout the book. If readers are 
suspicious about the possibility of a Christian epistemology being compatible 
with postmodernism, reading the final chapter to get a sense of the overall 
view may be helpful.

NOTES

1.	 A CCK is one who has inhabited two or more cultures for a significant period 
during his/her developmental years. See David C. Pollock, Ruth E. Van Reken, 
and Michael V. Pollock, Third Culture Kids: Growing Up Among Worlds, 3rd ed. 
(Boston: Nicholas Brealey Publishing, 2009), 43. I do not mean that my identity 
is hybrid only due to my third culture location. All identity is hybrid, multifaceted, 
and dynamic. Being a CCK highlighted my hybridity. See Jeannine Hill Fletcher, 
Monopoly on Salvation?: A Feminist Approach to Religious Pluralism (New York: 
Continuum, 2005), 82–101.
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2.	 John M. Frame, “Presuppositional Apologetics,” in Five Views on Apologetics, 
ed. Stanley N. Gundry and Steven B. Cowan (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2000), 
207–31 (217).

3.	 James K. A. Smith is a presuppositionalist for these reasons. See James Κ. A. 
Smith, Introducing Radical Orthodoxy: Mapping a Post-Secular Theology (Grand 
Rapids: Baker Academic, 2004), 179–82. While agreeing with much of Van Til’s 
epistemology, Albert Haig incisively argues that the metaphysics of Van Tillian pre-
suppositionalism leads to univocal knowledge of creation despite Van Til’s theory of 
analogy. See Albert Haig, “Modernity, ‘Radical Orthodoxy,’ and Cornelius Van Til: 
A Journey of Rediscovery of Participatory Theism,” Colloquium 47, no. 2 (November 
2015): 257–73.

4.	 It is standard practice for Pentecostal scholars to use “lowercase p” pentecos-
talism to refer to the multifaceted global movement. Wolfgang Vondey argues that 
“capital P” Pentecostalism can refer to the unity and diversity of Pentecostalism just 
as the designations of Catholicism and Lutheranism can refer to the unity and diver-
sity within each tradition. See Wolfgang Vondey, Beyond Pentecostalism: The Crisis 
of Global Christianity and the Renewal of the Theological Agenda (Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2010), 11–12.

5.	 Glocalization of Pentecostalism indicates the interdependent relationship 
between global Pentecostalism and its countless local manifestations. Wolfgang 
Vondey, Pentecostalism: A Guide for the Perplexed (New York: Bloomsbury T&T 
Clark, 2013), 25–27.

6.	 Simo Frestadius’s work on Pentecostal epistemology can be considered as 
following Smith’s invitation even if Frestadius does not use Smith as one of his 
main interlocutors. Interestingly, he interacts with another Reformed epistemologist, 
William Alston. See Simo Frestadius, Pentecostal Rationality: Epistemology and 
Theological Hermeneutics in the Foursquare Tradition (London: T&T Clark, 2020).

7.	 Quoted by Philip Blosser, “God among the Philosophers,” New Oxford Review 
66, no. 9 (October 1999): 39–42 (39).

8.	 James K. A. Smith, On the Road with Saint Augustine: A Real-World 
Spirituality for Restless Hearts (Grand Rapids: Brazos Press, 2019), 34.

9.	 Jerry H. Gill, Deep Postmodernism: Whitehead, Wittgenstein, Merleau-Ponty, 
and Polanyi (Amhert: Humanity Books, 2010), 10.

10.	 Neal DeRoo, “Introduction,” in The Logic of Incarnation: James K. A. Smith’s 
Critique of Postmodern Religion, ed. Neal DeRoo and Brian Lightbody (Eugene: 
Wipf & Stock, 2009), xv–xxvii (xv).

11.	 Martin E. Marty, “James K.A. Smith’s ‘Cultural Liturgies,’” Sightings, 
November 12, 2018, https://divinity​.uchicago​.edu​/sightings​/articles​/james​-ka​-smiths​
-cultural​-liturgies.

12.	 Unsurprisingly, Smith reveals his Reformed influence in proposing Pentecostal 
philosophy as a confessional philosophy. J. Aaron Simmons, “Prospects for Pentecostal 
Philosophy: Assessing the Challenges and Envisioning the Opportunities,” Pneuma 
42, no. 2 (2020): 175–200 (185–87).

13.	 James Κ. A. Smith, Thinking in Tongues: Pentecostal Contributions to 
Christian Philosophy (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2010), 4–6.
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16.	 J. Aaron Simmons, “Introduction: The Dialogical Promise of Mashup 

Philosophy of Religion,” The Journal for Cultural and Religious Theory 14, no. 2 
(2015): 204–10 (205).

17.	 Using L. William Oliverio Jr.’s typology, this work falls under the umbrella 
of ecumenical Pentecostal hermeneutics because it not only draws contextually 
from the Pentecostal well but also from the Reformed tradition in the construction 
of a postmodern Christian epistemology. See L. William Oliverio Jr., “Theological 
Hermeneutics: Understanding the World in the Encounter with God,” in The 
Routledge Handbook of Pentecostal Theology, ed. Wolfgang Vondey (New York: 
Routledge, 2020), 140–51.

18.	 See Alvin Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2000), 424.

19.	 Plantinga, 437.
20.	 Merold Westphal, Overcoming Onto-Theology: Toward a Postmodern 

Christian Faith (New York: Fordham University Press, 2001), xi.
21.	 Merold Westphal, “Must Phenomenology and Theology Make Two?: A 

Response to Trakakis and Simmons,” The Heythrop Journal 55, no. 4 (2014): 711–17 
(711).

22.	 See James Κ. A. Smith, Who’s Afraid of Relativism?: Community, Contingency, 
and Creaturehood (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2014).

23.	 Richard B. Davis and Paul Franks, “Against a Postmodern Pentecostal 
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24.	 Smith, Thinking in Tongues, 67n49.
25.	 See Anthony Quinton, “Continental Philosophy,” in The Oxford Companion to 
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27.	 See Linda T. Zagzebski, On Epistemology (Belmont: Wadsworth Cengage 
Learning, 2009), 5; and Dru Johnson, Biblical Knowing: A Scriptural Epistemology 
of Error (Eugene: Cascade Books, 2013), 152–53.

28.	 Thus, Smith’s embodied epistemology helps us better recognize how disability 
can initiate different modes of understanding. See Benjamin T. Conner, Disabling 
Mission, Enabling Witness: Exploring Missiology through the Lens of Disability 
Studies (Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2018), 97.
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INTRODUCTION

Smith argues that embedded within Pentecostalism is a particular epistemol-
ogy, a knowing-otherwise, that goes against the grain of the field of episte-
mology’s propositional-mania. Without rejecting propositional belief as such, 
he argues that humans primarily know the world through a pretheoretical 
understanding that is more narrative and affective than propositional and 
cognitive. Expositing and analyzing this epistemology requires understand-
ing the motivation and inspiration behind it. Since Smith identifies this epis-
temology as Pentecostal and postmodern, this chapter provides a survey of 
Pentecostalism as a spirituality and its worldview, and presents non-nihilistic 
postmodernism as the trajectory of Smith’s own self-understanding.

PENTECOSTALISM AND SPIRITUALITY

True to his Pentecostal identity, Smith does not construct his epistemology 
upon abstract notions such as justification or warrant. As I explain later, 
Pentecostalism is not primarily a doctrinal movement. It is fundamentally a 
pneumatologically oriented, experiential spirituality motivated by the reality 
of Pentecost centered on Jesus. What makes an idea or act Pentecostal is this 
experiential ground. Smith recognizes that Pentecostal epistemology must 
not begin from an abstract idea but from this experiential ground. Therefore, 
understanding Smith’s Pentecostal epistemology requires proper understand-
ing of Pentecostalism.

Past studies of classical Pentecostalism tended to focus its analysis on 
doctrines with a methodology distinctly geared toward the exposition of 

Chapter 1

Pentecostal Spirituality 
and Postmodernism
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doctrine.1 However, Pentecostalism arose as “a thorough-going reformation 
of doctrine”2 through what Amos Yong, Keith Warrington, Byron Klaus, 
and Wolfgang Vondey call Pentecostalism’s heartbeat or hallmark: an expe-
riential encounter with Christ through the Holy Spirit.3 This emphasis on 
experience renders any essentialist view of Pentecostalism based on inad-
equate fundamental doctrines. Even though the doctrines of Spirit baptism 
and glossolalia are prominent for many classical Pentecostals, the launching 
of the Azusa Street Revival was realized through the experiential encounter 
with the Spirit. For Pentecostals, not only does experience precede theology, 
the pneumatological experience of Christ is “the heartbeat of development of 
doctrine.”4

Importantly, due to its diverse global manifestations, there is wide 
acknowledgment that Pentecostalism is not a monolithic movement. Proper 
understanding of Pentecostalism requires an understanding of its specific 
(g)local manifestations. William Kay argues that the sheer number of 
Pentecostals in the majority world indicates the need for postcolonial defini-
tions of Pentecostalism that rejects the privileged definitional normativity 
assumed by North American classical Pentecostals.5 This need is made more 
acute by the emerging global voices that are challenging the doctrinal identi-
fication of Pentecostalism.6

That there can be no monolithic definition of Pentecostalism due to its 
variegated global expressions is evident. Global Pentecostalism demonstrates 
its flexibility, adaptability, and pragmatics by its creative enculturation in 
diverse settings. As Harvey Cox notes, “[Pentecostalism] was a religion 
made to travel, and it seemed to lose nothing in the translation.”7 The “lack 
of a fixed substance . . . its liquidity” aids Pentecostalism’s successful global 
growth.8 For Michael McClymond, this constant change and adaptation 
render the project of defining Pentecostalism difficult.9 Therefore, Allan 
Anderson suggests that Pentecostalism(s) is a more accurate designator in the 
current pluralistic global context.10

With the difficulty of capturing the essence of Pentecostalism, Anderson 
wisely employs the Wittgensteinian idea of family resemblance to capture 
an imprecise but meaningful description of Pentecostalism. Family resem-
blance, for Wittgenstein, is not an essentialist concept. Instead, it describes 
similarities that overlap between varying forms of life.11 For Anderson, 
this resemblance is Pentecostalism’s emphasis on the works of the Holy 
Spirit.12 Relatedly, the heartbeat of Pentecostalism, the personal, experiential 
encounter of the Spirit of God, is the best candidate to act as the central fam-
ily resemblance of Pentecostalism. This does not mean that this experience 
of pneumatological encounter is essentialist or universal. Not only are the 
ways Pentecostals understand, seek, and experience the Spirit different, but 
experience is always already mediated, such as through Scripture, tradition, 
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and reason.13 Universal experience is impossible and neither is universal 
pneumatic encounter.

That the central family resemblance is experiential stresses that Pentecostalism 
cannot be understood primarily in doctrinal terms. Pentecostal scholars have 
thus argued that Pentecostalism must be understood as a spirituality.14 And 
inasmuch as pneumatological encounter is embodied in Pentecostal praxis, 
Pentecostalism is an embodied spirituality. The picture of Pentecostalism as a 
hyper-spiritual and gnostic movement in popular lore is a caricature.

Spirituality

What, then, is spirituality? The Pentecostal theologian Russell Spittler defines 
spirituality as “a cluster of acts and sentiments that are informed by the 
beliefs and values that characterize a specific religious community” and notes 
the flexibility of the term due to the variety of ways that it can be expressed, 
unlike doctrine, which is more rigid by nature.15 Likewise, Daniel Albrecht 
recognizes that embodied and affective sensibilities accompany Pentecostal 
rituals, and these sensibilities “act as both ‘filters’ through which worshipers 
experience and express their rites.”16 Alister McGrath notes that Christian 
spirituality is relational, existential, and pragmatic, which are related to 
belief, but not reduced to it.17 According to Don Baker, spirituality includes 
attitudes and actions.18 These definitions and descriptions indicate the central-
ity of embodiment in spirituality.

David Perrin provides a fourfold working definition of spirituality. First, 
humans have a spiritual nature, a fundamental capacity for immanence, which 
is the search of and engaging in creative expressions, meaning, values, and 
purpose through a variety of means. Second, humans have a capacity for tran-
scendence. This is the awareness that reality is greater than one’s life, which 
acts as the inner drive connecting persons to others, to care for the world at 
large in interdependence.19 Third, Perrin connects spirituality with pretheo-
retical lived experience. Spirituality is a way of life that includes meaning-
ful “attitudes, practices, rituals, and behaviors” in everyday existence. As a 
unified experience, it is not reduced to one area, such as doctrinal belief or 
noncognitive rituals. Any meaningful commitment, even those unconnected 
to divinity, has the potential to be part of spirituality. Finally, spirituality 
includes the theoretical study of itself. Spirituality is a way of life that must 
include theoretical reflection on the practices of spirituality, whether for 
personal improvement or academic inquiry.20 These four features—capacity 
for immanence, capacity for transcendence, pretheoretical lived existence, 
and theoretical activity—constitute Perrin’s holistic working definition of 
spirituality. They exemplify “the integration of all aspects of life in a unified 
whole.”21
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Pentecostal Spirituality

Steven Land’s Pentecostal Spirituality is a seminal work that established 
Pentecostalism as a spirituality revolving around distinctive apocalyptic 
affections that act as the integrating core for beliefs and actions through 
which they are evoked and expressed. Land grounds this integrative spiritu-
ality in the Trinity, especially through the Holy Spirit who, as the bond of 
love, acts as the “agent of mutuality and interrelatedness in the Trinity and the 
church.”22 This integrative relationship between belief, affect, and practice is 
what John Frame calls triperspectival, according to which each aspect acts as 
a perspective that is integrated in the others. It is a perichoretic model that 
eschews balance for integration. That is, to fully and correctly understand the 
entirety of the relationship (i.e., Pentecostal spirituality) between the three 
aspects, each perspective must be understood in its relationship with the other 
two perspectives. While each can be highlighted and can play more promi-
nent roles in particular contexts, ultimately, all three are “equally ultimate, 
equally important.”23

This integrated relationship is evident in Land’s understanding of theology 
as embodied and experiential, beginning from prayer, rather than primarily in 
rationalistic terms. Theology is second-order reflection on Pentecostal doxol-
ogy that focuses on experience of the Holy Spirit and is only made possible 
by God first addressing the people through prayer.24 “Theology begins in the 
prayerful response of persons to God.”25 The importance of this divine-human 
relationship in doxology is highlighted by Kevin Ranaghan who states that 
Pentecostal theology changed in order to keep up with developments in pub-
lic worship.26 Pentecostal belief (i.e., theology) thus is not primarily didactic, 
systematic, or propositional. It is an engagement of the mind evoked by an 
apocalyptic passion for the Kingdom of God due to having encountered 
the risen Lord. Through this encounter, the Holy Spirit drives and guides 
Pentecostals in their everyday participation in the divine life.

This lived theology is motivated by the experiential soteriology of 
Pentecostals that view salvation less in terms of removal of guilt and more 
in terms of participation in the triune life in Jesus through the Holy Spirit.27 
Whereas the Reformed soteriology of expiation and propitiation gives a static 
sense of one’s standing with God and primarily promotes a noetic understand-
ing of one’s relationship with God, the more eastern soteriological under-
standing of participation recruits the whole person—mind, soul, and act—to 
now live out her relationship with God and God’s creation. Real knowledge 
of God, therefore, engages the whole person. Knowledge of God cannot be 
reductively noetic. Knowledge of God is ultimately obedient knowledge, 
“to be in a right relation, to walk in the light and in the Spirit.”28 Pentecostal 
spirituality is aimed toward obedient knowledge in its emphasis on encounter. 
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For Pentecostals do not desire to seek mere encounter but desire transforma-
tion through the encounter in relationship with the Spirit.29 The knowledge of 
the Spirit is obedient, transformative knowledge. Obedient knowledge is thus 
participatory knowledge, one that recruits the whole person: mind, soul, and 
body. This interplay between the distinctive beliefs, affections, and actions 
marks the character of Pentecostal spirituality.

Smith’s descriptions of Pentecostalism as “an embodied set of practices 
and disciplines that implicitly ‘carry’ a worldview or social imaginary”30 and 
“an affective constellation of practices and embodied ‘rituals’”31 resemble 
these definitions and likewise emphasize the importance of embodiment 
for spirituality. However, even though he utilizes Land’s understanding of 
Pentecostalism as spirituality, unlike Land’s triperspectival integration of 
beliefs in affections and actions, within Smith’s understanding of Pentecostal 
spirituality is a tendency to overemphasize embodiment to the detriment of 
the noetic. In his Pentecostal philosophical methodology, Smith states that 
he will “read” the practices of Pentecostalism rather than its texts (theol-
ogy) for his philosophical constructions. In this way, when he states that 
“Pentecostalism is not first and foremost a doctrinal or intellectual tradi-
tion,”32 the distinctive Pentecostal beliefs do not even seem to hold secondary 
place in the construction. Rather, Smith seems wholly unconcerned with the 
ratiocinative elements of Pentecostal spirituality. But without the beliefs, how 
can Pentecostal spirituality remain Pentecostal?

Peter Neumann argues that Pentecostal spirituality stands in contrast to 
cerebrally oriented Christian spiritualities.33 However, this argument ignores 
other spiritualities that are not cerebrally oriented. Pentecostal spiritual-
ity may be unique in its contents and praxis that push the bounds of the 
“dominant practices of the Christian tradition(s),”34 but it is like other affec-
tive and experiential spiritualities. For example, Roger Olson’s description 
of pietism’s key characteristics resemble the descriptions of spirituality. 
Pietism is not cerebrally oriented but primarily experiential, relational, and 
devotional.35 Daniel Castelo signals the similarity between Pentecostal spiri-
tuality and spirituality-like strands of Christianity by stating that classical 
Pentecostal spirituality is “a modern instantiation of the mystical stream of 
Christianity . . ., [and is] a mystical tradition of the church catholic.”36 Harvey 
Cox broadens this similarity by pointing to humanity’s primal spirituality, 
arguing that Pentecostalism’s success is partly attributable to its ability to aid 
persons recover their primal spirituality. This primal spirituality is related to 
the imago Dei that deep cry for meaning and purpose that identifies humans 
as homo religious.37 Primal spirituality thus identifies the shared universal 
sense of religiousness in humanity. Although Peter Althouse rightly criticizes 
Cox’s modernist sense of universal religiosity that seemingly subsumes the 
qualitative distinctiveness of Pentecostal experience—and the distinctiveness 
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of all religious experiences—it is not particular experiences, such as encoun-
ter with the Spirit, that mark spirituality as such.38 Rather, the phenomenology 
of embodiment is a core mark of spirituality.

Given Smith’s methodology of constructing his Pentecostal epistemology 
on its spirituality, this lack of distinction raises questions about the integrity 
of Smith’s epistemology as Pentecostal. Although the loss of distinction does 
not invalidate his epistemology, the need for Pentecostalism for his episte-
mology is questioned. As I will argue later, Smith’s epistemology is more 
appropriately a postmodern epistemology. While helpful for illustrating the 
contours of this postmodern epistemology, Pentecostalism is unnecessary 
for its construction. However, before investigating this issue more fully, the 
reasons why Smith understands his epistemology to be Pentecostal need to be 
identified. The answer lies in his Pentecostal worldview.

WORLDVIEW

Smith understands worldview in two senses. In one sense, rather than beliefs, 
it is the embodied doxological practices of Pentecostal spirituality that 
always already evoke a tacit, affective understanding or passional orientation 
whose contents represent the Pentecostal worldview. Worldview is a tacit 
understanding that affectively governs both pretheoretical and theoretical 
interpretation of and engagement with reality.39 He draws this view from 
James Olthuis’s definition of worldview, according to which a worldview is 
a “framework or set of fundamental beliefs through which we view the world 
and our calling and future in it.”40 As a fundamental framework, it acts as 
a comprehensive, pretheoretical, hermeneutical filter for meaning-making. 
Because it is pretheoretical, the beliefs are not cognitive, but imaginative, and 
they operate at the level of affections rather than thinking. More precisely, 
they operate prior to thought. Due to this emphasis on the affective, Smith 
considers Charles Taylor’s social imaginary and Amos Yong’s pneumato-
logical imagination as apt terms to describe worldview.41

In another sense, Smith utilizes the term negatively because he considers 
the term to be burdened with cognitive bias. Smith distinguishes between 
worldview as a belief system and the more primordial, affective mode of being 
attuned to the world. While he does not reject worldview talk, Smith criticizes 
his own Reformed tradition for intellectualizing the concept.42 The Reformed 
concept of worldview is important for bringing faith and reason closer 
together by demonstrating the pistic nature of ultimate beliefs, and Smith 
lauds the concept for challenging the reductionistic priority of ratiocination 
assumed by Cartesian anthropology. Nevertheless, the Reformed emphasis 
on belief is similar to Descartes’s disembodied picture of “person-as-thinker” 
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and individualizes faith by neglecting the role of the very material body of 
Christ, the church, in the life of faith. Thus, he states, “[I]f I bump into a 
‘thinking thing’ and a ‘believing thing’ on the street, I don’t think I’d notice 
much difference.”43 Against this priority of the cognitive, Smith presents an 
Augustinian anthropology that moves the centrality of human being from 
the mind to the heart. It is love, not thinking, that fundamentally orients 
humans.44 Embodied, affective creatures primarily feel their way through the 
world.45 The priority of the affective and imaginary is highlighted here once 
again. Smith’s identification of worldview with the cognitive in Desiring the 
Kingdom reveals Smith’s discomfort with the term in Thinking in Tongues, 
as he often surrounds the term with quotation marks in the latter work. For 
Smith, retaining the term “worldview” requires redefining it as affective, 
imaginary understanding that resides at a level deeper than cognitive beliefs.

Smith’s misgivings about cognitive notions of worldview are not idiosyn-
cratic. In his magisterial work on worldview, David Naugle highlights the 
deeply affective nature of worldview, arguing that it is rooted in the heart. 
He establishes this view on the central role the heart plays in the imago Dei 
as testified in Scripture. Both Testaments continually describe “the ‘heart’ as 
the central, defining element of the human person.”46 Thus, Naugle proclaims 
that “human existence proceeds ‘kardioptically’ on the basis of a vision of 
the heart.”47 As the root of personhood, the heart acts as the foundation and 
guide for pretheoretical believing and thinking. Despite Smith’s criticism of 
the Reformed notion of worldview, Naugle, who is also Reformed, does not 
fall trap to the “person-as-(cognitive)believer” anthropology. Instead, consis-
tently following the Reformed emphasis on the myth of religious neutrality, 
Naugle argues that people are fundamentally worshipers, highlighting the 
innate affective longings that drive human existence.48 Thus, even though 
neither Naugle nor Smith engage each other in their works, their views on 
worldview parallel each other.

Another Reformed scholar who has made an important contribution to 
worldview studies is James Sire. Like Smith and Naugle, he defines world-
view as “a commitment, a fundamental orientation of the heart.”49 Worldview 
is not a set of propositional beliefs. It is utterly pretheoretical and presuppo-
sitional. That is, it is the grid through which one believes or thinks, and one 
cannot ultimately prove it even though she can think about it and critique 
it. It is a commitment that acts as the bedrock of one’s beliefs.50 However, 
unlike Smith who defines persons and their worldviews ultimately as affec-
tive, Sire argues that the biblical notion of the heart encompasses the intellect. 
Nevertheless, while this difference may seem to be a point of departure from 
Smith, they are similar in their view that worldviews direct the conscious 
mind and include an affective element even if they disagree on the role of 
the affections.51
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Pentecostal Worldview

Given the embodied and affective root of worldview, it is unsurprising that 
Smith’s mission to identify a Pentecostal worldview leads him to the ethno-
graphic endeavor of investigating Pentecostalism’s embodied doxological 
practices. Because persons are fundamentally oriented by their hearts, the 
proper method of investigation cannot chiefly involve the examination of 
doctrines. Following Naugle, if humans are homo adorans, the search for a 
worldview must, in the end, involve the investigation of embodied worship.52 
Thus, from investigating Pentecostal doxological practices, Smith identifies 
five elements of Pentecostal worldview: (1) a radical openness to God; (2) an 
enchanted theology of creation; (3) a nondualistic affirmation of embodiment 
and materiality; (4) an affective, narrative epistemology; and (5) an eschato-
logical orientation to mission and justice.53

Lest one retorts that these elements are cognitive and not affective, Smith 
states that these five elements are pretheoretical intuitions or tacit, affective 
understanding. It is only by making explicit the implicit that one can propo-
sitionally identify these elements, and one should not confuse these intuitions 
with their propositionalized forms. Thus, he makes clear that their articulation 
“is not a requirement for absorbing the understanding.”54

Immediately relevant to this work is the fourth element of Pentecostal 
worldview, affective, narrative epistemology (henceforth, narrative, affective 
knowledge, or NAK), according to which the primary and irreducible mode 
of knowledge is not cognitive but affectively and narratively pretheoretical. 
Pentecostal spirituality points to the primacy of tacit, embodied knowledge 
over against cognitive, propositional belief that traffics in terms of justifica-
tion or warrant. Besides highlighting this alternative epistemology for con-
sideration, NAK acts as a performative example of the worldview itself since 
the five elements of a Pentecostal worldview in their unarticulated forms are 
themselves narrative, affective understandings. The five elements point to 
the reality of NAK and are themselves NAK. For example, Pentecostalism’s 
radical openness to God is not primarily a doctrinal belief but more funda-
mentally a posture or lived, imaginative possibility—pneumatological imagi-
nation to use Yong’s terminology—that one understands “in her bones.”

The reason why Smith considers his epistemology as Pentecostal is because 
he sees it rooted in the embodied doxological practices of Pentecostalism. 
However, before expositing and examining Smith’s Pentecostal epistemol-
ogy, the exposition of modernity and postmodernity is needed. This expo-
sition is required to understand why Smith’s Pentecostal epistemology is 
considered postmodern, and postmodernism cannot be understood apart from 
modernity. The next section thus describes modernity and postmodernity in 
ways that are consistent with Smith’s understanding.
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POSTMODERNISM

Postmodernism is a notoriously difficult and slippery concept.55 It is charac-
terized by the denial of characterization because any essentialist and univer-
sal definition is self-defeating.56 Postmodernism lacks unified doctrines, and 
some of its major representative figures “indignantly deny membership.”57 
J. Wentzel van Huyssteen considers postmodernism as “more of a cultural 
attitude and a point of view . . . [that escapes] any and all linear characteriza-
tions,” lacking any “doctrinal platform that might lend itself to some kind 
of systematic survey.”58 Kevin Vanhoozer and Myron Penner recognize 
postmodernism’s theoretical dimensions but describe it chiefly as a “condi-
tion,” “mood,” “world-and-life view,” “ethos,” intellectual “attitude,” and a 
Zeitgeist.59 One can also distinguish between postmodernism as a philosophi-
cal outlook and postmodernity as a cultural phenomenon.60

According to Lloyd Spencer, the question of meaning is at the heart of the 
debate of postmodernism and judges the attempts at defining postmodernism 
as a red herring. The combative deployment of terms and definitions by many 
of its adherents contributes to the seemingly impossible task of defining post-
modernism.61 However, if simple definition is an impossibility, this project 
seems destined to fail.

Given these constraints, utilizing Wittgenstein’s notion of family resem-
bles is once again helpful because it avoids essentialist definitions.62 The 
strength of this notion is that it allows for generalization of both modernity 
and postmodernity and makes understanding possible, and such a generaliza-
tion is necessary in order to avoid radical nominalism that would make speak-
ing about postmodernism impossible.63 Importantly, it recognizes differences 
within postmodernism. Like Pentecostalisms, it is more appropriate to speak 
about postmodernisms. One member does not make a family, and the rela-
tivistic ontological and epistemological anti-realism does not get to represent 
all postmodernisms even if all the boys in the playground wants to pick him 
first. With resemblances, the need for skillful know-how is evident for the 
discernment of these resemblances in order to recognize similarities without 
conflating each particularity into a uniform whole. There is thus an aesthetics 
to identifying similarities and differences.

My presentation of postmodernism is this attempt to describe one member 
that represents the situated, hermeneutic, and pragmatic features of Smith’s 
postmodern epistemology. Importantly, Smith’s own professed postlib-
eralization must be taken seriously. Postliberalism’s influence was not a 
later development but one that existed as early as his first monograph. The 
pragmatics of knowledge and language also appear in his first monograph 
on Radical Orthodoxy, Speech and Theology, that some consider belonging 
under the postliberal umbrella.64 While the exposition of postliberalism will 
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come later, I have chosen Jean-François Lyotard and Michael Polanyi as 
representatives to describe Smith’s postmodernism because their epistemolo-
gies are consonant with the linguistic pragmatism of postliberalism. Other 
prominent figures of postmodernism, such as Jacques Derrida and Michel 
Foucault, are represented in chapter 4 in the exposition of Smith’s appropria-
tion of their thoughts.

Postmodernism in Relation to Modernism

Postmodernism and modernism are two peas in a pod. That is, postmodern-
ism is codependent on modernism.65 Peter Leithart similarly argues that 
postmodernism is an intensification, inversion, and unmasking of modernity, 
arising as a protest against modernity’s mythic claim to control, liberation, 
and progress.66 Likewise, Lloyd Spencer describes postmodernism as a “vari-
ant of modernism which has given up hope of freeing itself from the ravages 
of modernity or of mastering the forces unleashed by modernity.”67 In this 
way, a postmodern person is one who has experienced modernity and is pass-
ing through it, even living in tension with it in factical experience.

David Tracy argues that modernity exists in multiple forms and that early 
modernity shares with postmodernity a culture of plurality and fragmentation. 
Not until the onset of Enlightenment modernity did totality come to repress 
difference in the name of neutrality and universality. Postmodern plurality 
existed within early modernism, and

most forms of postmodernity are explosions of once-forgotten, marginalized, 
and repressed realities in Enlightenment modernity: the other, the different . . . 
, the fragments that disallow any totality system by demanding attention to the 
other, especially the different and the marginal other.68

The next section exposits the forms of modernism and postmodern-
ism that are relevant to Smith’s epistemology. The first section exposits 
Enlightenment rationalism since Smith’s postmodernism is a reaction against 
it. The representatives of postmodernism in the next section, Non-Nihilistic 
Postmodernism, are chosen for their emphasis on the situated hermeneutical 
nature of know-how and, especially for Polanyi, the realism that undergirds 
such hermeneutic, personal, pragmatic knowledge.

Enlightenment Modernism

According to Albert Borgmann, modernism burst onto the scene against the 
horizon of the Middle Age’s fading glory. Premodernity ended at the hands 
of Christopher Columbus, Nicholas Copernicus, and Martin Luther, as they 
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upturned its “locally bounded, cosmically centered, and divinely constituted 
world” through discovering the “new” world, the cosmic decentering of 
geocentrism, and the usurping of the authority of the Catholic Church for the 
authority of Scripture and its reader.69

At the heels of these three undertakers were the three progenitors of mod-
ernism, Francis Bacon, René Descartes, and John Locke, who proclaimed 
a new “solid fundament.”70 Bacon preached the domination of nature for 
human progress, Descartes’s radical doubt led to individual thought as the 
only certain epistemic foundation, and Locke uplifted individual autonomy. 
For Borgmann, modernism is the reification of their message, “The fusion of 
the domination of nature with the primacy of method and the sovereignty of 
the individual.”71

Borgmann warns of the consequences of this seemingly liberating mes-
sage of human autonomy. With the Enlightenment celebration of reason’s 
liberation against the stifling control of authority and tradition came mod-
ernism’s relentless thirst for conquest. Three features characterize modern-
ism’s project of conquest, each corresponding with the project of the three 
men: (1) aggressive realism with its disregard for anything or anyone that 
gets in its way; (2) methodical universalism and its ordering of the Baconian 
conquest through the rules of abstraction, dissection, reconstruction, and 
control; and (3) individualism with the dissolution of communal ties in 
the creation of public and private realms.72 However, modernism is fading 
away in the present as people are questioning the social, intellectual, and 
economic consequences that arise from such conquest, universalism, and 
autonomy.73

For Merold Westphal, modernism is more than a certain system or frame-
work. It is a philosophical attitude and faith in scientific, objective reason 
and method.74 This faith in foundational reason marks the fundamental char-
acteristic of Enlightenment modernism.75 The legitimacy of inquiry rests on 
the indubitable epistemic foundation that guarantees epistemic neutrality. 
Both empiricism and rationalism—two philosophical camps many view as 
rivals—share a common Cartesian root. John Thiel remarks,

Both empiricists and idealists assumed that philosophy is largely an exercise in 
epistemology. Both assumed that epistemological explanation involves naming 
the foundations of knowing as a requisite, first step in the philosophical task. 
Both assumed that the foundations of knowing, however chthonic or ethereal, 
are located in the human mind, thus establishing the mind’s authority for 
evaluating or even constituting the noetic world. With regard to these shared 
assumptions, the empiricists and idealists comprise a single epistemological 
tradition which, in one way or another, remains committed to the orientations 
of philosophical method and inquiry proposed by Descartes.76
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This Cartesian foundation transcends all situated contexts. Descartes’s revo-
lutionary method transferred authority from traditional institutions, including 
Scripture, to the individual knowing subject. This epistemology reimagined 
human beings as res cogitans, subsuming all knowledge and metaphysics 
under the certainty guaranteed by the cogito, the Archimedean point of all 
knowledge.77 Neutral, objective reason eschews the particular and subjective 
as prejudiced and considers the “unenlightened” past with smugness.78 “From 
Descartes’s time, the ideal of human knowledge focused on the general, the 
universal, the timeless, the theoretical—in contrast to the local, the particular, 
the timely, the practical.”79 Unsurprisingly, many consider the natural sci-
ences, with their Baconian-Cartesian heritage, as the pristine methodological 
conduit for achieving objective knowledge.

The modern person is homo autonomous, whose unbound rational capabili-
ties allow for progress and mastery over the world.80 Individual autonomy is 
thus a prominent thesis.81 Smith agrees with this picture, describing the mod-
ern “persons as ‘thinking things,’ autonomous rational agent, transcendental 
logical egos, disembodied centers of cognitive perception.”82 Calvin Schrag 
describes this reductionistic, modern subject as

an abstracted, insular knowing subject, severed from the context and contin-
gencies out of which knowledge of self and knowledge of the world arise. The 
subject as abstracted epistemological pivot, as atemporal zero-point origin of 
cognition, is wrested from the lived-experiences of a speaking and narrating self 
that always already understands itself in its speech and in its narration.83

Because it assumes the actuality and authority of context-less, objective rea-
son, modernity views religious belief as ignorant and irrational and seeks to 
liberate people from religion.84 Enlightenment epistemology plays the role of 
emancipator of reason from other authorities. Christian authority, stemming 
from God, Scripture, and the church, gave way to the deistic God, which 
acted as mere ground and explanation of nature for the newly emancipated 
humanity of secularism.85

Modernism’s “epistemological turn” prioritizes epistemology over ontol-
ogy.86 Unlike premodernity’s metaphysical turn from Greek mythos to 
rational logos that maintained reason’s relationship with external reality, 
modernity’s epistemological turn detached from this mutually informing 
relationship between ontology and epistemology. The priority and limits of 
epistemology dictate the metaphysical enterprise. Reason plays arbiter for the 
limits of knowledge, while, at the same time, accepting the Herculean ability 
of the mind to make pronouncements of universal validity.87 Succinctly put, 
Enlightenment modernism is a totalizing system and a faith in a disembodied, 
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individual, autonomous, universal, objective, atemporal, rational subject as 
“the final arbiter of truth.”88

Non-nihilistic Postmodernism

If modernism places faith in the possibility of pure objective reason to grasp 
truth, then postmodernism names the loss of this faith.89 Westphal clarifies 
what this loss of faith entails by describing the generic postmodern thesis 
that “the truth is that there is no Truth.”90 “Truth,” as opposed to truth, is 
the perfectly known. “Truth” is the attainment of knowledge from God’s 
perspective.91 “Truth” is univocal with divine knowledge that overcomes 
human fallibility and situatedness. Postmoderns, on the other hand, accept 
the inaccessibility of any putative “view from nowhere.” “Postmodernity is 
the triumph of situatedness.”92 Such situated perspectivism is neither relativist 
nor skeptical; truth without Truth is still attainable.93

A postmodernism that replaces (objective, absolute) Truth for (creaturely, 
perspectival) truth is cautious of the limits of alethic claims due to the situ-
ated and finite conditions of human existence without dispensing of truth. 
Situatedness in given cultural and linguistic contexts dictates the impossibil-
ity of achieving total or pure objective knowledge. This loss of transcendent 
knowledge renders the neutrality thesis null and void, refuting the Platonic 
confidence of reason’s ability to arrive at absolute truth. Human knowledge is 
always already committed and interpretive, and its perspectives are inherited 
from and passed down through traditions. As William Placher argues, even 
particular sense-data are organized through conceptual schemes that one 
learns from at a very early age.94 This situatedness thus motivates postmod-
ernism’s hermeneutics of finitude and suspicion against claims to absolute 
truth.95 The next section exposits the thoughts of Lyotard and Polanyi as 
representatives of this non-nihilistic postmodernism.

Jean-François Lyotard: Against Metanarratives

Lyotard contends famously that the understanding of knowledge itself is 
altered as societies transition into the postmodern age. Taking scientific 
knowledge as the object of his investigation and arguing against neutral rea-
son, Lyotard argues that postmodernism unveils science as just another form 
of discourse that traffics in language games, dethroning its privileged claims 
as the highest form of discourse.96 The postmodern condition—which he 
describes in extreme simplicity as “incredulity toward metanarratives”—is a 
crisis of narratives that is changing the rules for vast areas of study, encom-
passing the humanities and the sciences.97 Against the belief in one neutral, 
overarching story, there exist multiple, competing stories. The postmodern 

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



26 Chapter 1

condition is the story of intellectual tribalism that reveals the modern notion 
of global community as a myth.

For Lyotard, language is the “minimum relation required for society to 
exist.”98 At the moment of naming, a newborn enters the language game of 
her particular society. Language is not only the medium of a social bond; it 
is the social bond.99 Lyotard appropriates Wittgenstein’s notion of language 
games to describe the variegated phenomena of these vast communities 
of knowledge: “There are many language games—a heterogeneity of ele-
ments. They only give rise to institutions in patches—local determinism.”100 
Scientific knowledge cannot bring unity to these various language games, 
for it is not an overarching, neutral language game that transcends and adju-
dicates all other language games. Scientific knowledge is itself a particular 
language game with its own particular rules. Lyotard reduces the supposed 
universality and neutrality of scientific knowledge to particularity and reveals 
the metanarrativity of scientific discourse as a myth. “The grand narrative has 
lost its credibility.”101 Science can no longer claim to be the grand arbiter of 
all truth because it, too, has lost its claim to neutrality.

Legitimation is central to Lyotard’s understanding of metanarrative, and 
its misunderstanding often leads to an incredulity against postmodernism’s 
incredulity toward metanarratives, as if the rejection of metanarratives is the 
rejection of ultimate and cosmic narratives or worldviews about reality.102 
The equating of metanarrative with ultimate narrative, an overarching story, 
is a misunderstanding of Lyotard’s terminology.103 Many local stories contain 
overarching stories that make universal and ultimate claims. Such stories are 
not metanarratives according to Lyotard’s definition. The difference between 
a metanarrative and an overarching narrative is the latter’s acknowledgment 
of its own narrative, pistic nature; the issue is not the scope, but epistemic 
neutrality. The misunderstanding of this definition of metanarrative is a rea-
son why postmodernism is identified with relativism or radical locality.

How does metanarrative commit itself to epistemic neutrality? The answer 
is legitimation. Expounding on the features of language games, Lyotard 
writes, “[Language game’s] rules do not carry within themselves their own 
legitimation, but are the object of a contract, explicit or not, between play-
ers (which is not to say that the players invent the rules).”104 A metanarrative 
claims legitimation through neutral proofs and argumentation. Lyotard con-
trasts this type of legitimation from the auto-legitimation of oral traditions. In 
oral traditions, a narrator’s authority resides in the narrator’s previous position 
as hearer; faithful hearing transfers legitimate authority for faithful transmis-
sion. Within storytelling there is the self-legitimating “pragmatics of its own 
transmission.”105 Scientific knowledge denies such authority to narrative 
knowledge and self-legitimation, classifying any claims to knowledge with-
out proof or argumentation as “savage, primitive, underdeveloped, backward, 
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alienated, composed of opinions, customs, authority, prejudice, ignorance, 
[and] ideology.”106 Scientific knowledge claims for itself the ability to “legiti-
mate [its] story and its claims by an appeal to universal Reason.” (edited by 
Myron B. Penner)107 Postmodernism unmasks scientific knowledge as another 
narratival language game with its own pragmatic rules of legitimation.108

Commenting on the pragmatics of narrative knowledge, Lyotard argues 
that narrative knowledge is irreducible to denotative statements. Narrative 
knowledge is know-how. Know-how highlights the pragmatics of narra-
tive knowledge, pointing to competence as an epistemological category.109 
Judgment of know-how requires inhabitation or familiarity with the nar-
rative’s cultural-linguistic community. There is a certain circularity to the 
pragmatics of narrative knowledge: “The narratives allow the society in 
which they are told, on the one hand, to define its criteria of competence and, 
on the other, to evaluate according to those criteria what is performed or can 
be performed within it.”110 Scientific knowledge, Lyotard suggests, partakes 
in this circularity.

The pragmatics of scientific knowledge carry its own rules of legitimation 
for what counts as scientific. First, any scientific claim must provide proofs 
and arguments for its position. Second, unlike the authority of the narrator 
of an oral tradition, there is equality between the sender and the addressee. 
Whereas the listener in an oral tradition submits to the authority of the nar-
rator, the addressee (scientist B) in the scientific community can refute the 
sender (scientist A). Third, science must be realist. Scientific utterances 
involve ostensible referents, which are subject to proofs. A proof determines 
that the belief is objectively true.111 As one satisfies the rules through the cru-
cible of researched proofs and argumentations, the results of science gain the 
status of “indisputable truths.”112 However, these truth claims are the products 
of a language game with its own distinct set of rules. Lyotard writes,

Scientific knowledge requires that one language game, denotation, be retained 
and all others excluded. A statement’s truth-value is the criterion determining its 
acceptability. Of course, we find other classes of statements, such as interroga-
tives (“How can we explain that . . . ?”) and prescriptives (“Take a finite series 
of elements . . .”). But they are only present as turning points in the dialectical 
argumentation, which must end in a denotative statement. In this context, then, 
one is “learned” if one can produce a true statement about a referent, and one is 
a scientist if one can produce verifiable or falsifiable statements about referents 
accessible to the experts.113

The hubris and illegitimacy of metanarrative are unmasked in its claim “as 
a universal discourse of legitimation” even as it hides behind, but denies 
its own narrative particularity.114 Postmodernism is an incredulity against 
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modernism’s denial of its own cultural-linguistic perspectivity and is a turn 
toward situatedness, narrativity, traditionality, and perspectivism.

Michael Polanyi: Personal, Tacit Knowledge

According to Mark Mitchell, Michael Polanyi offers “the tantalizing possibil-
ity of something that is truly postmodern.”115 For Jerry Gill, Polanyi’s post-
critical philosophy represents a reconstructive postmodernism that critiques 
modernist epistemological objectivism without totally deconstructing its 
positive values.116 Although not a self-proclaimed postmodern, Polanyi’s ideas 
are rightfully set in the stream of postmodern epistemology, and he argued 
against modernism’s epistemological objectivism. For example, George 
Lindbeck credits Polanyi as one who had awoken several scholars from their 
Enlightenment slumbers.117 Mitchell further argues that Polanyi follows the 
Augustinian dictum fides quaerens intellectum, to which Smith is also com-
mitted.118 Like postliberalism, tradition’s cultural-linguistic realities play a 
central role in the rational endeavor of interpreting the world, acting as the “the 
intellectual resources [and limitations]” for knowing.119 In this way, Polanyi 
inadvertently represents a postmodernism that is congenial with Smith.

Central to Polanyi’s thought is that knowledge contains a personal, tacit 
element that guides thinking. Personal knowledge applies even to science, 
which is an exercise of skills that scientists perform by following a set of 
rules.120 Even the most seemingly objective science contains “an essential 
personal participation of the scientist” in which what is considered valid is 
determined by personal judgment.121 While it may seem that science consists 
of only factual, propositional knowledge, scientific knowledge is accom-
plished through practical knowledge. Without this know-how, performance 
in any field of knowledge suffers.

Polanyi differentiates know-how and know-that with subsidiary awareness 
and focal awareness. With hammering, focal awareness is the explicit aware-
ness of hitting a nail with the hammer. Subsidiary awareness is the feeling 
of holding the handle. This subconscious awareness is imperative because its 
absence renders effective hammering impossible.122 Subsidiary awareness is 
like another instrument that one wields subconsciously to accomplish a task 
in conjunction with focal awareness, indicating that theoretical knowledge 
without underlying tacit knowledge is impossible. Tacit knowledge makes 
theorizing possible.123 Tacit, subsidiary awareness makes tools essentially 
part of a person; one embodies and indwells one’s tools, which one wields 
with tacit know-how.124

Tradition plays an important role in the passing on of practical knowl-
edge. Language is tradition-dependent, that is, received from tradition. This 
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dependent relation exposes the authority structure of tradition-dependent 
language and its rules. One gains knowledge only by submitting to its rules. 
Tradition is thus reason’s condition of possibility.125 Moreover, traditioned 
transmission of knowledge is more akin to apprenticeship than ostensive 
learning. An apprentice not only gleans theoretical knowledge from her mas-
ter, but she participates in and indwells the process of knowing. This indwell-
ing not only consists of learning the explicit skills required for mastering the 
craft but also of assimilating the unarticulated rules.126 Through skillful obser-
vation, which is honed through this very process, she comes to see what was 
previously unnoticeable.127 Polanyi argues that most knowledge that is passed 
down like this is “predominantly tacit” because tacit judgments are made and 
transmitted in the apprentice’s imitation of the master.128 A student’s journey 
from neophyte to established practitioner includes the assimilation of not only 
theoretical ideas and information but also attitudes, affections, and kinesthetic 
judgments. This assimilation is a submission to tradition and is an important 
reminder of the situatedness of knowledge.129 For postmoderns, one is always 
a native.130

The rules of science and its interpretative framework are the intellectual 
equivalent of tools that the scientist wields through the personal, practical 
knowledge of subsidiary awareness. The rules of science are unarticulated 
presuppositions she indwells and identifies with, just like concrete tools. She 
is committed to and practices these foundational presuppositions. Establishing 
rules to articulate these presuppositions is possible due to personal judgments 
that are made prior to this work. Thus, a fundamental circularity exists within 
personal knowledge;131 any inquiry into this ultimate foundation “must be 
intentionally circular.”132

This foundational circularity is a central concept of personal knowledge. 
Situated context, the “fiduciary framework,” shapes personal knowledge.133 
This framework “can claim no self-evidence.”134 Polanyi thereby declares this 
postmodern ethos:

This then is our liberation from objectivism: to realize that we can voice our 
ultimate convictions only from within our convictions—from within the whole 
system of acceptances that are logically prior to any particular assertion of our 
own, prior to the holding of any particular piece of knowledge. If an ultimate 
logical level is to be attained and made explicit, this must be a declaration of my 
personal beliefs. . . . The process of examining any topic is both an exploration 
of the topic, and an exegesis of our fundamental beliefs in the light of which we 
approach it; a dialectical combination of exploration and exegesis. Our funda-
mental beliefs are continuously reconsidered in the course of such a process, but 
only within the scope of their own basic premisses [sic].135
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For Polanyi, “all fundamental beliefs are irrefutable as well as unprovable.”136 
This foundational circularity is an inescapable human condition.137

Personal knowledge is present beyond fundamental beliefs. At every point 
“of knowing there enters a tacit and passionate contribution of the person 
knowing what is being known.”138 Tacit knowledge is inarticulate under-
standing, a sensibility that accompanies every knowledge and one that regis-
ters at the pretheoretical level; thus, Polanyi’s famous words, “We can know 
more than we can tell.”139 Tacit knowledge is always at work in ratiocina-
tion, guiding further discoveries and reshaping the interpretative framework. 
When discovery is made, one gains tacit foreknowledge of yet unknown 
future discoveries and consequences. Each discovery creates an indetermi-
nate range for future discovery and commits one “to a belief in all these as yet 
undisclosed, perhaps as yet unthinkable, consequences.”140 This tacit commit-
ment determines the possible and impossible. For example, according to van 
Huyssteen, scientists are committed to the intelligibility of the universe and 
the possibility of rational investigation.141 This tacit commitment determines 
the range of possibilities of discovery.

This epistemic personal indwelling propels Polanyi to deny complete 
objectivity as a “delusion and . . . a false ideal.”142 Since tacit, personal knowl-
edge is an indispensable and necessary component of knowing, “the ideal of 
eliminating all personal elements of knowledge would, in effect, aim at the 
destruction of all knowledge. The ideal of exact science would turn out to be 
fundamentally misleading and possibly a source of devastating fallacies.”143

The Polanyian subject is personally committed to the truth of inescapable 
interpretative frameworks of tacit knowledge. Tacit knowledge is pretheo-
retical, situated, and contingent, and it aligns well with the postmodern 
prioritizing of the practical over the theoretical.144 The Polanyian subject is 
a postmodern self that is situated, historical, tradition-bound, perspectival, 
pragmatic, contingent, pistic, and embodied. Importantly, it is realist.145

The postmodern characterization of fallibilistic, perspectival knowledge 
rooted in situated and embodied humanity is a critique directed against the 
totalizing system of Enlightenment modernity that seeks to unite all diver-
sity under the uniformity of the transcendental ego. The modernist quest for 
universal objectivity is unmasked as “a self-deceived conceit of some self-
divinizing intellectuals inebriated with their belief of having finally thrown 
God out of the universe.”146 Calvin Schrag remarks that this difference is 
one of the chief marks of postmodernism and the object of celebration.147 
Paul Sheehan agrees: the impossibility of defining postmodernism is itself an 
indication of the centrality of difference, its own paradoxical description.148

Postmodernism relativizes reason with situated perspectivism. With its 
suspicion of universal foundationalism, postmodernism turns to language 
and hermeneutics and rejects the modernist notion of absolute truth.149 First, 
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Stuart Sims argues that some common features of postmodernism are “scepti-
cism, an antifoundational bias, and an almost reflex dislike of authority.”150 
Postmodernism rejects classical or strong foundationalism and its indubi-
table, foundational beliefs. Second, postmodernism is a turn to language 
and hermeneutics. If the modern self is a homo autonomous, Middleton and 
Walsh state that the postmodern self is a homo linguisticus because the self is 
constructed by language.151 Language, knowledge, and reality are intrinsically 
related and inseparable, bound together by interpretation.152 Thus, Westphal 
states in a pithy way, “We are all Gadamerians now.”153 Third, Penner identi-
fies the concept of truth as “the crux of the debate over Christianity and the 
postmodern turn.”154 How can postmodernism secure a nonrelativistic truth? 
While this question will be addressed in a later chapter, the exposition of 
postmodernism reveals the central features of postliberal postmodernism: 
finitude, contingency, embodiment, perspectivism, and pretheoricity. The 
next chapter exposits Smith’s Pentecostal epistemology and begins to form a 
picture of Smith’s broader postmodern epistemology.

CONCLUSION

Smith’s Pentecostal epistemology is the product of a phenomenological 
examination of the embodied doxological practices of Pentecostalism. This 
method itself concurs with Pentecostalism that defines itself not as a doc-
trinal movement, but as an embodied spirituality. Pentecostal spirituality 
does not prioritize the cognitive and theoretical. This priority of the affec-
tive is highlighted by the five elements of a Pentecostal worldview in which 
NAK is contained in the worldview while also characterizing it. The chapter 
then described the relationship between non-nihilistic postmodernism and 
Enlightenment modernism, represented by Lyotard and Polanyi whose epis-
temologies set the scene for understanding Smith’s postmodernism and his 
epistemology.
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INTRODUCTION

Having a clearer grasp of Pentecostal spirituality and postmodernism, the 
reader is now better prepared to understand why Smith’s epistemology 
is Pentecostal and postmodern. This chapter exposits Smith’s claim that 
Pentecostal epistemology is narrative and affective, explaining how these 
features, which are not traditionally the targets of analytic epistemology, 
are forms of understanding that are prior and more fundamental to propo-
sitional, cognitive knowledge. Given that Smith’s first presentation and his 
later reiteration are but outlines ready to be filled, the chapter quickly moves 
from exposition to critique, investigating the relationship between narrative, 
affective knowledge (NAK) and truth and Smith’s claim about its primacy to 
cognitive knowledge.

PENTECOSTAL EPISTEMOLOGY

According to Smith, contained within Pentecostalism’s embodied doxologi-
cal practices is a postmodern embodied anthropology that acts as the basis 
for his Pentecostal epistemology. As postmodern, this anthropology rejects 
the Cartesian anthropology that motivates the propositional and ratiocina-
tive rationalism of Enlightenment modernity. Enlightenment modernism’s 
overvaluation of ratiocination devalues the body, reducing persons to “think-
ing things.” Like Platonism, modern epistemology values the abstract and 
universal above the perspectival and material. Objective reason and logic 
unify the many tongues of global society.1 Just like the Platonic soul’s escape 
to the pristine realm of the rational forms, the modern epistemic dream is to 

Chapter 2
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shed the burdens of embodied particularity to attain rational homogeneity. 
Even Christian theology participates in this reductive epistemology when 
it assumes that theology can only begin after the construction of a rational 
prolegomenon that sets the framework for rational deliberation of revelation.2

Postmodern sensibilities counter this reductive anthropology and ratio-
nalism with its embodied anthropology. Rather than a hindrance, situated 
particularity is a human condition that colors thinking and knowledge. The 
resulting panoply of different epistemic contexts “is not a regrettable state of 
affairs to be lamented, but rather an essential aspect of being human that is to 
be affirmed.”3 Not only does situated particularity deny the dream of neutral 
reason, it inverts cognitive reason’s primacy, granting authority to the affec-
tive heart, the center-point of the body.

Embedded within Pentecostal spirituality is this postmodern anthropology 
that “honors our primarily affective, precognitive, communal, and ‘practiced’ 
mode of being-in-the-world.”4 This is because Pentecostalism is a “quint-
essentially incarnational faith and practice.”5 Pentecostalism is a worldly 
expression of a holistic faith, despite its seeming otherworldliness.6 Early 
Pentecostals rejected rationalism and replaced it with the authority of experi-
ence that was couched in a communal Pentecostal narrative.7 This rejection 
of rationalism was not rejection of propositional knowledge as such, but the 
inclusion of different forms of knowledge that were embedded within their 
practices. Their experientially driven doxological practices, such as dancing, 
speaking in tongues, laying on of hands, testifying, and being “slain” in the 
Spirit, involved the whole person, not just the mind. These practices engaged 
the affections and elicited a tacit knowledge about God, themselves, and their 
mission in the world. They did not need to prove their knowledge through dis-
cursive means. Yet, the refrain they often recited upon encountering the Lord 
through worship was, “I know that I know that I know.” Thus, they devalued 
ratiocination in order to revalue it properly.

With the rejection of modern rationalism and the high value placed on 
embodiment and its contingency, Smith proclaims that Pentecostal anthro-
pology is postmodern. Indeed, postmodernism’s characteristics identified in 
the previous chapter aligns with the emphasis Pentecostalism places on the 
material body. The body, unlike universal reason, is finite and contingent. It 
is always already located in particular places and times, and its experiences, 
including knowing, occur from particular locations.8

Observing the almost bewildering liturgy of Pentecostalism reveals how 
tacit knowledge is passed down. Such activities as being “coached” to speak in 
tongues or watching fellow worshippers fall prostrate on the floor (to be caught 
by the expectant arms of the deacons who are also readily armed with light blan-
kets to cover the ladies) form worshippers into Polanyian subjects who begin 
to take on the attitudes, affections, and kinesthetic judgments of the tradition. 
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This situatedness reveals that knowledge is perspectival, interpretive, and tacit. 
The anthropology of Pentecostal spirituality reflects the postmodern features of 
finitude, contingency, embodiment, perspectivism, and pretheoricity. In fact, 
Smith is so confident in the postmodern characteristics of Pentecostalism that 
he boldly proclaims that the Azusa Street Revival was a “postmodern revival!”9

Smith identifies within postmodern Pentecostal anthropology a narrative, 
affective epistemology, and he argues that this epistemology can contribute 
toward contemporary epistemology, which he views as preoccupied with 
cognitive, propositional knowledge. Smith sees this preoccupation at work in 
contemporary philosophy of religion where conversations primarily revolve 
around beliefs rather than persons, reducing religion to mere doctrines.10 
Against this dominant strain, Smith proposes a different form of knowledge 
called NAK. Whereas contemporary epistemology considers propositional 
and theoretical knowledge as primary, Smith argues that NAK is actually 
primary and irreducible. These attributes are not only epistemological but 
ethical. For conceptualizing the pretheoretical life via cognition is objecti-
fying insofar as the things themselves are pre- or noncognitive. Such act is 
an (Levinisian) ethical issue for Smith because theoretical description and 
conceptualization of pretheoretical life violates the alterity and transcendence 
of the noncognitive and pretheoretical.11 There exists a seeming incommen-
surability between pretheoretical facticity and theoretical understanding of 
this facticity through its own conceptual categories. Contemporary episte-
mology’s prioritization of theoretical knowledge must be seen through this 
ethical lens, and the retrieval of NAK’s irreducibility and primacy is one step 
toward undoing the violence of theoretical thought.

Narrative, Affective Knowledge

What, then, is NAK, and why is it irreducible and primary? Narrative and 
affect are pretheoretical modes of understanding that act as the basis for 
theoretical thought. Smith utilizes Heidegger’s distinction between theo-
retical knowledge (wissen) and pretheoretical understanding (verstehen) to 
describe their differences. Whereas wissen refers to the types of propositional 
belief, such as justified true belief, that takes center stage in contemporary 
epistemology, verstehen is a precognitive knowledge that acts more like a 
worldview than propositional belief due to its hermeneutical role. NAK is 
tacit knowledge that is “a more primordial, affective ‘attunement’ to the 
world that constitutes the matrix for knowledge.”12 One makes her way in the 
world through NAK even in the absence of propositional beliefs. Let us now 
examine the epistemological nature of narrative and affect.

Narrative organizes actions and events into coherent wholes that provide 
meaning to those actions and events by indicating how they fit into the 
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wholes.13 Narrative should not be understood merely as chronological list-
ing of events. The epistemological feature of narrative is the conveying of 
significance and meaning to various events and forming them into a single 
coherent and interrelated account. The narratives that one embodies and tells 
are significant and meaningful. One does not tell all accounts of one’s life, 
only those that are meaningful.14 Smith thus states, “Narratives .  .  . always 
have a point, are always about the explanation and meaning of events and 
actions in human life, however simple these may be.”15 This is noticeable in 
personal lives. Not all truths are interesting; one primarily recalls and pursues 
truths that are pertinent to one’s biography.16 Narrative determines what is 
important, sacred, and meaningful, providing cosmic and existential mean-
ing to life. In this way, narrative is inherently interpretive and perspectival.17

Consequently, narrative is a hermeneutic mode of imagining and expe-
riencing the world.18 Gabriela Spector-Mersel argues that narrative is an 
interpretive paradigm, a worldview that opposes positivist and post-positivist 
views of reality as objective and uniform. Narrative indicates reality as multi-
faceted and contextually constructed from one’s perspective.19 Every story is 
perspectival and is but a selection from “a range of alternatives lying within 
our life history.”20 Therefore, narrative is hermeneutic knowledge that forms 
both the narrator and the hearer in dialectical fashion as they partake in tell-
ing, listening, and participating in countless narratives. Narrative knowledge 
is thus ubiquitous, countering the myth of the priority of propositional knowl-
edge. Lyotard writes, “Scientific knowledge does not represent the totality 
of knowledge; it has always existed in addition to, and in competition and 
conflict with, another kind of knowledge, which I .  .  . call narrative.”21 For 
Christian Smith, the moral nature of social existence shows that not only are 
all social institutions rooted in “narratives, traditions, and worldviews,” but 
they express these epistemic contents.22

Unlike propositional knowledge, narrative is pretheoretical because it 
registers at the level of imagination. For example, Christian Smith argues 
that people mark significant time by narratives. The significance of national 
holidays or religious holy days does not derive from propositional arguments 
but from their stories that fuel imaginations and meanings. The stories behind 
these days “define who we as a people are, what we are here for, how we 
ought to live, what we ought to feel, what is good and bad, right and wrong, 
just and unjust, worthy and unworthy, sacred and profane.”23 Narrative drives 
one’s meaning and imagination, one’s very identity.

Narrative is our most elemental human genre of communication and meaning-
making, an essential way of framing the order and purpose of reality, that 
we moderns need and use every bit as much as our primitive ancestors. Most 
other forms of abstract, rational, analytic discourse are always rooted in, 
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contextualized by, and significant because of the underlying stories that narrate 
our lives.24

Worldview is narratival because narrative shapes the imagination. Narrative 
is also irreducible in that its affective and imaginative elements become 
lost when reduced to a propositional point. Often, narrative is the point and 
need not be reduced into one.25 “The truth is the story; the narrative is the 
knowledge.”26

To be human is to be a “story-telling animal.”27 One tells and participates 
in stories to make sense of the world. Narrative is not an option for narrative 
animals because every speech and act find their coherence and intelligibility 
in narrative.28 One’s search for meaning and identity occurs in one’s “inhab-
iting characters embedded within socially shared roles and by creatively 
appropriating those roles, even to the point of coauthoring new ones.”29 At the 
moment of conception, one is thrust into a narrative. For one’s reception of a 
name or identification with a gender already immerses oneself into a language 
game as a referent.30 The roles one receives or takes on place constraints and 
possibilities on one’s identity. Making sense of one’s life and identity is not 
achievable without involvement in narratives.31

Perspectivally integrated with narrative is its affective component.32 First, 
within narrative is an emotional import that is both internal and external to 
the narrative. Internal emotional responses are the emotions within the nar-
rative itself, what those in the narrative feel. The emotional response from 
encountering the narrative is external. This response can vary, which raises 
the question of appropriateness.33 Appropriateness of emotion presupposes 
evaluation or judgment. Narrative and affect are not value neutral. Like theo-
retical evaluation, one can evaluate affections.34

Second, drawing on David Velleman, Smith argues that narrative con-
strues the world into a coherent structure according to an affective, rather 
than inductive or deductive, logic. Although efficient causality is important, 
narrative logic does not necessarily follow efficient causality in its reasoning. 
“Story makes sense of our world, our experience, and events on a register 
different from the deductive logic of efficient causality.”35 Stanley Hauerwas 
has argued similarly about the logic of narrative. Narratival connections are 
not necessarily logical or sequential. Narrative logic is “designed to move 
our understanding of a situation forward by developing or unfolding it.”36 
Narrative logic provides the connections between contingent events to move 
the story forward non-arbitrarily. In other words, while narrative connects 
contingent events, it provides coherence and intelligibility in the form of a 
plot.

Third, affect is itself a construal, a hermeneutical filter that aids and is 
aided by narrative knowledge.37 Affect provides meaning to reality and 

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



46 Chapter 2

provides reasons for one’s actions. The scriptural, testimonial, and experien-
tial narratives one embodies form the affective dispositions in such a way that 
one sees the world in particular ways. As Steven Land argues, those who have 
been shaped by the teachings of Jesus and the Spirit will have the disposition 
of care and concern for the world so that it would be irrational to pass by a 
homeless person without desiring to help the person.38 Hence, there exists “a 
kind of ‘fit’ or proportionality between narrative and our affective register.”39 
Affections reflect their intended narratives.

Narrative is epistemic due in part to the affect’s role in making the nar-
rative coherent and intelligible. Lack of affect makes the adjudication of 
narrative’s meaningfulness impossible. Even when causal connections are 
missing, a narrative can be meaningful due to the accompaniment of affec-
tions.40 Illustrating the power of affect, Velleman argues that the conclusory 
affection, “the emotion that resolves a narrative cadence,” impacts how one 
understands an entire saga.41 For example, the climaxing affections of hope 
and deliverance at the end of a testimony can wrap up how one understands 
the entire testimony. Important to note, however, is one’s involvement in 
many narratives. One does not inhabit just one narrative with one conclusory 
affection. The complexity of life is partly due to the many narratives and their 
affections of which one is part. There are also different levels of narratival 
importance. Smaller narratives shape the overarching narrative while the 
overarching narrative gives coherence to the other narratives.

Narrative, affective anthropology undergirds narrative, affective episte-
mology’s irreducibility and primacy. In Smith’s words, “We feel our way 
around the world more than we think about it, before we think about it.”42 
Similarly, Velleman states that the affective patterning of events into a nar-
rative is stored “in experiential, proprioceptive, and kinesthetic memory—as 
we might say, in the muscle-memory of the heart.”43 NAK is prior to theoreti-
cal reflection because it is precognitive and pretheoretical. Because humans 
are fundamentally precognitive, pretheoretical, affective beings, the primary 
mode of epistemic construal is pretheoretical and embodied.

Shelly Rambo powerfully demonstrates this embodied knowledge in her 
theology of trauma. Trauma leaves its victims with gaps of understanding. 
They become enmeshed in a narrative that they cannot fully or clearly narrate 
with cognitive understanding. They are effectively left speechless; they must 
witness to the unwitnessable for they must “stand in a place where [they] 
cannot see clearly and where the evidence of what took place is not fully 
available to [them].”44 Rambo thus states that trauma studies have shifted its 
language from comprehension to witness and testimony, signaling the shift 
from theoretical knowledge to NAK.45 Even more, Rambo’s findings demon-
strate that embodied and narrative knowledge is more than linguistic. That is, 
inculcation in narrative does not necessitate verbal or written language since 
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trauma often renders victims speechless. Although recovery of narrative is 
essential to healing, the narrative of trauma can be more than linguistic. Even 
without words, trauma can be communicated.46 While knowledge of trauma 
can be unclear and nonlinguistic, it is knowledge nonetheless, an inchoate, 
embodied understanding. In the haze of trauma, between life and the death 
of the life once known, the victim feels her way around the world more 
than think it. Hence, recovery from trauma does not primarily proceed from 
cognitive reassurance but from the senses and the imagination. Because the 
senses become sensitive to triggers that hearken one back to the traumatic 
event, Rambo argues that existence after trauma must begin with the body, to 
imagine that unimaginable47: “it is essential to first reconnect a person to the 
movement of her body, enabling her to reestablish and navigate her physical 
connection to the world.”48 Rambo thus advises that trauma studies reveal 
the need for an epistemology after trauma, a knowledge beyond words and 
theoretical comprehension. NAK, as an inchoate, pretheoretical knowledge is 
an example of this fitting epistemology.

For Pentecostals, their practices and experiences seize the affections and 
draw them to view the world differently, securing a paradigm that sets the 
boundaries of credibility and possibilities for reflection. The Pentecostal 
heartbeat of experiential encounter leads its narratives and affections to drive 
its theology. For Pentecostals, testimony is the propagation of a communal 
affect that shapes identities and frames the hermeneutic filter to interpret the 
world through a passional orientation. Pentecostal worship illustrates this 
passional perspectivalism as an “affective, tactile, and emotive” experience.49 
Pentecostal worship is passional because it is experiential in its quest for 
encounter with God. The worshipper seeks to be “moved by the Spirit,” to be 
“slain in the Spirit,” or to speak in tongues as the Spirit gives utterance (Acts 
2:4). She also testifies to and shares God’s intimate involvement in her life, 
further concretizing the affect directed toward the divine. Encountering and 
testifying of God elicits participation in the hearers. NAK is an embodied, 
practical knowledge, a know-how. Narrative is not merely a telling, but a 
participation. To know a narrative is to know how to live and enact it, to be 
part of it; narrative is pragmatic knowledge.

NAK as Schematic Knowledge

The concept of schema clarifies the pragmatics of NAK. Like a paradigm, 
schema sets the context for understanding and organizing incoming data, and 
it varies from person to person.50 Developed through experiences, schema sets 
certain expectations for future interpretations. Schema is a form of stereotyp-
ing that imposes “expectations about the nature of the incoming information, 
reducing our openness to novelty and surprise.”51 As such, schema is not 
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epistemologically objective, but is a skillful know-how that takes in the raw 
data of sense experience and shapes them for comprehension. Schema takes 
the dizzying amount of information that perception provides and actively 
selects and interprets relevant information.52

Schema is a perceptive and interpretive skill, an intentional activity requir-
ing both the physiological and the psychological.53 Without the physiological, 
there can be no reception of sense data. Without the psychological, there can-
not be selection of information. According to David Heywood, “a schema is 
therefore a feedback mechanism whereby physical experience is assimilated, 
stored and made available in psychological form for future use.”54 Schema 
is not rigid, but continually adapts as it encounters new information, dis-
playing its “highly flexible bodily memory.”55 Schema can either assimilate 
new information into the existing schema or accommodate the itself to new 
information. New information can even lead one to choose one schema over 
another. Either way, past experiences of involvement in the world shape 
one’s interpretation of it.56

Because schema develops through past experiences, schematic knowledge 
is personal knowledge that is honed through interactions with the world. 
What Heywood calls “explicit knowledge,” knowledge that “involves for-
mal rules and definitions,” aids in understanding and sharing concepts.57 
Understanding and internalizing concepts also require making connections 
within one’s total experience. Heywood makes the Polanyian statement that 
in various areas of life, people learn to “see as” the objects of experience 
through the lens of previous experiences. Experiences form together as one 
recognizes similarities, and these experiences inculcate one to see patterns for 
meaning-making.58 Seeing these similarities is not possible without a history 
of narrative and affective experiences. Noticing and connecting these simi-
larities takes skill. One sees these similarities in the first place through value 
or salience, and one’s experiences are intimately connected to one’s affective 
values.59 Schematic knowledge is thus skillful, hermeneutical know-how, one 
tightly integrated with experiences and values.

Heywood’s depiction of schema helps with understanding Smith’s 
Pentecostal epistemology. NAK is inseparable from embodiment; it is a 
participatory knowledge that is pragmatic, perspectival, and situated. As 
pretheoretical, this knowledge is irreducible and primary. Not only counter-
ing the primacy of theoretical, propositional knowledge, it acts as the basis 
for theoretical knowledge. For Smith, this differentiation marks the division 
between modernism and postmodernism. The former is committed to “dis-
passionate, disinterested objectivism” whereas the latter views knowledge as 
passional and perspectival.60

Smith’s portrayal of Pentecostalism as an implicit, performative rejection 
of Enlightenment rationalism is shared by Margaret Poloma, who argues 
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that Pentecostalism is an “anthropological protest against modernity.”61 
Pentecostal spirituality carries fundamental commitments or affective sensi-
bilities, which inhabit and express themselves in rituals. These doxological 
practices reveal “that human being-in-the-world is oriented more fundamen-
tally by desire than thinking, and manifests itself more in what we do than 
in what we think.”62 Contra reductive rationalism’s priority of theory over 
practice, pretheoretical affection arise from and are embedded in practice, 
acting as guides for beliefs. Res cogitans thinks its way to practice, but 
Pentecostalism’s “affective (nonrationalist) philosophical anthropology” 
reverses this direction.63 Pentecostal epistemology begins with praxis that 
always already carries an affective understanding of the world that acts as 
the basis for ratiocination. NAK is thus a knowing otherwise, a primary and 
irreducible understanding that acts more like a worldview as a tacit herme-
neutical filter.

CRITIQUE OF PENTECOSTAL EPISTEMOLOGY

Pentecostal epistemology sets a hierarchy between the primacy of pretheoret-
ical understanding and its derivative theoretical belief. In Pentecostal spiritu-
ality, embodied practices and experiences elicit pretheoretical understanding 
and doctrinal beliefs arise from this pretheoretical understanding. In this way, 
Smith opposes the view that practice follows theory. Second-order reflection 
is “always already informed by pretheoretical faith commitments.”64 Smith 
elaborates on this relationship by distinguishing theology1 from theology2. 
Theology1 represents the prereflective doxological confessions of the church 
that act as the boundary for the church’s theoretical reflections on its confes-
sions.65 Theology1’s primacy expresses itself in its function “as the root of 
Christian theoretical reflection across the disciplines.”66 Theology2 represents 
second-order reflection. Pretheoretical understanding and theoretical knowl-
edge reflect the two levels respectively, and the embedded epistemology 
within Pentecostal praxis reflects the contents of theology1.

Smith’s distinction between theology1 and theology2 is helpful, and there is 
much to commend. However, this unidirectional, foundationalist relationship 
between pretheory and theory violates Steven Land’s definition of Pentecostal 
spirituality as the integration of orthopraxis and orthodoxy in orthopathos by 
neglecting orthodoxy. It is insufficiently triperspectival. Nous lacks integrity 
in itself and requires the foundational support from praxis and pathos with-
out influencing them. By neglecting the orthodoxy of Pentecostal theology, 
Smith’s epistemology is insufficiently Pentecostal. Even if theology is sec-
ondary to orthopathos and orthopraxis, it should play an important role in the 
design of its epistemology. Instead, the relationship between cognitive belief 
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and affect-praxis is foundationalist and unidirectional in Smith’s methodol-
ogy and epistemology. Noetic belief is like nonbasic belief that is based on 
basic NAK. Smith is an affective foundationalist even if he rejects the neutral-
ity and epistemic certainty of classical foundationalism. If belief is merely the 
product of praxis, then it seems possible to construct a similar epistemology 
from other traditions. Smith’s faulty methodology negates the uniqueness of 
Pentecostal epistemology. Smith’s epistemology may be congenial with and 
appropriate for Pentecostalism and illustrate Pentecostalism’s contribution 
to epistemology, but it disqualifies as a uniquely Pentecostal epistemology.

Klaas Bom and Simo Frestadius also critique this tension between pretheo-
retical and theoretical knowledge. Bom provides a sympathetic critique of 
Smith and seeks to bolster Smith’s epistemology by clarifying the role of 
reason and its relationship to the heart. Smith’s enthusiastic endorsement of 
the heart is understandable, given his resistance against the dominance of 
reductive and propositionally driven rationalism. However, this enthusiasm 
clouds ratiocination with ambiguity.67 First, Bom grants that reason still plays 
a role in Smith’s epistemology. However, due to the overemphasis on the 
heart, reason functions covertly. The danger with this overemphasis is that 
reason “can easily dominate experience” in the guise of the heart, using it to 
pass off unjustified claims.68 In this way, Smith kicks rationalism out the front 
door only to let it in through the back, except in disguise. Smith’s claim that 
narrative knowledge makes an “exclusive claim of truth” makes this danger 
is even more acute.69

Relatedly, Bom’s second critique that affective knowledge seems insulated 
from critical evaluation by reason exacerbates the danger mentioned earlier.70 
If an unjustified narrative, affective claim passes off as a truth claim while 
insulated from rational evaluation, then breakdown of discourse might result 
because people can retreat into their narratives. Particularity then leads to an 
inflexible exclusivism and fideism, the mark of hypermodernism. Smith is 
not ignorant of this issue. He sets prescription for affective truth: right order-
ing of desire.71 This prescription is needed due to the affective effects of sin, 
an important reminder for any Christian epistemology.72 According to Beáta 
Tóth, a Christian account of emotion must acknowledge that both reason and 
emotion are directed toward God, but also recognize that they are both fallen. 
“[Both] can be the source of self-delusion and fallacy.”73

For Frestadius, a one-sided relationship exists between beliefs and practices 
in Smith. The same applies to the relationship between beliefs and affections. 
Smith’s affective foundationalism places pretheoretical knowledge in the 
foundations, which provides the norms and rules for second-order reflection. 
Smith overlooks “the role theology plays in influencing religious practices.”74 
Since integrative Pentecostal spirituality involves beliefs, Frestadius judges 
Smith’s epistemology as deficient due to its ignoring of the rich tradition 
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of Pentecostal theology and history, especially given that they have shaped 
and are continually shaping Pentecostal spirituality and practices.75 For Bom 
and Frestadius, the issues of truth and justification and the tension between 
pretheoretical understanding and theoretical knowledge raise questions about 
Smith’s Pentecostal epistemology. I will address these two issues in turn.

NAK and Truth

Highlighting the prescriptive elements for NAK raises two observations 
about Smith’s epistemology. First, Smith’s epistemology is mostly descrip-
tive: knowledge is primarily narrative and affective. Second, Smith offers 
right ordering of desire as the lone prescriptive criterion for affective knowl-
edge. Epistemically responsible NAK cannot arise from any pathos and 
praxis, but must arise from orthopathos and orthopraxis, just as it should be 
informed by orthodoxy.

Central to achieving the status “ortho-” must be some condition of appro-
priateness. It has been long presupposed that knowledge requires truth. Is 
there a role for truth in NAK? Is the nature of NAK so discontinuous from 
noetic knowledge that truth is unnecessary? Before this question can be 
addressed, a difficulty in language must be addressed. For propositional 
epistemology, knowledge must include a connection to truth. For nonpropo-
sitional epistemologists like Smith, knowledge is used to describe meaning-
making activity. A linguistic issue is present here. Is it appropriate to use 
“knowledge” to describe meaningful understanding that may not be tied 
correctly or appropriately to mind-independent reality? Smith would answer 
affirmatively. This mode is how humans normally know the world. This is a 
descriptive statement.

However, this statement falls afoul of the is/ought fallacy. Mere construal, 
however meaningful and ubiquitous, is insufficient for (right) knowledge. 
Pretheoretical understanding must strive for that vaunted positive epistemic 
status called “knowledge,” which is not possible without robust prescrip-
tive criteria that includes truth, and Smith’s lone prescriptive criterion of 
orthopathos is reductive and impotent to secure knowledge, let alone is it 
consistent with Pentecostal spirituality as triperspectival integration. While 
narrative-affect, practice, and belief are epistemic on their own, a robust 
Christian epistemology should integrate orthopathos, orthopraxis, and ortho-
doxy. Not only does Smith fail in this integration, his inconsistent utilization 
of Pentecostal spirituality leads to an insufficient Pentecostal epistemology. 
In fact, inasmuch as false or fictional narrative and its affections still qualify 
as NAK because they are meaning-making activities that act as hermeneutical 
filters for understanding and imagining reality, ambiguity arises about how 
these construals are right or appropriate construals. Smith’s epistemology 
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seems to run afoul of “knowledge” arising merely out of pathos and praxis 
rather than orthopathos and orthopraxis. However, meaning and knowledge 
do not make one.

More precise language is required to eliminate this ambiguity. Smith right-
fully presents NAK as sui generis and neglected by modernist epistemology. 
NAK is hermeneutic construal of reality that differs from the standard alethi-
cally aimed propositional knowledge. Smith is correct that construal should 
be considered knowledge of a particular kind, a knowing otherwise. But call-
ing this knowledge raises linguistic confusion since standard epistemological 
language differentiates mere belief, even basic belief, from knowledge. Like 
NAK, mere belief is ubiquitous, but meaningful belief is not knowledge. In 
order to differentiate between warranted NAK and unwarranted “NAK,” I 
propose distinguishing narrative, affective construal (NAC) from NAK. This 
differentiation affirms narrative and affect as meaning-making understand-
ing apart from narrative and affect that have achieved the vaunted status of 
warrant, that is, knowledge. While I will continually use NAK for stylistic 
purposes in this work, I will later demonstrate that Smith’s pathic criterion for 
NAK requires modification, and that is provided by Reformed epistemology.

Egalitarian Primacy

Although Smith is adamant in his insistence on the irreducibility and primacy 
of NAK, he is aware of the irony in his theoretical explanation of pretheo-
retical concepts. He confesses that one should not confuse narrative theology 
with narrative knowledge because the former is still a “genre of propositional 
and theoretical analysis that makes the case for the importance of narrative 
in a nonnarratival mode.”76 Although he tackles this “methodological chal-
lenge” head-on, the answer remains theoretical. Noticing that philosophy of 
religion remains rationalist in assuming the primacy of theory over practice, 
Smith argues that such an assumption reduces religion to ideas; rationalistic 
philosophy of religion eliminates the fullness of religion as a lived experience 
and practice, a form of life.77 His solution is to upturn the Cartesian anthropol-
ogy assumed in current philosophy of religion by replacing it with an affec-
tive, nonrationalist anthropology, which appreciates the fullness and priority 
of human existence and practice over theory.78 This solution is nevertheless 
theoretical. Even a phenomenological philosophy of religion that focuses on 
the practices of religion remains a theoretical work. Coming to understand the 
primacy of pretheoretical understanding occurs through theoretical means. 
Thus, the irony of Smith’s claim to the primacy of NAK remains.

Smith’s inability to communicate his epistemology—let alone his broader 
works on the pretheoretical—through pretheoretical means indicates a gap 
in Smith’s sub-cognitivist epistemology that requires repair. Could there be 
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a greater harmonious relationship between pretheory and theory than Smith 
indicates? Smith correctly argues that one’s predominant mode of operation 
is pretheoretical. NAK is ubiquitous. One predominantly construes the world 
pretheoretically, and theoretical ideas are always already informed by know-
how. One traffics in unavoidable affective narratives through participation in 
life as storytelling, embodied animals, even if some of these understandings 
are NAC, not NAK.

Smith’s sub-cognitivism pictures a unilateral movement from pretheory to 
theory. Smith’s rejection of foundationalism is thus ironic since he assumes 
an affective foundationalism. This foundationalism motivates the primacy 
of pretheory. Yet, coming to awareness of the formative power of practices 
through reflection and enacting changes in practices, narratives, and affec-
tions indicate that theory can greatly shape pretheoretical construal. Smith 
himself demonstrates this reality as he helpfully guides his readers to the 
formative power of pretheory through propositional and theoretical means. 
With Smith’s theoretical tutelage, one can become conscious of the different 
“liturgies” that shape one’s hermeneutic construal of reality. Therefore, the 
primacy of pretheory must be understood as quantitative primacy. That is, 
tacit know-how operates in all-knowing and meaning-making activities. In 
certain times, however, discursive reason has greater epistemological impact 
on knowledge and on the direction of the affections and narratives. This is 
qualitative primacy.

Insofar as social imaginary shapes theoretical thought, NAK has both 
quantitative and qualitative primacy. However, contra Smith, cognitive and 
theoretical knowledge influence pretheoretical knowledge in various ways, 
such that pretheoretical knowledge does not necessarily have absolute pri-
macy.79 Their relationship is integrated, perspectival, and reciprocal. Against 
Smith’s unidirectional affective foundationalism, then, a hermeneutical spiral 
better captures the reciprocal relationship between pretheory and theory.

Others have proposed similar views. For Amos Yong, faith can never be 
merely pretheoretical because humans are “through and through thinking 
animals.”80 Faith is integrationist, marrying both pretheory and theory. John 
Milbank similarly states that no clear division between first-order discourse 
(theology1) and second-order discourse (theology2) exists. Symbols, rituals, 
and narratives of liturgy are “somewhat reflective” and discursive theol-
ogy informs and qualifies “first order belief and practice.”81 Commenting 
on the relationship between liturgy and theology, Dennis Ockholm argues 
that they are mutually informing.82 The Reformed presuppositionalist John 
Frame, who champions the primacy of the presuppositions over beliefs, ques-
tions the clear distinction between pretheoretical and theoretical thought.83 
Importantly, Steve Land, upon whose ideas Smith frames his epistemology, 
defines theology as reflective activity upon lived reality and a passion for 
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God. Not only is theology an affective work, such passions require ongoing 
reflection as part of its nature. For Land, affect and reflection are unified, and 
their merging defines true theology.84

Although Smith utilizes Charles Taylor’s notion of social imaginary to 
differentiate between the Reformed tradition’s all-too-noetic concept of 
worldview and NAK, Taylor views pretheory and theory as permeable. On 
the one hand, social imaginary is pretheoretical, “inarticulate understanding 
of our whole situation” and is “largely unstructured.”85 Even though social 
imaginary is unstructured, it is not incoherent. Imagination unifies parts into 
a whole. Imagination helps one “see as whole what those without imagination 
see only as unrelated parts.”86 Imagination helps make sense of one’s place in 
and relation with the world. It provides images of how the world is and ought 
to be. Imagination is carried in narratives and practices, and, as such, under-
standing and inhabiting this imaginary requires skills rather than explicit 
instruction.87 On the other hand, Taylor demonstrates that theory often pen-
etrates social imaginary. Theory provides a new “outlook” to practices and 
allows one to see the world anew, which in turn becomes sedimented and 
taken for granted. Indicating the reciprocal relationship between theory and 
practice, Taylor argues that theory is shaped by practices even while shaping 
them. “The new practice, with the implicit understanding it generates, can be 
the basis for modifications of theory, which in turn can inflect practice, and 
so on.”88 This dialectical movement eschews the dominance of dispassionate 
logic. As arguments take on proponents and opponents, they become part of 
one’s narratives and form of life. The arguments and the corresponding nar-
ratives create, renew, shape, and carry affective-valences. The relationship 
between pretheory and theory is thus perspectivally integrated. For Taylor, 
ideas and practices are “often inseparable.”89 Problem arises when one is 
overemphasized, such as in modernity’s reductive rationalism or Smith’s 
affective foundationalism. The language of primacy must be understood 
quantitatively and qualitatively. While the pretheoretical mode operates more 
ubiquitously, there is a mutual relationship between pretheory and theory, and 
one can more intensely impact the other at certain times.

CONCLUSION

This chapter explored Smith’s Pentecostal epistemology and explained how 
narratives and affections are epistemic construals, a knowing-otherwise. 
It is worldview-like in that it is a schema to understand reality. Humans 
primarily operate in these pretheoretical modes of knowledge because they 
are rooted in human anthropology. While Smith is generally correct about 
this type of knowledge, I argued that two problematic areas require critique 
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and clarification. First, I argued that the account of NAK is too general. A 
further division between meaning (NAC) and knowledge (NAK) is required. 
With this clarification in place, one can understand Smith’s claim about the 
primacy of NAK as quantitative primacy. People predominantly understand 
the world through NAC and NAK. However, knowledge requires truth. There 
remains further explanation on how NAC can become NAK. Moreover, 
theory can have qualitative primacy over pretheory. In this way, I sought 
to repair Smith’s affective foundationalism that neglects cognitive beliefs, 
which also disqualifies the Pentecostal distinctive of Smith’s epistemology, 
and suggested a reciprocal relationship between pretheory and theory. This 
claim finds support in moral psychology and philosophy of emotions. In the 
next chapter, I turn to Jonathan Haidt’s work in moral psychology, whose 
project has similarities with Smith in bringing the focus away from reductive 
rationalism and highlighting the roles of intuition and intersubjective reason-
ing, and Robert Solomon’s cognitive theory of emotions to argue for the 
cognitive and conceptual features of affections.
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INTRODUCTION

The previous chapter critiqued Smith’s sub-cognitivism and affective foun-
dationalism to argue for an integrative, reciprocal relationship between 
pretheory and theory. This chapter recruits assistance from moral psychol-
ogy and philosophy of emotion as cumulative evidence for this relationship. 
But rather than arguing for a reciprocal relationship that maintains the hard 
division between affect and cognition, I blur that line by identifying affect 
as a form of cognition. Moreover, I identify similar tendencies with Smith in 
Haidt and provide corrections. After establishing the perspectival relationship 
between affect and reason, I correct Smith’s sub-cognitivism with the aid of 
Pentecostalism while recognizing Smith’s nuanced view on the reciprocity 
between pretheory and theory. But because such nuanced view is missing 
in his Pentecostal epistemology, this chapter acts to pivot from Smith’s 
Pentecostal epistemology to his postmodern epistemology in the next chapter.

INTUITION, REASON, AND COGNITION: 
PERSPECTIVES FROM MORAL PSYCHOLOGY

According to Jonathan Haidt’s social intuitionist model for moral judgment 
(SIM), most moral judgments are intuitive rather than reflective. Intuition 
is like perception: pretheoretical and akin to basic beliefs. It is “defined as 
the sudden appearance in consciousness of a moral judgment, including an 
affective valence (good-bad, like-dislike), without any conscious awareness 
of having gone through steps of searching, weighing evidence, or inferring 
a conclusion.”1 Intuition contrasts with discursive reasoning, which “occurs 

Chapter 3

Pretheory, Theory, and Their 
Integrated Relationship
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more slowly, requires some effort, and involves at least some steps that are 
accessible to consciousness.”2 Reasoning is frequently a post hoc justification 
of an already-made intuitive judgment. Although he is quick to mention that 
he is not stating how moral judgments ought to be made, he argues that reason 
rarely produces moral judgments.3 Similar to Smith, Haidt’s SIM rejects the 
primacy of reason advocated by the rationalist model of moral judgment-
making, according to which reason primarily directs moral judgments.

Rationalist Model

Eliciting Situation ® Reasoning ® Judgment

SIM’s Six Links

Contrariwise, Haidt’s SIM presents a complex interrelationship between 
intuition, judgment, and reason. There are six links or processes between 
intuition, judgment, and reason, and the SIM includes an intersubjective 
component.

Social Intuitionist Model

Eliciting Situation ®
A’s Intuition (Link 1) ® A’s Judgment (Link 2) ® A’s Reasoning
A’s Reasoning (Link 3) ® B’s Intuition (Intersubjective)
A’s Judgment (Link 4) ® B’s Intuition (Intersubjective)
A’s Reasoning (Link 5) ® A’s Judgment (Rare)
A’s Reasoning (Link 6) ® A’s Intuition (Rare)

Link 1, the intuitive judgment link, is an immediate move from moral 
intuition to moral judgment. Link 2 represents the post hoc reasoning link 
between moral judgment and moral reasoning. Unlike the rationalist model 
where moral reasoning precedes moral judgment, the SIM presents reason as 
a biased process that seeks to confirm intuition’s already-made moral judg-
ment. Reasoning is the rationalizing of one’s judgment.4 Reasoning thus car-
ries an illusion of objectivity. Moral intuition, on the other hand, is trained by 
culturally formed moral norms.5 Like Smith, Haidt is not an anti-rationalist; 
reason can play a significant role. However, private reasoning is mostly inef-
fective in changing one’s own moral intuitions.

Link 3 represents an interpersonal link that moves from one’s moral 
reasoning to another person’s moral intuition. Haidt hypothesizes that this 
impact of reason on intuition occurs not so much by the logic of compelling 
arguments but by the arguments’ triggering of new affective intuitions.6 If 

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



61Pretheory, Theory, and Integrated Relationship

Haidt is correct, then affections are not merely integrated with narratives, but 
also with propositions. However, inasmuch as theory can influence affective 
intuition, it can have qualitative primacy.

Haidt further argues that reason is effective in non-defensive dialogue, 
which points to the importance of personal affective postures. When adver-
sarial postures are present, such as in debates, one bears down on one’s 
intuitions and post hoc justifications. This explains why debates rarely don’t 
convince the debaters. Reason rarely persuades people in conflict situations.7 
This is not typically the case in non-adversarial situations. When no conflict 
exists, reason can influence intuition through the reasoned-persuasion link. 
Therefore, attempts at persuasion require attending to the mood of the inter-
personal encounter. A listener’s affective posture toward her interlocutor can 
influence how she affectively interprets and accepts her interlocutor’s argu-
ments and come to see an issue in a different way.8

Link 4 is another interpersonal link, but the impact moves from moral judg-
ment to another person’s moral intuition. This link reveals that moral judg-
ments can influence others apart from arguments. When positive affections 
exist, persuasion can offer merely by sharing one’s intuitions and judgments.9 
People are like chameleons and unconsciously mimic the behavior and man-
nerisms of others because they naturally seek to agree with others they like.10 
This is why a friend’s moral judgment may be sufficient for others to adopt 
the same judgment. In such cases, the reasoning process is not involved. One 
is affectively drawn to the friend’s moral judgment.

What about private moral reasoning? If reason is mostly a post hoc 
justification of an already-made judgment and its influence is mostly inter-
subjective, does private moral reasoning play any role in shaping one’s 
moral intuitions and judgments? Can change in one’s moral intuitions and 
judgments occur through private soliloquy? Haidt considers private moral 
reasoning in links 5 (reasoned judgment link) and 6 (private reflection link). 
Link 5 moves from reasoning to judgment, and link 6 moves from reason-
ing to intuition. In these reasoned moves, one can change one’s intuitions 
and judgments by using the sheer force of logic, thereby activating new 
intuitions or providing multiple intuitions from which one can choose. One 
can choose an intuition out of multiple options by either choosing the stron-
gest intuition or allowing reason to choose by following certain rules or  
principles.11

These links partly relieve the tension in Smith’s affective foundationalism. 
However, Haidt is pessimistic about the success rate of these links. He points 
out that only one group has shown to be successful in using private reason-
ing to arrive at different intuitions or judgments: philosophers.12 While this 
finding may look like a triumph for reason, celebration may not be in order. 
For those who can exercise such influence upon their intuitions “have been 
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extensively trained and socialized to follow reasoning even to very disturbing 
conclusions.”13

This evidence raises further questions because not all philosophers are 
alike. Those influenced by the Enlightenment ideal of objectivity and neu-
trality, such as the logical positivists, will rely heavily on objective logic, 
being careful to avoid subjectivity. However, postmodern philosophers value 
subjectivity’s importance. Furthermore, the qualification of extensive train-
ing makes it difficult to set this link as the most important link. Even if all 
adequately trained philosophers can accomplish such a feat, the ratio of phi-
losophers to world population makes it implausible that such ability should 
be the epistemic norm and ideal.

Importantly, a philosopher’s work is rarely private. Even the most pri-
vate reasoning often involves consultation with others’ ideas. Books do not 
engage in verbal dialogue, but they are intersubjective.14 Accompanying 
this intersubjectivity are embedded affections that one has toward the ideas. 
When Haidt argues against the efficacy of private moral reasoning, he has in 
mind those activities that lack discourse partners.15 Although Haidt does not 
mention them, books and other similar objects count as discourse partners; 
they are written to inform and persuade. At root, language “is an essentially 
relational phenomenon and thus necessarily involves others.”16 This inter-
subjectivity was the critique of Husserl by Derrida. Husserl’s attempt to 
find full presence and immediacy of the speaker in solitary mental life fails 
because even this soliloquy utilizes the social phenomenon of language. 
Even the supposed privacy of the isolated mental life is structured by inter-
subjectivity.17 Sources used in private moral reasoning have intersubjective 
origins.

Absolutely private moral reason is rare.18 Rarer is the success of changing 
one’s intuition or judgment through absolutely private moral reasoning. Most 
people simply do not overcome their intuitions by the sheer force of logic. 
As an example, Haidt argues that formidable deductive proofs against the 
existence of God often cannot face up to the emotional power of religious 
experiences that change how one views the world.19

Because private moral reasoning is rarely successful in changing one’s 
moral intuitions and judgments, Haidt considers the first four links as cen-
tral.20 Nevertheless, Haidt reiterates that reason impacts moral judgment.21 
The combination of various cultural intuitions and beliefs form through 
pretheoretical enculturation and theoretical reflection. “Cultural knowledge is 
a complex web of explicit and implicit, sensory and propositional, affective, 
cognitive, and motoric knowledge.”22 Like Smith, Haidt replaces a rationalist 
model with pretheoretical, affective model. He is unlike Smith in giving an 
important role to reason for shaping pretheoretical intuition and judgment. 
Therefore, Haidt looks favorably upon models of moral development that 
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encourage not only praxis-oriented modeling and participation that fosters 
implicit understanding but also reflection, discussion, and persuasion.23 This 
interplay between pretheory and theory leads to a mutual relationship of 
influence.

Haidt further reduces the gap between affective and theoretical knowledge 
by unifying cognition with intuition. While intuition is not ratiocinative, it is 
a form of cognition.24 Cognition is just information-processing.25 Intuition is 
lower, automatic cognition and reason is higher, controlled cognition.26 Haidt 
emphasizes, “It must be stressed that the contrast of intuition and reasoning 
is not the contrast of emotion and cognition. Intuition, reasoning, and the 
appraisals contained in emotions .  .  . are all forms of cognition.”27 If Haidt 
is right, affect is neither precognitive nor preconceptual. Joshua Greene also 
states that cognitive processes that distinguish from affections are neverthe-
less integrated with affections and that any real distinction between emotion 
and cognition is one of degree.28 If so, then even reasoned arguments involve 
affect in some way, no matter how small. Although Smith acknowledges that 
the term “cognitivism” is an ambiguous term, he antithetically juxtaposes 
cognition with affect.29 Haidt states that this mistaken contrast between affect 
and cognition led to his personal crusade to correct this mistake. The distinc-
tion to be made is between affective, cognitive knowledge and theoretical, 
cognitive knowledge.

Correcting Haidt

Cordelia Fine and others have challenged Haidt’s two claims about the post 
hoc or intersubjective qualities of reason and the ineffectiveness of private 
reasoning. She admits that the number of occurrences in which people use 
private moral reasoning to override automatic intuitions and form accurate 
judgments is an empirical question.30 However, her core claim is that Haidt 
has overstated his case; controlled cognitive processes can impact moral 
intuition and moral judgment.31 Reason, not intuition, causes moral judg-
ment; private reasoning is a separate link that runs parallel with link 1. Fine 
is not advocating for a return to a rationalist paradigm. Rather, she presents 
intuition and reason as having a greater integrative relationship than what 
Haidt claims.

Citing a study in which participants’ brain activities were measured by 
functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) as they were given either 
easy or difficult moral dilemmas, Fine argues that those who faced a difficult 
moral dilemma showed “significant activity in the anterior dorsolateral pre-
frontal cortex (anterior DLPFC), a region associated with abstract reasoning 
processes.”32 While acknowledging that this finding could be an imaging of 
post hoc justification, Fine argues that the more plausible explanation is that 
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it is the occurrence of private moral reasoning in search for a moral judgment. 
She hypothesizes this because the participants were not asked to justify their 
judgments and there was greater neural activity when utilitarian judgment-
making was more appropriate, indicating that reason was challenging moral 
intuitions.33 Therefore, without denying that moral intuitions can lead to judg-
ments, Fine concludes that this is not always the case.34

Joshua Greene and others have put forward the dual-process theory of 
moral judgment, according to which deontological judgments are tied to 
emotional responses and utilitarian judgments are tied to ratiocination that 
is not based on moral intuitions.35 When one faces a difficult moral decision, 
especially one dealing with the possibility of actively causing harm to bring 
about a greater good, one engages in theoretical reasoning.36 Greene argues 
that reason in such cases can change one’s beliefs or judgments.37 Moreover, 
those who were instructed to ponder an argument prior to making a judgment 
were able to overturn their initial intuition.38 These findings indicate that rea-
son can greatly influence pretheoretical intuition and judgment.

These challenges provide valuable correctives to Haidt without overthrow-
ing the SIM. The main challenge revolves around reason’s ability to challenge 
pretheoretical intuitions prior to judgment-making. This challenge weakens 
Haidt’s claim that private moral reasoning is mostly ineffective. Fine’s sec-
ond challenge alludes to this claim that rapid and automatic moral judgments 
may be the product of automatized theoretical judgment.39 However, purely 
private moral reasoning that is devoid of intersubjectivity and affectivity 
would have more difficulty overcoming strong affective intuitions. Perhaps 
such reasoning will have a better chance of overcoming affectively weak 
intuitions. However, any reasoning that is accompanied by strong affections 
will have a greater chance of influencing affectively strong intuitions through 
a dialectical process involving reasoning, intuitions, and judgments.40

The challengers’ claim that prior reasoning can have input in moral intu-
itions, reason, and judgments does not overthrow the model.41 Haidt agrees 
that reason can shape intuitions and judgments. However, reason may not 
always be post hoc. Not only can private reason causally direct moral judg-
ments prior to intuition, reason can also become pretheoretical over time.42 
If “conscious reflection or reasoning .  .  . [took] place at an earlier point in 
the individual’s history,” then the conclusion of the reflection has become 
an intuition.43 Such sedimentation of reasoning shows that a hard demarca-
tion between pretheory and theory is false. Fine’s critique must be seen as 
a corrective to the dominance of pretheoretical intuition in Haidt rather than 
a replacement. There is greater interplay between pretheory and theory than 
Haidt is willing to admit.

While my intention is not to defend any one psychological model of moral 
judgment, I agree with Haidt that intuitions play a large and frequent role 
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in moral judgments.44 But just as Smith overemphasized affect to the detri-
ment of reason, Haidt overemphasizes the claim that private reason does 
not have greater causal role on intuitions and judgments. Haidt is correct 
about the quantitative and often qualitative primacy of moral intuition in 
moral judgment-making, but reason can have greater qualitative primacy 
on the direction of intuitions and judgments. Moreover, his nuanced dis-
tinction between different cognitions challenged Smith’s dichotomization 
between affect and cognition. Affections are not devoid of cognition. They 
are information-processing, even though such processing may not always 
involve propositional information. Narratives and embodied actions are 
informative in nonpropositional ways. And such cognitive processes are 
automatic rather than controlled. Haidt’s contribution, his “crusade,” to 
this issue provides more nuance than Smith’s simple distinction between 
affect and cognition. A better distinction is between affect-cognition and 
ratiocinative-cognition.45

EMOTION, REASON, AND COGNITION: 
PERSPECTIVES FROM PHILOSOPHY OF EMOTION

The philosopher of emotion Robert Solomon exhibits much similarity with 
Smith and can clarify Smith’s deficiencies. His book The Passions laid 
the foundation for the cognitive theory of emotions, which he first called 
“Rational Romanticism.”46 Although Solomon bemoans the term “cognitiv-
ist” because it insinuates that emotion is essentially intellectual and infor-
mational, his theory best correlates with Smith because it views emotion as 
intelligent and rational. However, he differs from Smith by equating emotion 
with cognition, even including propositions and reflection in emotion.

Emotion is cognitive judgment. Judgment is not merely propositional, 
conscious, or reflective. Similar to Haidt, Solomon’s project has been to 
overcome the reason-emotion dualism.47 Reason and emotion are integrally 
related: “‘Reason’ is the passions enlightened, ‘illuminated’ by reflection and 
supported by a perspicacious deliberation that the emotions in their urgency 
normally exclude.”48 Passional reason is a knowing-otherwise. By broaden-
ing the categories of knowledge, Solomon escapes criticisms made against 
cognitive theories that view judgments as merely propositional attitudes or 
beliefs.49

For Solomon, the passions encompass emotions, moods, and desires.50 
Moods and desires are rooted in the emotions. Moods are generalized emo-
tions with no particular objects, which leads some to argue that moods do not 
have intentionality.51 Solomon argues that they do have a general object: the 
world. Moods tune persons to the world. In this sense, although moods can 
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change, mood is never absent.52 Emotions can also structure moods while 
moods can be expressed by emotions. Desires can be instinctual, but many 
can be based on the evaluative structures of emotions.53 Due to the central 
role of the emotions, they form the core of Solomon’s philosophy of passion.

Central to Solomon’s cognitive theory is that emotion is evaluative and 
oftentimes a complex judgment.54 “An emotion is a basic judgment about our 
Selves and our place in our world, the projection of the values and ideals, 
structures and mythologies, according to which we live and through which 
we experience our lives.”55 Emotion as judgment is akin to worldview and 
can be both episodic or long-term, articulate or inarticulate.56 Emotion is thus 
a construal, although Solomon prefers the term “judgment” over “construal” 
because he considers the latter voluntaristic and biased toward reflection.57 
Nevertheless, Solomon views construal and others, such as perception, seeing 
as, and appraisal as consistent with judgment, albeit with some differences.58

Emotion is world-making in that it’s a construal of the world and is made 
by the world. It is intentional and carries an essential logical connection 
with the world via a formal object. In Mark Wynn’s terms, bodily feel-
ing is “world-directed.”59 The object of this intentionality need not be real. 
According to Solomon, emotion straddles the real and the unreal. The object 
could be either nonexistent or imagined.60 The intentionality of emotion 
indicates that an object is always subjectively experienced. Even if the object 
is illusory, subjectivity is intertwined with its object. There is no separation 
between emotion and object. “The emotion is determined by its object just 
as it is the emotion that constitutes its object.”61 Emotion is my experience 
in my world. There is no pure objective reality, no brute facts, for emotions. 
For example, the object of paranoia may not exist in reality. However, the 
fictional object is still an intentional object in the paranoid person’s world. 
Without this intentionality, emotions and objects are unrelatable. Without 
emotions, there can be no world “for me.”62 Therefore, there is no purely 
objective reality, but only “surreality,” a “reality plus.”63

This does not mean that objective reality does not exist. However, objec-
tive reality is, at minimum, uninteresting and, at most, unknowable without 
emotions. The reality that one knows is not reality in itself, but surreality. 
Reality is an involvement. As an involvement of the whole person with real-
ity, surreality is post-Kantian in rejecting the dualism between the noumena 
and phenomena. The subject is not severed from the object. Passion does 
not merely follow some brute fact. Emotion is a mode of judging the facts. 
Without emotion, the world is meaningless.64 Passional reason’s comingling 
with the world necessitates that reason is never purely objective.

Solomon considers pretheoretical thought as an aspect of emotion and 
argues that it can arise spontaneously, whether invited or uninvited. Unlike 
thoughts “conjured up,” which he equates with active reflection, invited and 
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uninvited thoughts are spontaneous. The difference between the two is that 
invited thought is the result of the mind having reflected on the topic some-
time beforehand. This spontaneity indicates the passive nature of emotion, 
although emotion is active as a judgment.65 Because emotion is judgment and 
judgment is value-laden, emotion is active and passive. Emotion actively col-
ors the world but also arises in involuntary ways. However, even involuntary 
thoughts arise from one’s participation in the world. That is, the active and 
passive aspects of emotion point to their intentionality with the world.

Cognitive Emotion

Like Haidt, Solomon argues that emotion is cognitive and sets out to clarify 
the nature of cognition.66 Although he admits that there are precognitive or 
“preconceptual forms of cognition,” emotion as judgment is still a form of 
cognition. Emotion as a response to something (e.g., listening to testimony 
or being healed) is a form of recognition, and “recognition is a form of cog-
nition.”67 Recognition is not one of reflection “that one has an emotion .  .  . 
[but is] constitutive of the emotional response.”68 Perhaps Smith can argue 
that affect is a precognitive physiological response: for example, a toothache. 
The feeling of toothache would color the world. If the suffering is long-term, 
perhaps the world shows itself as bleak. Yet, do mere physiological responses 
qualify as precognitive or preconceptual? If mere feeling is recognizable, 
then it seems to qualify as a form of cognition. If the mere feeling of tooth-
ache colors one’s world, feeling would qualify as a form of judgment, as a 
mood.69 In fact, if feeling is cognitive, then feeling can be scrutinized for 
rationality. For example, if the feeling of toothache leads to the emotion of 
lust, then it’s irrational.

Solomon does not demarcate emotion from reason. As forms of cogni-
tion, their differences are only “in scope and perspective.”70 Reason, or 
belief, is generally articulate, whereas emotion is generally unreflective.71 
However, just like reason, emotion has its reasons, which act as the basis 
for evaluation even if it’s not necessarily reflective.72 Therefore, although 
emotion is intentional and actively engages the world, this engagement is not 
always cognizant.73 Emotion can be conscious, unconscious, and anything 
in-between.74 Also, prereflective need not mean preconceptual.75 Emotional 
judgment is rational because judgment requires “an advanced degree of 
conceptual sophistication, including a conception of Self and at least some 
ability in abstraction.”76 In other words, emotion is a value-laden conceptual 
structure.77

Viewing cognition as only reflective thought or belief, which has been 
the criticism laid at this theory, is a mistake. Emotional cognition need 
not be “necessarily conscious—and self-conscious—reflective, articulate 
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judgments.”78 The “intelligence” of emotion is merely to state that it has its 
reasons; emotion’s conceptuality is not necessarily ratiocinative. However, 
emotion can still be information-processing if this act is not understood 
as ratiocinative. According to Aaron Ben-Ze’ev, there are two forms of 
information-processing mechanisms: schematic and deliberative. The former 
is part of the emotional mode and is like tacit knowledge: prereflective and 
automatic. The latter is typical of the intellectual mode and is a slow, con-
scious process. They are interrelated and work together, but can also conflict 
with each other.79

For Solomon, reflective thinking can be an aspect of emotion.80 Although 
such thinking is “an antecedent or consequence of emotion,” Solomon is 
clear that it is still a part of emotion.81 Thus, he continually holds in tension 
the unbroken relationship between affective cognition and theoretical cogni-
tion while differentiating the two and avoiding their collapse into each other. 
Because reason can be tied to emotion, reason is passional. Unlike Smith, 
Solomon avoids the sharp dichotomy between affect and reason, pretheory 
and theory, preconceptual and conceptual. By drawing attention to these dif-
ferent dimensions of cognition, Solomon provides a non-dualistic view of 
reason and affection.82

Mark Wynn argues that the distinction between concept and emotional 
construal is not clear. New conceptual information, besides emotional 
change, can modify perception and its salience. This new perception can 
infuse an object with the concept in sensory form.83 One’s perception changes 
so that one can “see” this theoretical idea in the object.84 Even when theory 
does not structure one’s perceptual gestalt, theory can aid one’s understand-
ing of a particular experience. Unlike animals that do not have God-concepts, 
humans, through their God-concepts, can grasp the truth and existence of a 
transcendent reality. Without this theoretical concept, the world remains a 
world, but not the world that pervades with the presence of God.85

Pretheoretical experience lacks the ability to construe the world rightly 
without the theoretical (nor can the theoretical exist without the pretheoreti-
cal). For Wynn, theoretical concepts can structure sensory appearances, even 
penetrating the experiences of the sensory world.86 When ideas penetrate 
sensory objects, perception changes because one can “see” the idea in the 
object. Wynn’s descriptions of the spiritual life can extend to existence in 
general. Life is not structured primarily affectively, theoretically, or perceptu-
ally. Instead, all three constitute one’s views and participation in the world.87 
What I have been arguing for is this greater continuity between pretheory 
and theory.

Wynn argues that there is a two-way relationship between affect/kines-
thetics and thinking. His description of this relationship is a hermeneutical 
spiral whose ideal state is equilibrium.88 This description is not a quantitative 
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statement about an equal engagement of the faculties. Smith is correct that 
humans mostly operate pretheoretically. Theoretical reflection cannot “com-
pletely undo the formative power of [the pretheoretical] .  .  . because of the 
sheer quantity of our immersion in them.”89 The issue of primacy lies on the 
qualitative impact of the various faculties on knowledge. In fact, the difficulty 
of measuring the impact one has over the other makes the term “primacy” 
unhelpful.

Regarding emotion’s rationality, Solomon argues similarly with Smith 
that emotion contains its own distinct, objective, purposive logic. Emotion’s 
logic, although prereflective and subjective, can be “explained by reasons 
or ‘in-order-to’ explanations.”90 Even if an emotion may seem irrational, 
it would be rational if it “fit into a person’s overall purposive behavior.”91 
Solomon does not solely equate rationality with theoretical thought. The logic 
of emotion as a purposive act renders it intelligent in ways that might differ 
from ratiocination. In fact, because “‘rationality’ signifies intelligent purpo-
sive activity,” Solomon considers emotion to be paradigmatic rationality.92

Violation of this logic deems the emotion irrational.93 Ben-Ze’ev, who 
disagrees that emotion represents paradigmatic rationality, nevertheless 
argues that the logic of emotion differs from the logic of intellect, although 
both are important and should be integrated. Rationality carries two different 
senses: descriptive and normative. Descriptive rationality is reflective activ-
ity. Normative rationality is an optimal and appropriate response to a given 
context. Emotion is rational in the normative sense.94 Emotion’s intentionality 
is critical to this normativity, for the rationality of emotion is dependent on 
the appropriate response to its object.

While Smith also views affective knowledge as intentional, it is an inten-
tionality devoid of the cognitive. Affect is “noncognitive and prereflective.”95 
While Smith likens affect to Heidegger’s notion of mood, which is precog-
nitive, Solomon also draws from Heidegger and argues that the distinction 
between emotion and mood is not sharp.96 Their relationship is “one of 
mutual support and even identity.”97 Their difference is merely one of focus 
and generalization. Solomon departs from Heidegger in that he views mood 
as a form of cognition.

Smith’s dichotomization arises from his imprecise understanding of cog-
nition and thought. Cognition distinguishes ipso facto from “noncognitive” 
affection and thought is thinking. However, Solomon and others reveal cog-
nition as encompassing both affect and belief because emotion as cognition 
accommodates both embodiment and mind.98 Emotion may be prereflective, 
but it is not noncognitive. As a judgment arising from involvement with the 
world, emotion is a conceptual construal of the world. Because involvement 
with the world involves ratiocination, ratiocination can shape emotions and 
emotions can depend on ratiocination.99
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Kinesthetic Emotion

Emotional judgments, including physiological feeling, are judgments of the 
body that yields know-how. Not only does know-that lack primacy, know-
that cannot be independent of know-how.100 Mark Wynn’s description of 
emotional judgment is similar. Emotion can evaluate an object’s significance, 
its salience recorded by perception and phenomenal “feel,” with the latter 
being like kinesthetic judgment. Wynn not only finds the new salience of 
perception and phenomenal feel as integrated, but he argues that both color 
the world, so that the world takes on the quality of one’s emotions.101 This 
judgment is more phenomenological than propositional. Likewise, Solomon 
not only integrates affect and belief, pretheoretical and theoretical, he also 
broadens cognition to encompass the affective, noetic, and kinesthetic. He 
also distinguishes between pretheoretical thought and theoretical think-
ing and provides room for both know-that and know-how. To summarize 
Solomon’s position so far, quoting Solomon at length is fitting:

Thus the judgments that I claim are constitutive of emotion may be non-propo-
sitional and bodily as well as propositional and articulate, and they may further 
become reflective and self-conscious. What is cognition? I would still insist that 
it is basically judgment, both reflective and pre-reflective, both knowing how (as 
skills and practices) and knowing that (as propositional knowledge). A cognitive 
theory of emotion thus embodies what is often referred to as “affect” and “feel-
ing” without dismissing these as unanalysable. But they are not analysable in the 
mode of conceptual analysis. . . . There are feelings, “affects” if you like, critical 
to emotion. But they are not distinct from cognition or judgment and they are not 
mere “read-outs” of processes going on in the body. They are judgments of the 
body, and this is the “missing” element in the cognitive theory of emotions.102

Solomon provides a more nuanced view of emotion than Smith. Like Smith, 
Solomon’s account entails that emotion is hermeneutical. Emotion is mostly 
pretheoretical. But for Solomon, the line between pretheory and theory blurs. 
Emotion is a form of cognition, and cognition ranges from the pretheoreti-
cal to theoretical. Contra Smith, hermeneutical emotion is neither precogni-
tive nor preconceptual. Emotion is both knowing-that and knowing-how. 
Discursive reasoning cannot be divorced from emotion. To do so is to divorce 
cognition itself.

Wayward Emotion and the Reason-Emotion Interface

Even if emotion is epistemic, it can mislead. Right judgments require right 
emotional dispositions and right attunement with the world. Without these, 
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wrong judgment can ensue. For example, an emotional experience in one 
area can affect an unrelated area, such that a terrifying experience could 
make one nervous in unrelated circumstances.103 Goldie is right that “if one 
is not properly disposed, or if there is some undue interference with one’s 
emotional response, then there is a significant risk of getting things wrong. 
Not only that; one’s emotions can also distort perception and reason.”104 The 
distinction between NAC and NAK explains how meaningful emotion can be 
an incorrect judgment.

Emotion can mislead with wrong dispositions. Emotion can distort per-
ception and reason by skewing them in its favor through misinterpretation 
or dismissal of evidence, either knowingly or unknowingly.105 However, 
although Goldie may be correct that “one’s epistemic landscape is liable to be 
skewed by one’s emotional feelings,” this case is not necessary.106 His solu-
tion is that one should be aware of one’s emotional dispositions and reflect on 
their reasons, a solution that is unduly cognitive in the rationalist sense and 
which values the primacy of reason.107 First, since people most often oper-
ate pretheoretically, his solution is an unobtainable ideal. Second, the non-
neutrality of reason means that reason cannot be the sole adjudicator of other 
forms of knowledge. One’s total epistemic package is liable to be skewed by 
one’s rational commitments. The particular commitments of reason highlight 
reason’s placement in a wider worldview, which consists of big and small 
narratives that are affectively valenced. While Goldie acknowledges that one 
is not always cognizant of one’s emotions and thus criticizes reason’s ability 
to adjudicate emotions as “unduly optimistic,” he is unduly pessimistic about 
emotion’s ability to judge the world rightly.

Instead of being pessimistic about this (in)ability, I offer two propos-
als.108 First, emotion and reason are integrative rather than hierarchical. By 
eliminating the undue pressure of adjudication on reason, reason becomes 
freed to act as an integrative partner with emotion (and action). Both reason 
and emotion can adjudicate judgment together or separately, depending on 
particular circumstances. Second, emotion is rational judgment. Although 
emotion can be irrational and inaccurate, it often provides accurate pictures, 
even correcting reason at times. It accompanies reason and helps adjudicate 
between reasons.

Solomon is right that emotion is a form of judgment. Goldie rightfully 
raises the issue of normativity. While he is correct that reason can rightly 
adjudicate a flawed emotional disposition or judgment, I have argued that 
emotion can also rightly adjudicate reason. My argument is fundamentally 
a Solomonic rendition of cognitive theory, which views emotion and reason 
holistically. Emotion is rational because it is logical and intentional. Because 
of its internal logic, reflection is not always required as long as it does not 
violate emotion’s logic. Irrationality can occur when emotion violates its 
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own internal logic or when it is misdirected. However, even if irrationality is 
expected, it does not disprove Solomon’s theory.

Solomon shores up Smith’s brief sketch of a Pentecostal epistemology. He 
pictures the nonhierarchical and multifaceted relationship between pretheory 
and theory, affect and reason, and distinguishes the two as different forms 
of cognition and establishes the theoretical dimension of emotion. He 
accomplishes this integration while sharing the same concepts with Smith, 
especially the concepts of know-that and know-how, which Solomon dem-
onstrates are both emotive. Solomon helpfully clarifies and corrects Smith’s 
ambiguous relationship between reason and affect.

AN ASSIST TO SMITH

Smith’s Pentecostal epistemology offers important critique to the reductive 
rationalism of Enlightenment epistemology. He rightly draws attention to 
pretheoretical knowledge, an irreducible, embodied, narrative, and affective 
know-how that counters the Enlightenment’s supposed objectivity, neutral-
ity, and primacy of reason. His overemphasis on the pretheoretical is under-
standable given the prevailing priority and attention given to propositional, 
theoretical thought and neglect of the formative power of practice, narrative, 
and affect. Yet, there is tension in the clear distinction between pretheory and 
theory. Developments in moral psychology and philosophy of emotion reveal 
that such clear distinction is illegitimate.

In his quest to counter the overreaches of reductive rationalism, Smith 
overreaches himself, constructing a sub-cognitive epistemology that is dan-
gerously close to dichotomizing the integral relationship between affect and 
nous. The problem arises from his methodology that only considers the phe-
nomenology of Pentecostal praxis while ignoring its theology. The resulting 
epistemology is an affective foundationalism that relegates noetic beliefs to 
infrequency and secondary role. But this sub-cognitivism should not be if the 
tradition of Pentecostalism is taken seriously. Daniel Castelo, who argues 
that Pentecostalism is a mystical tradition, depicts a perspectivally integrated 
relationship between spirituality and theology. He states,

If spirituality has to do with the lives led by Christ-followers and theology has 
to do with the speech and concepts used by Christians to account for their lives 
as such, then it makes perfect sense how, at least formally, the two can and 
should be complementary and mutually constituting. Experience and imagi-
nation, consciousness and language—these are simply coinhering features of 
a sustained identity over time. They are connected aspects of Christian lives 
because at the center of theology and spirituality is the God of Christian witness 
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and confession, who in turn is contemplated and beheld by the totality of a 
creature’s being. . . . One’s embodied life—including one’s practices, activities, 
and loves (spirituality), as well as one’s ideas, concepts, and categories (theol-
ogy)—is representative of the totality required in the beholding of this revealed 
mystery.109

The bifurcation between pretheory and theory manifests itself in the division 
between spirituality and theology in much of Pentecostal theology, accord-
ing to Castelo. Instead, he argues for a spirituality-theology interface. To 
approach Pentecostal theology from spirituality as advocated by Steven Land, 
theology must not be merely theoretical, deductive, or conceptual. Neither is 
theology supposed to be anti-intellectual or merely experiential. Theology 
must be holistic, following the logic of lex orandi, lex credendi, in which the 
goal of theology is an encounter with the mysterious, self-disclosing God and 
holistic transformation of the person-in-community.110

Even though Pentecostals have been known to be anti-intellectual, they 
have always been doctrinal. The reason for this seeming inconsistency is 
due to the “direct concern of Pentecostals to keep theological reflection in 
check, lest it compromise the experience of genuine faith.”111 However, this 
(pretheoretical) experience of genuine faith, as stated by the early Pentecostal 
Myer Pearlman, is made possible by (theoretical) Christian doctrine.112

Smith’s Nuanced View of Reason

Contrasted with the affective foundationalism of his Pentecostal epistemol-
ogy, Smith’s broader works acknowledge the dialectical relationship argued 
for thus far. In Desiring the Kingdom, Smith notes that “the ‘fruit’ of theo-
logical reflection (e.g., the Nicene Creed) trickles down and infiltrates the 
Christian social imaginary such that it has now become absorbed as a kind 
of noncognitive ‘understanding.’”113 Critical reflection can help one become 
aware of and minimize the effect of the misdirected and idolatrous forma-
tive power of cultural practices and institutions.114 Smith also addresses this 
dialectical relationship in Introducing Radical Orthodoxy, considering the 
“creeds and the confessions of the church .  .  . [as] the fruit of theological2 
reflection,” and argues that “theology2 . . . will inform the church’s confession 
articulated in theology1.”115

An example of this relationship is found in the reification of ideas. 
Recognizing the sedimentation of theoretical thought into factical world, 
Smith remarks that ideas become “reified parts of the shared physical environ-
ment, and consequently constrain future actions.”116 Commenting on Etienne 
Wenger’s notion of communities of practice and how each group contains 
a limited range of acceptable “actions, interactions, and relationships,” 
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Smith states that reification of ideas occurs to put constraints on practices.117 
Reification and practices are thus dialectical for Smith.118 Rebecca Konyndyk 
DeYoung agrees and highlights their individuality and inseparability. 
Drawing from Aristotle, Konyndyk DeYoung argues that development in 
virtue must include both practice and reflection. Practice aids and expands 
reflection while reflection gives meaning and sustains practice.119

The clearest acknowledgment of this dialectical relationship in Smith is 
found in Imagining the Kingdom. Responding to his critics, Smith argues 
that his emphasis on the pretheoretical is not to set up a dichotomy between 
pretheory and theory.120 He states,

My hope is to foster intentional reflection on practice in order to encourage 
reflective immersion in practice.  .  .  . While ultimately we will close the gap 
between knowledge and action through rehabituation that operates on our cogni-
tive unconscious . . ., there is a moment for reflection here that makes a crucial 
difference: becoming intellectually aware of what’s at stake in my eating prac-
tice, and becoming cognizant of how other practices have recruited my habits, 
will convince me to seek new environments and new communities of practice. 
Being convinced of the importance of practice for “automating” my behavior, I 
will then choose to submit myself to different rhythms and habit-forming rou-
tines in order to rehabituate my wants and desires to a different telos.121

Smith encourages analyzing practices in order to discover its logic. Worship 
requires not only embodied participation but also conscious reflection. For 
example, Smith endorses mystagogical preaching, which explains the sacra-
ments and rites of initiation to catechumens. Reflection on worship impacts 
how one conducts worship.122 Smith even argues that reason is rooted in the 
affections and that reason can motivate affective practices: “[Our] affective 
immersion is never untethered from our intellectual being-in-the-world. So a 
truly holistic Christian education will be a formation of both heart and mind, 
both intellect and affect.”123 A careful reading of Smith reveals no dichotomy 
between reason and affect.

Back to Sub-cognitivism?

Yet, this dialectical view is missing in his Pentecostal epistemology. From its 
methodology to its product, NAK is presented in hierarchical form. Smith’s 
wider works correct this affective foundationalism. However, there are hints 
of his continual favoring of pretheory in his admission of integration. In 
his comments on mystagogical preaching, Smith states that reflection was 
merely an explanation of worship practice.124 Reflection seems to lack its 
own integrity. Reason’s importance lies in its reflection on practice, lacking 
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an importance in itself as its own practice. If so, the purer method for the 
practice of systematic theology is not the investigation of the church’s confes-
sions, but a meta-systematic theology, one which investigates the practice of 
systematic theology. If reflection is always rooted in affect, then should not 
reflection, even abstract system of doctrines, be affirmed for its importance 
as its own affective practice?125 Must practical ministry lord over systematic 
theology? Is not systematic theology a form of practical theology, an interre-
lationship of praxis between reflection and practice? If one rejects modernist 
systematic theology as a timeless system of doctrines and understands it as 
always related triperspectivally with affect and praxis, then systematic theol-
ogy should have its own integrity.

Smith’s claim that the training of the heart, to some extent, is accom-
plished only through practices is an overstatement.126 While his claim is 
true in part, discursive reasoning punctuates the predominant pretheoretical 
navigation of the world. Such punctuation is required to navigate the world 
correctly, and even makes this navigation perspectivally possible. If, as I 
have argued, Pentecostal spirituality is triperspectival, then it is better rep-
resented by the picture of knowledge forwarded by Haidt, Solomon, and 
others. A more appropriate Pentecostal epistemology should not central-
ize affect (orthopathos) or embodied acts (orthopraxis), but nonhierarchi-
cally integrate noetic beliefs and theoretical thought (orthodoxy) because 
triperspectival spirituality does not locate a center in any one perspective. 
Each perspective incorporates others, so that one cannot exist without the 
others.127

Qualitative primacy allows for emphasis or intensification of one aspect 
that nevertheless includes the others in Trinitarian manner. This compre-
hensive vision perspectivally integrates without opposing the propositional 
and the nonpropositional, knowing-that and knowing-how, pretheory and 
theory. Because all involved modes of knowledge are harmoniously inte-
grated, the question of primacy becomes one of ad hoc need than necessity. 
Both pretheoretical and theoretical thought can have greater influence than 
the other at different times, all the while involving each other. Context will 
determine when one perspective is more prominent than the others. One is 
not essentially more primary than the other, but only in emphasis, even if 
pretheory is the default mode of being-in-the-world and thus quantitatively 
primary.

I have argued that Smith’s Pentecostal epistemology is insufficiently 
Pentecostal due to its neglect of reason and beliefs. Theoretical beliefs are 
required to differentiate between Pentecostal spirituality and other spirituali-
ties. Similarly, without Pentecostal theology, Pentecostal epistemology loses 
its distinctiveness, as can be seen in the similarities between Smith, Haidt, 
and Solomon.
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CONCLUSION

The embodied praxis of Pentecostalism indicates a postmodern anthropology 
and epistemology. Pentecostal epistemology is narrative and affective, an 
irreducible, pragmatic, hermeneutic knowledge that has primacy over theo-
retical knowledge. Utilizing the works of Jonathan Haidt, Robert Solomon, 
and others, I argued that Smith’s Pentecostal epistemology does not account 
for the integrative relationship between pretheoretical understanding and 
theoretical knowledge. Smith’s dichotomization between cognition and affect 
was shown to be a generalization. Haidt and Solomon demonstrate that intu-
ition and emotion are forms of cognition. Because Smith does not attend to 
the theoretical beliefs of Pentecostalism, his Pentecostal epistemology can-
not remain uniquely Pentecostal. Rather, it is more specifically a postmodern 
hermeneutic epistemology. To that topic, I will now turn.

NOTES

1.	 Haidt, “The Emotional Dog and Its Rational Tail,” 818.
2.	 Haidt.
3.	 Haidt, 815.
4.	 Haidt, 814–18.
5.	 Haidt, 822.
6.	 Haidt, 819.
7.	 Haidt, 823.
8.	 Haidt.
9.	 Haidt.

10.	 Haidt, 821.
11.	 Haidt, 819.
12.	 Haidt, 829. I will be limiting my comments to Haidt’s argument and will not 

explore whether scholars of other fields can use reason in such a way. However, Haidt 
also includes in this group those with “a high need for cognition.” Haidt, 820.

13.	 Haidt, 829. Emphasis mine.
14.	 In his famous book, Mortimer Adler states that “reading . . . should be a con-

versation between [the reader] and the author.” Mortimer J. Adler and Charles Van 
Doren, How to Read a Book: The Classic Guide to Intelligent Reading (New York: 
Touchstone, 1972), 49.

15.	 Jonathan Haidt, “The Emotional Dog Gets Mistaken for a Possum,” Review 
of General Psychology 8, no. 4 (2004): 283–90 (284).

16.	 James Κ. A. Smith, Jacques Derrida: Live Theory (New York: Continuum, 
2005), 17.

17.	 Smith, 27–38.
18.	 Haidt, “The Emotional Dog Gets Mistaken for a Possum,” 286.
19.	 Haidt, 287.

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



77Pretheory, Theory, and Integrated Relationship

20.	 Haidt, “The Emotional Dog and Its Rational Tail,” 819.
21.	 Haidt does not denigrate reasoning. He attributes formative power to inter-

subjective reasoning and gives some credence to private reasoning. Missing this 
nuance leads to a fundamental misunderstanding of an important part of Haidt’s 
theory, which Herbert Saltzstein and Tziporah Kasachkoff have done. See Herbert 
D. Saltzstein and Tziporah Kasachkoff, “Haidt’s Moral Intuitionist Theory: A 
Psychological and Philosophical Critique,” Review of General Psychology 8, no. 4 
(2004): 273–82. For Haidt’s response, see Haidt, “The Emotional Dog Gets Mistaken 
for a Possum.”

22.	 Haidt, “The Emotional Dog and Its Rational Tail,” 827. Emphasis mine.
23.	 Haidt, 829.
24.	 Haidt, 814. Also, see Joshua D. Greene et al., “The Neural Bases of Cognitive 

Conflict and Control in Moral Judgment,” Neuron 44, no. 2 (2004): 389–400 
(397–98).

25.	 Haidt, The Righteous Mind, 52. Steven Land also makes this connection 
between affect and cognition. Affections are “complex, cognitive integrations .  .  . 
[and] also operate on and are expressions of different levels or dimensions of human 
consciousness.” Land, Pentecostal Spirituality, 171.

26.	 Haidt, “The Emotional Dog Gets Mistaken for a Possum,” 286.
27.	 Haidt, “The Emotional Dog and Its Rational Tail,” 818. Emphasis mine.
28.	 Greene et al., “The Neural Bases of Cognitive Conflict and Control in Moral 

Judgment,” 397–98.
29.	 Smith, Thinking in Tongues, 56n19.
30.	 Cordelia Fine, “Is the Emotional Dog Wagging Its Rational Tail, or Chasing 

It?: Reason in Moral Judgment,” Philosophical Explorations 9, no. 1 (2006): 83–98 
(97); and Jeanette Kennett and Cordelia Fine, “Will the Real Moral Judgment Please 
Stand Up?: The Implications of Social Intuitionist Models of Cognition for Meta-
Ethics and Moral Psychology,” Ethical Theory & Moral Practice 12, no. 1 (2009): 
77–96 (91). Also, see Greene et al., “The Neural Bases of Cognitive Conflict and 
Control in Moral Judgment.”

31.	 Kennett and Fine, “Will the Real Moral Judgment Please Stand Up?,” 88.
32.	 Fine, “Is the Emotional Dog Wagging Its Rational Tail, or Chasing It?,” 89. 

Also, see Greene et al., “The Neural Bases of Cognitive Conflict and Control in Moral 
Judgment,” 397.

33.	 Fine, “Is the Emotional Dog Wagging Its Rational Tail, or Chasing It?,” 89.
34.	 Fine, 86–87.
35.	 Joshua D. Greene, “Dual-Process Morality and the Personal/Impersonal 

Distinction: A Reply to McGuire, Langdon, Coltheart, and Mackenzie,” Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology 45, no. 3 (2009): 581–84 (581).

36.	 Joseph M. Paxton and Joshua D. Greene, “Moral Reasoning: Hints and 
Allegations,” Topics in Cognitive Science 2, no. 3 (2010): 511–27 (521–23). Also, see 
Joshua D. Greene et al., “An FMRI Investigation of Emotional Engagement in Moral 
Judgment,” Science 293 (2001): 2105–8.

37.	 Paxton and Greene, “Moral Reasoning: Hints and Allegations,” 513–15.
38.	 Paxton and Greene, 517–18.

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



78 Chapter 3

39.	 Fine, “Is the Emotional Dog Wagging Its Rational Tail, or Chasing It?,” 85.
40.	 Haidt also describes how such a reasoning process may occur. See Haidt, 

“The Emotional Dog and Its Rational Tail,” 329.
41.	 Haidt agrees that reasoning can play an important role in moral judgments, 

even when reason and intuition conflict. See Joshua D. Greene and Jonathan Haidt, 
“How (and Where) Does Moral Judgment Work?,” TRENDS in Cognitive Sciences 6, 
no. 12 (2002): 517–23 (522).

42.	 Kennett and Fine, “Will the Real Moral Judgment Please Stand Up?,” 92–93.
43.	 Fine, “Is the Emotional Dog Wagging Its Rational Tail, or Chasing It?,” 93.
44.	 The question whether such corrections replace the SIM is a different topic. 

For example, other models have been presented by Joshua Greene (Dual-Process 
Theory) and Adenekan Dedeke (Cognitive-Intuitionist Model). See Greene et al., 
“The Neural Bases of Cognitive Conflict and Control in Moral Judgment”; and 
Dedeke, “A Cognitive-Intuitionist Model of Moral Judgment.” However, my aim is 
normative, even though it utilizes descriptive, empirical findings. Therefore, even if 
reason is used infrequently (a descriptive claim), my aim is to discover whether rea-
son ought to be given a more critical role in knowledge (a prescriptive claim).

45.	 There is also noetic-(basic belief)cognition and ratiocinative-cognition.
46.	 Robert C. Solomon, The Passions: Emotions and the Meaning of Life, 2nd 

ed. (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1993), 58–64. Solomon also calls 
it judgmentalism. See Robert C. Solomon, “Emotions, Thoughts, and Feelings: 
Emotions as Engagements with the World,” in Thinking about Feeling: Contemporary 
Philosophers on Emotions, ed. Robert C. Solomon (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2004), 76–78. Henceforth, ETFEEW.

47.	 Solomon, “ETFEEW,” 76. Beáta Tóth states that reflections on cognitive 
emotion have shown “the essential interrelatedness of reason and emotionality.” Tóth, 
The Heart Has Its Reasons, 18.

48.	 Solomon, The Passions, 15.
49.	 For examples of such critiques, see Justin D’Arms and Daniel Jacobson, 

“The Significance of Recalcitrant Emotion (or, Anti-Quasijudgmentalism),” 
in Philosophy and the Emotions, ed. Anthony Hatzimoysis, Royal Institute of 
Philosophy Supplement: 52 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 127–45; 
and Cheshire Calhoun, “Cognitive Emotions?,” in What Is an Emotion?: Classic 
and Contemporary Readings, ed. Robert C. Solomon, 2nd ed. (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2003), 236–47. Both accounts raise the problem of differing emo-
tion and belief. Calhoun especially distinguishes between emotion and fully concep-
tualized belief. Yet, her critique is consonant with Solomon’s view.

50.	 Solomon distinguishes between emotion and feeling, the former being 
able to exist without the latter. For Solomon, feeling can be a form of judgment, 
but is episodic, and, unlike emotion, is not intentional. Solomon equates feeling 
with affect, so Smith’s understanding of affect is akin to emotion for Solomon. 
See Robert C. Solomon, “Emotions and Choice,” in What Is an Emotion?: Classic 
and Contemporary Readings, ed. Robert C. Solomon, 2nd ed. (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2003), 224–35 (225); Solomon, The Passions, 96–102; and Robert 
C. Solomon, “Emotions, Thoughts and Feelings: What Is a ‘Cognitive Theory’ of 

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



79Pretheory, Theory, and Integrated Relationship

the Emotions and Does It Neglect Affectivity?,” in Philosophy and the Emotions, 
ed. Anthony Hatzimoysis, Royal Institute of Philosophy Supplement: 52 (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2003), 1–18 (16). Henceforth, ETFCTE. The line of 
argument I will be presenting does not engage the vigorous debate on the nature 
of emotion. I have chosen Solomon for his affinity with NAK. While I believe that 
Solomon’s theory of emotion is correct, there are multiple views on the nature of 
emotion. For a good survey, see Julien A. Deonna and Fabrice Teroni, The Emotions: 
A Philosophical Introduction (New York: Routledge, 2008); and Aaron Ben-Ze’ev, 
“Emotion as a Subtle Mental Mode,” in Thinking about Feeling: Contemporary 
Philosophers on Emotions, ed. Robert C. Solomon (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2004), 250–68.

51.	 Deonna and Teroni, The Emotions, 4.
52.	 Charles B. Guignon, “Moods in Heidegger’s Being and Time,” in What Is 

an Emotion?: Classic and Contemporary Readings, ed. Robert C. Solomon, 2nd ed. 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 180–90 (184–86).

53.	 Solomon, The Passions, 71–72, 112.
54.	 Solomon, 125.
55.	 Solomon, 126.
56.	 Solomon, 61; and Solomon, “ETFCTE,” 10–11.
57.	 Patricia Greenspan resists the term “construal” because it seems to deny 

the necessity of the propositional in affective evaluation. Because the thesis of her 
article is that affect has propositional content for rational evaluation, this resistance 
is understandable. However, Solomon’s article in the same edited volume argues 
that his cognitive theory allows for the propositional, even if judgment is not always 
propositional. See Greenspan, “Emotions, Rationality, and Mind/Body,” 122n22; and 
Solomon, “ETFCTE,” 16.

58.	 Solomon, 8–9; Robert C. Solomon, “The Philosophy of Emotions,” in 
Handbook of Emotions, ed. Michael Lewis, Jeannette M. Haviland-Jones, and Lisa 
Feldman Barrett, 3rd ed. (New York: The Guilford Press, 2008), 3–16 (12); and 
Solomon, “ETFEEW,” 79–80. While judgment is the best heuristic to understand 
emotion, Solomon later admits that even judgment cannot truly capture all of the 
different manners that emotion engages the world and advises that the real work of 
analysis lies with particular emotions rather than a general theory. See Solomon, 
“ETFEEW,” 83–84.

59.	 Mark R. Wynn, Renewing the Senses: A Study of the Philosophy and 
Theology of the Spiritual Life (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 32.

60.	 Solomon, “The Philosophy of Emotions,” 10–13; and Solomon, 
“ETFEEW,” 77.

61.	 Solomon, The Passions, 117.
62.	 However, Solomon is careful to articulate that emotional subjectivity is 

essentially intersubjective. My world is our world. See Solomon, 19–20.
63.	 Solomon, 19.
64.	 Solomon, 135.
65.	 Solomon, “ETFCTE,” 7. Desiree Berendsen incorrectly charges Solomon 

that he does not adequately address the passive nature of emotions. See Desiree 

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



80 Chapter 3

Berendsen, “Religious Passions and Emotions: Towards a Stratified Concept of 
Religious Passions: Robert Solomon Versus Thomas Dixon,” in Encountering 
Transcendence: Contributions to a Theology of Christian Religious Experience, ed. 
Lieven Boeve, Hans Geybels, and Stijn Van den Bossche (Dudley: Peeters, 2005), 
201–12 (210–12).

66.	 Although he views emotion as a mental mode, Ben-Ze’ev argues that it still 
consists of cognition and evaluation. Ben-Ze’ev, “Emotion as a Subtle Mental Mode,” 
259–60. For David Heywood, cognition includes “facts and concepts but also such 
things as beliefs, hopes, attitudes, likes and dislikes.” Heywood, Divine Revelation 
and Human Learning, 67.

67.	 Solomon, “ETFEEW,” 79
68.	 Robert C. Solomon, “Emotions, Cognition, Affect: On Jerry Neu’s A Tear Is 

An Intellectual Thing,” Philosophical Studies 108, no. 1 (2002): 133–42 (138).
69.	 Solomon admits that feeling had been discounted as a judgment in the past. 

He has since reconsidered his earlier view. See Solomon, “ETFCTE,” 16.
70.	 Solomon, The Passions, 58.
71.	 Solomon, “The Philosophy of Emotions,” 12. Solomon differs here with the 

way Alvin Plantinga understands basic belief. Solomon’s usage of belief is similar 
to ratiocination. Plantinga finds basic belief to be similar to perception. See Alvin 
Plantinga, Warrant and Proper Function (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), 
89–101.

72.	 Solomon, “The Philosophy of Emotions,” 14.
73.	 Solomon, 11. Total unawareness, as opposed to being consciously unaware, 

of an emotion would nullify it as an emotion. For Solomon, totally unaware emotion 
cannot be a judgment. See Solomon, 12.

74.	 Solomon, “ETFEEW,” 82; and Deonna and Teroni, The Emotions, 16–18.
75.	 Solomon, The Passions, 61.
76.	 Solomon, 181. Emphasis mine.
77.	 Solomon, 60. Also, Solomon, “The Philosophy of Emotions,” 11.
78.	 Solomon, “ETFCTE,” 2.
79.	 Ben-Ze’ev, “Emotion as a Subtle Mental Mode,” 260–61.
80.	 Solomon, The Passions, 60–61. According to Patricia Greenspan, who is not 

a cognitivist, affect is evaluative, and its evaluation can be put into propositions. See 
Greenspan, “Emotions, Rationality, and Mind/Body,” 118–25. Likewise, Ben-Ze’ev 
argues that thinking and emotion are not dichotomous. The former can occur in the 
latter. Thus, the logic of emotion does not necessarily eliminate intellection. See Ben-
Ze’ev, “Emotion as a Subtle Mental Mode,” 267; and Aaron Ben-Ze’ev, “The Logic 
of Emotions,” in Philosophy and the Emotions, ed. Anthony Hatzimoysis, Royal 
Institute of Philosophy Supplement: 52 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 
2003), 147–62 (162).

81.	 Solomon, “ETFCTE,” 7.
82.	 This differentiation is important to answer the charge against cognitive theory 

from recalcitrant emotion. Recalcitrant emotion conflicts with one’s judgment. For 
example, the recalcitrant emotion of fear of flying involves the judgment that it’s an 
irrational fear. This critique involves recognizing the conflict between construal and 

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



81Pretheory, Theory, and Integrated Relationship

judgment: “Recalcitrance . . . arises when an agent emotionally construes the circum-
stances as being one way, despite judging otherwise.” D’Arms and Jacobson, “The 
Significance of Recalcitrant Emotion (or, Anti-Quasijudgmentalism),” 131. However, 
construal is judgment. The fear itself is a form of knowledge or appraisal even if it 
conflicts with its rational assessment. With recalcitrant emotion, one’s rational assess-
ment is necessarily ratiocinative. Therefore, recalcitrance does not involve a conflict 
between construal and judgment. Rather, recalcitrant emotion involves a conflict 
between affective, cognitive construal and ratiocinative, cognitive appraisal. They are 
judgments of different kinds. Insofar as they relate to (sur)reality, these appraisals can 
be further divided between NAC and NAK.

83.	 Wynn, Renewing the Senses, 46–47.
84.	 Wynn, 54–57.
85.	 Wynn, 143.
86.	 Wynn, 47–49.
87.	 Wynn, 128.
88.	 Wynn, 65.
89.	 Smith, Desiring the Kingdom, 209, 56–57n34.
90.	 Solomon, “Emotions and Choice,” 233.
91.	 Solomon, 234.
92.	 Solomon, The Passions, 183.
93.	 Solomon, 186.
94.	 Ben-Ze’ev, “The Logic of Emotions,” 150–52. Ben-Ze’ev distinguishes 

between the logic of ratiocination and emotion by utilizing the Kantian differentia-
tion between analytic rules and synthetic principles of reasoning. While they share 
the analytic rules of formal logic, they differ synthetically in assigning meaning to 
particular events. Whereas the logic of intellect is broader and more general, emotion 
is more immediate and personal. Where his explanation lacks, however, is their lack 
of integration, although he encourages such integration. For example, he states that 
reflection “typically eliminates the emotional experience.” See Ben-Ze’ev, 152–62.

95.	 Smith, Desiring the Kingdom, 50. Emphasis mine.
96.	 Guignon, “Moods in Heidegger’s Being and Time,” 181.
97.	 Solomon, The Passions, 112.
98.	 Solomon, “ETFCTE,” 13.
99.	 Solomon, The Passions, 126.

100.	 Solomon, “ETFCTE,” 14–15.
101.	 Wynn, Renewing the Senses, 35–36. For Ronald De Sousa, emotion manages 

the salience of the objects of attention. See Ronald De Sousa, “The Rationality of 
Emotion,” in What Is an Emotion?: Classic and Contemporary Readings, ed. Robert 
C. Solomon, 2nd ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 248–57 (249).

102.	 Solomon, “ETFCTE,” 16.
103.	 Peter Goldie, “Emotion, Feeling, and Knowledge of the World,” in Thinking 

about Feeling: Contemporary Philosophers on Emotions, ed. Robert C. Solomon 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2004), 91–106 (91–99).

104.	 Goldie, 99.
105.	 Goldie, 99–102.

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



82 Chapter 3

106.	 Goldie, 102.
107.	 Goldie.
108.	 Goldie, 103.
109.	 Castelo, Pentecostalism as a Christian Mystical Tradition, 56–57.
110.	 Castelo, 1–36. Castelo finds testimony and narrative qualifying as expanded 

forms of systematic theology in the holistic vein of Irenaeus that privileges the 
spirituality-theology interface because they operate on the theo-logic of encounter 
and transformation, not merely of conceptual knowledge. Castelo, 28–36. Therefore, 
knowledge of God that arises from this spirituality-theology interface is participa-
tory and embodied. Daniel Castelo, Revisioning Pentecostal Ethics: The Epiclectic 
Community (Cleveland: CPT Press, 2012), 24.

111.	 Castelo, Pentecostalism as a Christian Mystical Tradition, 31.
112.	 Douglas Jacobsen, Thinking in the Spirit: Theologies of the Early Pentecostal 

Movement (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2003), 5.
113.	 Smith, Desiring the Kingdom, 69n56.
114.	 Smith, 209. Therefore, he advocates for an ethnographic role for the pastor-

ate, arguing that unveiling the implicit theology embedded in everyday rituals helps 
the church identify the misdirected theologies that shape its practitioners. See James 
Κ. A. Smith, Awaiting the King: Reforming Public Theology (Grand Rapids: Baker 
Academic, 2017), 194–97, 205. A lack of attending to critical reflection can encour-
age an opposite effect. Cf., James Κ. A. Smith, “Keeping Time in the Social Sciences: 
An Experiment with Fixed-Hour Prayer and the Liturgical Calendar,” in Teaching 
and Christian Practices: Reshaping Faith & Learning, ed. David I. Smith and 
James Κ. A. Smith (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2011), 140–56 
(155–56).

115.	 Smith, Introducing Radical Orthodoxy, 178. In an email exchange with the 
publisher, the publisher confirmed with Smith of a misprint, correcting that theology2 
informed the creeds. Yoon Shin, email message to the publisher, November 9, 2016.

116.	 David I. Smith and James Κ. A. Smith, “Introduction: Practices, Faith, and 
Pedagogy,” in Teaching and Christian Practices: Reshaping Faith & Learning, 
ed. David I. Smith and James Κ. A. Smith (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing 
Company, 2011), 1–23 (13).

117.	 Smith and Smith, 12–13.
118.	 Smith and Smith, 13.
119.	 Rebecca Konyndyk DeYoung, “Pedagogical Rhythms: Practices and 

Reflections on Practice,” in Teaching and Christian Practices: Reshaping Faith 
& Learning, ed. David I. Smith and James Κ. A. Smith (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 
Publishing Company, 2011), 24–42 (39–42).

120.	 Smith, Imagining the Kingdom, 186.
121.	 Smith.
122.	 Smith, 187–88.
123.	 Smith, 189–90.
124.	 Smith, 188. Smith’s latest iteration of Pentecostal epistemology also does 

not acknowledge the hints of integration in his wider works but maintains the hier-
archy between pretheory and theory. In fact, this latest iteration remains virtually 

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



83Pretheory, Theory, and Integrated Relationship

unchanged. See James Κ. A. Smith, “Pentecostalism,” in The Oxford Handbook of the 
Epistemology of Theology, ed. William J. Abraham and Frederick D. Aquino (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 2017), 606–18.

125.	 Smith, Imagining the Kingdom, 190.
126.	 Smith, 13.
127.	 An epistemic perichoresis may be a fitting term.

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



Part 2

SMITH’S POSTMODERN 
EPISTEMOLOGY

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



87

INTRODUCTION

The chapters in this part act as a pivot, moving away from Pentecostal epis-
temology to a fuller postmodern epistemology and preparing the conversa-
tion with Reformed epistemology. The overall aim is to present Smith’s 
epistemology as hermeneutic, postliberal, and realist, while building on his 
embodied epistemology.

Although Smith believes that Pentecostal philosophy can contribute to 
Christian philosophy, the movement of his epistemology is rather the reverse. 
His Pentecostal epistemology is merely an instantiation of his postmodern 
epistemology. This chapter exposits this lineage in a thematic way, drawing 
out the themes of his Pentecostal epistemology from his wider corpus. What 
becomes evident is his fully formed embodied epistemology by the time of 
Thinking in Tongues. His latter works also show consistency with his earlier 
writings, especially with the themes of anthropology, hermeneutics, and epis-
temology. Specifically, the postliberal themes of situatedness and hermeneu-
tics of language games that are based on the goodness of embodied, situated, 
and hermeneutical creation appear consistently throughout Smith’s corpus.1

Important to note in this exposition is the chosen methodology of attend-
ing to Smith’s interpretation and appropriation of his various sources rather 
than the sources themselves. Not only are his works voluminous, but so are 
those with whom he interacts due to his wide interdisciplinary interests.2 
An investigation into Smith’s correct interpretation of his interlocutors 
would enlarge the scope of this book beyond practicality. Furthermore, as a 
constructive synthesizer, Smith is not so much concerned with mere expo-
sition, but with creatively constructing and synthesizing ideas for his own 
purposes.3 My method is similar. The concern of this chapter is ultimately to 

Chapter 4
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understand his ideas rather than investigating the orthodoxy of his interpreta-
tions. Nevertheless, where Smith’s misinterpretation poses a danger to my 
constructive project, I critique and repair Smith’s interpretations. Moreover, 
because Smith’s epistemological themes appear in many of his works, my 
method can be seen as that of a funnel, gathering the scattered themes into a 
coherent whole. This systematization is required because Smith has not writ-
ten an extended work on epistemology.

POSTMODERN HERMENEUTIC 
EPISTEMOLOGY: ITS THEMES

In Who’s Afraid of Postmodernism, Smith presents French philosophy as 
a major intellectual influence on postmodernism and extricates three her-
meneutic themes—themes that occur frequently in his other writings4: the 
ubiquity of interpretation, the ultimate narrativity of all beliefs and language 
games, and the formative power of discipline. While some have criticized 
postmodernism as relativist and anti-Christian, Smith argues that postmod-
ernism is misunderstood and connects it to the ancient faith: “The best way 
to be postmodern is to be premodern.”5 Both eras affirm the goodness of 
finite, embodied, situated, and contingent creaturehood.6 The repudiation of 
modernism’s desire to transcend contingency is a return to acknowledging the 
Creator-creature distinction, that no aspect of creation is autonomous.

The Ubiquity of Interpretation as Human Structure

Humans are structurally hermeneutic. The impossibility of an unmediated 
reading of reality is a confession of creatureliness. Appropriating Derrida’s 
claim that “there is nothing outside the text,” Smith argues that to be human 
is to interpret. Experience of reality is interpretive.7 This claim challenges 
the view of prelapsarian hermeneutic immediacy that attributes the media-
tion of interpretation to the Fall, one to be overcome in the eschaton. This 
“eschatological immediacy model” is a rejection of finitude and contingency.8 
For others, the “present immediacy model” represents the fallenness of inter-
pretation that is presently redeemable. Unlike the previous model in which 
finitude is overcome in the eschaton, this model disavows present finitude and 
embraces the possibility of present objectivity, not realizing that any claims 
to an unadulterated reading are already a traditioned reading. Even an appeal 
to sola scriptura is an interpretive act of an interpreted principle.9 Immediacy 
is an impossibility for finite, situated creatures. Yet, both models consider the 
medium of interpretation as fallen and long for its overcoming. For Martin 
Heidegger and Jacques Derrida, interpretation is an inevitable condition of 
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being-in-the-world, of being finite, situated, and contingent; interpretation 
is structural to one’s being because being is social. For the condition of pos-
sibility even for the soliloquy of a solitary mental life is the social phenom-
enon of language. Being-in-the-world is being-with. Even the retreat into the 
solitary mind to avoid the Other is made possible by the Other, the alterity 
of language.10

Yet, their “violent mediation model” considers the inevitability of inter-
pretation as violent. For Heidegger, the interpretive fore-structures condi-
tion one to become immersed in the everydayness of the public, “the they.” 
Related to the they is “the they-self” who is conditioned to consider only the 
superficiality of everydayness, losing one’s authentic existence. The danger 
of becoming the they-self is the result of Dasein’s thrownness into fallen 
intersubjectivity.11 For Derrida, language marks the structural fallenness of 
interpretation because the full presence of the author is missing. Speech is not 
pure and writing fallen, as thought by Ferdinand Saussure, due to the respec-
tive proximity and absence of the speaker. Writing is originary violence 
because language, as an infinite interplay of meaning, does not contain full 
presence.12 Without this pure presence that allows for full comprehension, 
any interpretation of the Other is always violent. This violence points to the 
fallenness of intersubjectivity because intersubjectivity marks the condition 
of possibility for interpretation of the Other.13

Contrary to these models, Smith’s creational hermeneutic maintains the 
structural goodness of interpretation. Creational hermeneutic agrees with the 
violent mediation model that interpretation is original to creation, but it does 
not cast aside the goodness of mediation as originally fallen. Interpretation 
goes all the way down, having received the benediction of God in creation. 
While the interpretive faculties are damaged by sin, interpretation itself is 
not structurally fallen. “The effects of the Fall is not the appearance of inter-
pretation but rather the distortion or corruption of interpretation.”14 Denying 
the inherent goodness of interpretation entails that to be human, as interpre-
tive beings, is to be necessarily violent in being. In this model, the eschaton 
indeed fulfills and completes, but fulfillment is not a consummation from 
lack. The eschaton is the completion of what was nascent in creation and the 
healing of the damage to mediation.15 Humans will continue to be finite and 
situated as they were in Eden, but in consummated form.16

Human finitude, which marks the necessity of interpretation, is composed 
of perspectivally integrated features of intersubjectivity, situationality, tradi-
tionality, and undecidability. First, interpretation is necessary due to the lack 
of immediate access to another mind. Such access would eradicate the need 
for communication.17 Instead, “every act of reading or listening is an act of 
translation: a negotiation between two (or more) universes of discourse, two 
(or more) traditionalities, two (or more) ways of understanding the world.”18
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Second, embodied intersubjectivity indicates the situationality of spatio-
temporal location.19 Embodied intersubjectivity requires interpretation but is 
not relegated merely to communication. Smith equates intersubjectivity with 
worldview.20 It is a hermeneutic filter for knowledge. Intersubjectivity, which 
is a situated traditioned way of understanding, delivers the world as a par-
ticular something.21 Without this grounding in situationality, the impossible 
dream of sub specie aeternitatis, the transcending of human embodiment 
to attain God’s view of the world, would be one step away from becoming 
possible. Situationality is the acceptance of the ubiquity of interpretation. 
Hermeneutics is the erasure of that dream of all dreams that seeks to reduce 
all differences to the same, to commensurability.22

Third, spatiotemporal intersubjectivity indicates traditionality. Tradition 
conditions not only the possibilities and parameters of the sources one engage 
(e.g., language, sociocultural context, geography, religion, etc.) but also one’s 
worldview. Worldview is the gift of tradition. Tradition plays a normative 
role in shaping one’s imagination of the world, drawing the boundaries of 
“acceptable” interpretations and acting as a launchpad for new possibilities 
of interpretations.23 Even creative imagination is not wholly new, but arises 
from the possibilities and impossibilities afforded by one’s multiple tradi-
tions. To be human is to be traditioned: “Traditionality is a heritage that one 
both receives and shapes.”24 Traditionality implies situationality and intersub-
jectivity, since to be traditioned is to be part of human culture.

Finally, the plurality of interpretive options necessitates hermeneutic unde-
cidability. Undecidability is the loss of the metaphysics of presence, the pure 
determination of meaning. Undecidability, which is not indecision, arises 
from facing multiple interpretive options. Given this plurality of interpreta-
tions, misunderstanding is also a possibility. But this undecidability is an 
inescapable human condition that is not structurally and originally violent.25 
Without using the term, Shelly Rambo provides a compelling reminder about 
undecidability by arguing that victims of trauma lose the ability to understand 
the trauma clearly. Trauma alters the linear conception of time, as the trau-
matic past invades the present and makes the future bleak. It physically alters 
the body’s limbic system so that the prefrontal cortex that regulates experi-
ence and meaning becomes inhibited. Moreover, inasmuch as there is nothing 
outside the text, trauma negates epistemic certainty by altering the human 
ability to understand reality through spoken or written language, especially 
due to the breaking down of one’s social world through the loss of trust. In 
this way, trauma reveals that full cognitive awareness is impossible.26 What 
remains are multiplicity of interpretations.27

What are the implications of undecidability? First, the ubiquity and mul-
tiple options of interpretation mean that interpretation is “at root a commit-
ment of faith.”28 Faith is not Cartesian certainty; doubt and uncertainty always 
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accompany faith. Second, multiplicity of interpretive options and limits of 
perspectival worldview necessitate epistemic humility because misunder-
standing and misinterpretation are possible.29 Truth becomes perspectival 
but is not abandoned. The criterion for truth is not objectivity but is sectar-
ian. Intersubjective tradition determines “good” interpretation and certain 
interpretations become privileged and normative.30 In fact, the goodness of 
creation is itself a mythos.31 Stripped of epistemic objectivity, situated beings 
face multiple interpretive options and are mired in undecidability. They must 
choose and each choosing is an act of faith. Interpretation governs human 
existence: “There is no uninterpreted reality.”32

Worldview as Myth

Structural hermeneutic of human be-ing burrows down to the level of world-
view. Interpretation goes all the way down: “All knowledge is rooted in 
some narrative or myth.”33 The foundational and mythic picture of worldview 
reveals that worldview is a commitment to an ultimately unprovable narra-
tive. Worldview is pistic. This view does not abandon truth. Rather, confes-
sion of pistic worldview is “the retrieval of a fundamentally Augustinian 
epistemology that is attentive to the structural necessity of faith preceding 
reason, believing in order to understand—trusting in order to interpret.”34

Smith appropriates mythic worldview with Herman Dooyeweerd’s phi-
losophy of modal aspects and argues that pretheoretical commitments reveal 
human structural religiosity. That is, one takes in the world pretheoretically 
as a concrete whole. Reflection on one or more modal aspects of reality (e.g., 
the economic sphere, the physical sphere, the psychic sphere, etc.) is an 
artificial mode of knowing. Absolutizing a modal aspect confuses a part for 
the whole.35 Theoretical reflection is an abstraction of a sphere or a combi-
nation of spheres and is based on the “nontheoretical or natural attitude” of 
worldview, what Dooyeweerd calls ground-motive, and it is with this ground-
motive that one predominantly operates. Moreover, ground-motive reveals 
the ultimately religious or confessional motivation of existence. Because 
interpretation of reality is ultimately confessional, humans are ultimately 
religious, confessional beings. The modernist is correct; religion is biased. 
However, if worldview is mythic, then everyone is religious; everyone is 
biased.

Affective, Kinesthetic Formation

That Smith’s epistemology arises from an Augustinian anthropology is 
clear, centrally represented by the importance of embodiment and the ordo 
amoris. He views “humans as most fundamentally oriented and identified by 
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[pretheoretical, embodied] love.”36 In an extended reflection on Augustine 
for his own affective epistemology, Smith argues that humans are primarily 
lovers, rather than thinkers or believers.37 The direction of love is guided by 
formative practices which Smith calls liturgies.38 The centralization of human 
be-ing in the heart designates humans as ultimately loving, desiring animals 
whose knowledge of the world is primarily affective and pretheoretical. It is 
primarily the affective faculties that are fed by aesthetic mediums, such as 
narratives and images, that constitute one’s world and give one meaning and 
significance.39

Not all loves are of equal value. Ultimate loves are what form one’s vision 
of the good life and fundamentally orients and shapes her beliefs, affections, 
and behavior.40 There are five characteristics about this love. First, love is 
teleologically intentional. This intentionality, according to Augustine, is 
an unavoidable structural condition of humanity, even if the direction of 
the structure can be iconic or idolatrous: “What distinguishes us .  .  . is not 
whether we love, but what we love.”41 Participation in the world is directed 
by desire’s intentionality, especially by one’s ultimate love.42

Second, love is teleologically intentional. As structurally loving beings, 
persons are erotically intentioned toward some ultimate love. While the struc-
ture (of love) is always the same, the direction/aim of love can differ.43 Love 
always has an end: a vision of human flourishing. This telos is the vision of 
the kingdom, the desirable life, even if it is not the Kingdom of God. Ultimate 
desire captures human affections and pulls one toward the vision of the good 
life, shaping her interpretations of the world in the process. Hermeneutic 
vision is determined by one’s ultimate desires, and this vision shapes her 
everyday decisions and habits, constituting her very identity in the process. 
Smith writes,

Thus we become certain kinds of people; we begin to emulate, mimic, and mir-
ror the particular vision that we desire. Attracted by it and moved toward it, we 
begin to live into this vision of the good life and start to look like citizens who 
inhabit the world that we picture as the good life. . . . So many of the penultimate 
decisions, actions, and paths we undertake are implicitly and ultimately aimed 
at trying to live out the vision of the good life that we love and thus want to 
pursue.44

This attention to the decisions, actions, and habits leads to the third feature 
of love; ultimate love is shaped by habits. Habits are dispositions that “incline 
us to act in certain ways without having to kick into a mode of reflection” 
and are products “of long development and formation.”45 Habits direct the 
aim of love, while love is embedded in habits.46 A perspectival spiral exists. 
The human-being-in-the-world is not a mere passive animal that is moved 
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here and there by the affections. Her desires shape her imagination while her 
habits (and beliefs) shape her desires. “What we do (practices) is intimately 
linked to what we desire (love), so what we do determines whether, how, and 
what we can know.”47 Love and practice are intricately related. What one 
does shapes what one loves, and what one loves shapes what one does.

Fourth, habits direct love by training the heart toward its telos. Repetitive 
practices tend to shape one’s dispositions because the heart is closely tied to 
the practices of the body. Integrated with “aesthetic phenomena like pictures 
and stories .  .  . [these practices] mold and shape our precognitive disposi-
tion to the world by training our desires.”48 The most formative of these 
practices is what Smith calls liturgy. Liturgies are identity-forming practices 
that accomplish their function by shaping one’s desires and visions of the 
kingdom.49 Daily practices shape one into a particular person by directing 
one’s desires, necessitating that she pay attention to her formative practices.50 
Because practice directs desire, Smith confesses to the power of practice, 
stating that practice is prior to understanding.51 This hierarchy is consistent 
with his axiomatic claim that “behind every pedagogy is a philosophical 
anthropology.”52 Knowledge is based on loves and habits.

Finally, practices are communal; they are social products addressing 
human needs and desires that constitute culture.53 Desires are primarily 
shaped by cultural institutions that are formed through communal practices. 
Institutions and their practices carry their own teloi, and participation in 
these practices trains hearts toward their ends. This easily explains how the 
marketing machine of capitalism produces persons-as-consumer. To aim for 
the telos of the Kingdom, then, one must be aware of the competing teloi that 
seek to capture one’s heart through foreign liturgies. Therefore, Smith calls 
for counter-liturgies that will sanctify one’s heart and aim her life toward the 
Kingdom of God.

Postmodern Critical Augustinianism

These three themes of postmodernism—hermeneutic structure of human 
be-ing, the pistic nature of worldview, and the primacy of theological affec-
tions and habits—are nicely encapsulated by Smith’s summary of the five 
themes of Radical Orthodoxy (RO).54 First, RO critiques the supposed uni-
versality and neutrality of modernistic reason that created the sacred/secular 
dichotomy.55

Second, after exposing modernity’s mythic ground, RO eradicates the 
dichotomy. The supposed “religious” voices can now gain an equal hearing 
in the marketplace of ideas in this post-secular realm. For Christians, this 
leveling of the field amounts not just to an equal hearing; Smith claims that 
Christianity has greater and more consistent explanatory power of reality.56
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Third, RO rejects the “flattened” ontology of secularism that reduces all 
reality to immanence and replaces it with a participatory ontology in which 
the immanent and material world participates in the transcendent Creator. 
Significantly, participation negates the nihilism that accompanies ontological 
autonomy. If reality is detached from a transcendent Creator, then reality is 
relegated to radical immanence and nihilism because it is grounded in noth-
ing. Participation, however, allows for meaning and value as endowed by 
the Creator.57 Because materiality and embodiment, alongside the noetic and 
spiritual, also participate, they too become meaningful and important.

Fourth and consequently, affirmation of embodiment leads to the material 
as an icon toward worship and the knowledge of God. Embodiment becomes 
epistemic. Moreover, if immanence participates in transcendence, then 
materiality’s iconic role must participate in transcendence for meaning and 
value.58 Relatedly, RO’s affirmation of embodiment leads to an affective, aes-
thetic epistemology. The iconic role reaffirms the goodness of aesthetics and 
the eliciting of the passions. This affectivity of embodied aesthetics views 
itself as more fundamental and primordial than ratiocination.59 Smith consid-
ers this epistemic embodiment as reflecting “the centrality of an experiential 
aspect in postmodernity.”60

This claim is made six years prior to Thinking in Tongues and his 
Pentecostal epistemology. My claim that Smith’s postmodern epistemology 
is fully formed prior to Thinking in Tongues is solidified in this passage by 
Smith in Introducing Radical Orthodoxy:

[A] Christian epistemology in the Augustinian and Pascalian tradition affirms the 
priority of “reasons of the heart of which reason knows nothing”. . . . Christian 
aesthetic is part of a Christian epistemology and ontology that, epistemologi-
cally, challenge the hegemony of cognitive knowing that dominates the Western 
tradition and, thus, ontologically, question the devaluation of images. . . . Given 
a Christian anthropology that affirms the integrity of the embodied self (in con-
trast to a Platonic privileging of the soul), a Christian epistemology must resist 
the Western temptation to reduce knowing to only one of its modes—the cogni-
tive—and rather appreciate the multiple modes of knowing (affective, tactile, 
sensible, etc.). Or to put it in terms of classic discussions of the faculties, rather 
than privileging the intellect, a Christian epistemology accords equal status, 
if not primacy, to the senses and imagination.  .  .  . The result is the revaluing 
of images and aesthetic media as perhaps the most fundamental and effective 
means for the communication of truth.61

This passage could’ve been redacted into Thinking in Tongues without any 
inconsistency. Pentecostal epistemology is really an extraction from Smith’s 
postmodern epistemology.
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Fifth, this distinctively Christian approach untethered from the oppressive 
hegemony of secularism can offer a genealogy of other perspectives for the 
purpose of culture-critique and transformation. Moreover, this culture-cri-
tique flows from participatory ontology due to God’s concern for the imma-
nent, material world.62 RO affirms neither secularism’s radical immanence 
nor certain Christian strains of radical spiritualism. Instead, “transcendence 
is affirmed in immanence . . . as ‘enfolded transcendence,’” which creates the 
motivation to critique the immanent for its transformation.63

THE TRANSCENDENTAL CONDITION: 
LITURGICAL ANTHROPOLOGY

Smith states that “behind the politics . . . lies an epistemology . . . which is in 
turn undergirded by an ontology.”64 More specifically, between epistemology 
and ontology lies an anthropology. These relationships can be understood 
transcendentally. A transcendental condition is “a necessary condition for the 
possibility of something else,” such that X acts as the necessary condition 
for Y.65 Just as ontology is the transcendental condition for epistemology, 
anthropology, more specifically, a postmodern Augustinian anthropology, is 
the transcendental condition for Smith’s epistemology.

The priority of affective know-how is based on a philosophical anthropol-
ogy that Smith calls “liturgical anthropology,” which represents the central 
core of his work on cultural liturgies.66 Central to liturgical anthropology is 
a philosophy of action. Liturgies are repeated, formative practices and habits 
that inculcate persons in narratives over time.67 Humans are liturgical, kines-
thetic animals that participate in various liturgies. Pretheoretical knowledge 
inhabits action, is shaped by it, and gives meaning to action. Liturgical anthro-
pology reveals the dynamic nature of this action-knowledge. Anthropology is 
not merely about the ontology of human be-ing but determines the qualities 
and forms of knowledge.

Liturgies are not modes of explicit knowledge. As embodied meaning-
making activities, they orient the imagination by inculcating one in their 
narratives. In Smith’s words, kinesthetics (embodied meaning) primes one 
for poetics (imagination and narratives).68 Through action, with its attendant 
narratives, affections, and teloi, one experiences and construes the world. 
Thought occurs because of action. Action is the basis for meaning-making. 
As such, humans are primarily actors, not thinkers. In the vein of Polanyi, 
Smith argues that thinking arises from doing and serves it.69 Practice and 
knowledge are inseparable.

Smith clarifies this relationship through the exposition of Pierre Bourdieu’s 
concept of habitus, which is the embodied dispositions or habitual ways 
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one construe the world.70 As habitual, this know-how is impossible without 
action. Even narrative is part of action. For hearing, reading, telling, and 
watching are all different modes of action.

Habitus thus indicates the central role the body plays in constituting one’s 
world. Following Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Smith argues that the body is the 
condition of possibility for experience. As one encounters the world, one’s 
body perceives the world as something, so that one takes in the world without 
deliberating over every encounter with the objects of the world. Such bodily 
perception points to the pragmatics of knowledge. The objects of experience 
are encountered primarily as something to use in one’s navigation of the world, 
not as things to observe primarily for intellectual consumption. This mode is 
primary and tacit. It works at a pretheoretical, perceptual level such that habi-
tus makes sense of the world without continually alerting one to its “contents.” 
Habitus is always operative without one’s knowing.71 Hence, Smith argues 
that perception is an evaluation based on the background of one’s multidi-
mensional be-ing.72 What the body encounters as information only counts as 
information because the body has already evaluated through perception.

As actions of the body, perception and evaluation integrate synergistically 
with affect and narrative.73 They are bodily habits. Because the body has a 
history, a particular involvement with the world, its evaluative construal of 
reality is not neutral. The intertwining of subject and object creates “embed-
ded, embodied actors [who are] at home in an environment that [they] navi-
gate with a kind of intentionality that precedes knowledge and whose locus is 
in the body.”74 This immersion in the world is critical to Smith’s understand-
ing of human be-ing, which he draws from Martin Heidegger’s concept of 
Dasein.

As a “unified phenomenon,” Dasein reintegrates the subject and object that 
Descartes sundered.75 The subject is “absorbed in the world.”76 There exists 
an inseparable relationship between being and the world:

In factical experience, we do not find the encounter between a subject and an 
object—which is a derivative experience found in theoretical consciousness. 
Rather, factical experience is characterized by a certain immediacy such that 
the subject is not yet rigidly distinguished from the object, but rather finds 
itself imbedded in its world, its environment. “I” am imbedded in “life,” and 
any distillation of “I” or the “world” as distinct components is always already a 
derivative mode of being-in-the-world.77

As an integrated phenomenon, Dasein rejects the priority of epistemology 
above ontology, of subject over object.78 Being-in-the-world unifies knowl-
edge with embodiment and points to the condition of pragmata, an involve-
ment with the world as participator rather than spectator.79
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Smith’s liturgical anthropology is the key to understanding his epistemol-
ogy. Embodiment implies situatedness, finitude, perspectivism, affectivity, 
and pretheoreticity. The center of embodiment is not the head, but the heart, 
and the heart and action are intricately intertwined. Embodied kinesthetic 
know-how is affectively, narratively, and imaginatively motivated and 
directed. As such, Smith describes this knowledge as “kinaesthetic.” The 
performative and aesthetics of knowledge is akin more to a “‘poetics’ than 
an epistemology.”80

CONCLUSION

This chapter identified the epistemological themes that are present in Smith 
without the aid of Pentecostalism. Centrally, Smith’s postmodern epistemol-
ogy is embodied and hermeneutic. Knowledge, even worldview, is interpreta-
tive due to situated embodiment. While some believe in the actuality of pure 
seeing, Smith argues that God intended embodied creatures to be structurally 
interpretive. Although marred by sin, interpretation as such is not originally 
fallen. Even the consummation of the eschaton will not erase interpretation. 
Like all things, interpretation will be healed and redeemed. Like Pentecostal 
epistemology, the primacy of know-how is maintained through affective, 
narrative, and kinesthetic elements of embodied anthropology. Embodiment 
necessitates interpretation and perspectives. These “Pentecostal” characteris-
tics are also present in RO. Given these features in Smith’s wider corpus, it 
is questionable how distinct Pentecostal epistemology is in Smith’s mind. In 
fact, Smith’s Pentecostal epistemology really seems to be the product of his 
postmodern epistemology. Similar to the view of Pentecostalism as merely an 
Evangelicalism “plus” the doctrine and experience of Spirit baptism, Smith’s 
Pentecostal epistemology seems to be a postmodern epistemology “plus” 
the articulation of particular Pentecostal doxological practices. Therefore, 
it seems more appropriate to drop the Pentecostal moniker and concentrate 
on further identifying the features of Smith’s postmodern hermeneutic 
epistemology. The next chapter continues this investigation, moving from 
continental philosophical theology to linguistic pragmatism and Lindbeckian 
postliberalism, which raises the inevitable question that postmodernism 
faces: relativism.

NOTES

1.	 Against this view, Mark Bowald incisively argues that tension in Smith’s 
earlier and later writings exists. Specifically, Smith denigrates the particularities of 
traditioned theology in Speech and Theology while affirming particularity in Who’s 
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Afraid of Postmodernism. See Mark Alan Bowald, “Who’s Afraid of Theology: A 
Conversation with James K. A. Smith on Dogmatics as the Grammar of Christian 
Particularity,” in The Logic of Incarnation: James K. A. Smith’s Critique of 
Postmodern Religion, ed. Neal DeRoo and Brian Lightbody (Eugene: Pickwick 
Publications, 2009), 168–81. Smith admits of this tension, which he attributes to a 
personally trying time with his former denomination and an insufficient understand-
ing of the implications of his creational hermeneutic. Smith desires his readers to view 
this matter as a progression rather than tension. Embedded within his earlier writings 
was an intuition that was implicitly and “insufficiently post-liberal.” The emergence 
of postliberalism in his later writings is evidence of “an outworking of earlier intu-
itions whose implications were inadequately grasped,” rather than representing an 
eventual turn. James Κ. A. Smith, “Continuing the Conversation,” in The Logic of 
Incarnation: James K. A. Smith’s Critique of Postmodern Religion, ed. Neal DeRoo 
and Brian Lightbody (Eugene: Wipf & Stock, 2009), 203–23 (216–17). Commenting 
elsewhere on his postliberalization, Smith states that this postliberal seed was already 
present in his first monograph, the first edition of The Fall of Interpretation. See 
Smith, The Fall of Interpretation, 9–10. The pragmatics of knowledge and language 
is also evident in Speech and Theology. See Smith, Speech and Theology, 81, 87.

2.	 Between the years of 1999 and 2010, which represents the completion of his 
PhD and his promotion to full professorship, Smith had published a combination of 
eighteen monographs, edited volumes, a coauthored volume, and the translation of 
Jean-Luc Marion’s The Crossing of the Visible, besides numerous peer-reviewed 
articles and article contributions to various edited projects. I want to thank Smith for 
graciously providing his curriculum vitae.

3.	 Nevertheless, Smith is concerned with correct interpretation of his sources, 
illustrated in his attempts to clarify the widespread misunderstandings of Lyotard’s 
and Derrida’s respective claims that “postmodernism is an incredulity toward meta-
narratives” and that “there is nothing outside the text.”

4.	 Smith, Who’s Afraid of Postmodernism?, 19.
5.	 Smith, 137.
6.	 Smith, 129.
7.	 Smith, 38, 39.
8.	 See Smith, The Fall of Interpretation, 63–79.
9.	 Smith, 35–61.

10.	 Smith, Jacques Derrida, 36–37.
11.	 Smith, 97–102. Also, see Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. Joan 

Stambaugh (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2010), 123–25. John 
Milbank also finds an inherent fall in Heidegger’s philosophy. See Milbank, Theology 
& Social Theory, 302.

12.	 Jacques Derrida, Of Grammatology, trans. Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997), 37.

13.	 Smith, The Fall of Interpretation, 122–27.
14.	 Smith, 24–25.
15.	 Smith, 70n16.
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16.	 In his critique of Wolfhart Pannenberg, Smith argues that Pannenberg cannot 
maintain his defense of eschatological finitude while, at the same time, maintaining 
that such eschatological human beings will experience time as God experiences time, 
which is not sequential experience, and will overcome the provisionality of knowl-
edge of God. If so, such atemporal, aperspectival finitude cannot be finite in the end 
since even eschatological speech and spatiality will be sequential and perspectival. 
See Smith, 71–78.

17.	 Smith, 159–61.
18.	 Smith, 160.
19.	 Smith, 161.
20.	 Smith, 160n2.
21.	 Smith, 175. Anthony Thiselton makes a similar point. Agreeing with 

Schleiermacher, Thiselton argues that hermeneutics and epistemology overlap 
because hermeneutics necessarily involves “the problem of understanding.” See 
Anthony C. Thiselton, Hermeneutics: An Introduction (Grand Rapids: William B. 
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2009), 158.

22.	 Smith, Who’s Afraid of Relativism?, 93.
23.	 Smith, The Fall of Interpretation, 164–65.
24.	 Smith, 164.
25.	 According to Smith, original creation was good but not perfect. Because cre-

ation was not perfect, misunderstanding was a possibility. However, misunderstand-
ing is not necessarily sinful, but merely the possibility of finitude. See Smith, The Fall 
of Interpretation, 168. To acknowledge the possibility of misunderstanding reveals 
that Smith is not a relativist.

26.	 Rambo, Spirit and Trauma, 18–21.
27.	 Rambo participates in this multiplicity of interpretations by reinterpreting the 

biblical witness from the perspective of trauma. See Rambo, 81–110.
28.	 Smith, The Fall of Interpretation, 169.
29.	 Smith, 168–70.
30.	 Smith, 175.
31.	 Smith, 171, 173.
32.	 Smith, Who’s Afraid of Postmodernism?, 54.
33.	 Smith, 69.
34.	 Smith, 72.
35.	 Smith, Introducing Radical Orthodoxy, 171.
36.	 Smith, Desiring the Kingdom, 46.
37.	 Smith, 47.
38.	 Smith, 25.
39.	 Smith, 66.
40.	 Smith, 51.
41.	 Smith, 52. Cf., Smith, Introducing Radical Orthodoxy, 114–15, 227.
42.	 Smith, Desiring the Kingdom, 47–52.
43.	 Smith attributes this structure/direction schema, which occur in several of 

his works, to Albert Wolters. See Smith, 52n22. Smith also uses this schema with 
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interpretation. See Smith, The Fall of Interpretation, 174–75; and Smith, Who’s 
Afraid of Postmodernism?, 99–103.

44.	 Smith, Desiring the Kingdom, 54.
45.	 Smith, 56.
46.	 Smith. Cf., James Κ. A. Smith, You Are What You Love: The Spiritual Power 

of Habit (Grand Rapids: Brazos Press, 2016), 187.
47.	 Smith, Desiring the Kingdom, 70.
48.	 Smith, 59.
49.	 Smith, 86–87.
50.	 Smith, 85.
51.	 Smith, 67n53.
52.	 Smith, 27.
53.	 Smith.
54.	 That Smith identifies as Radically Orthodox is easy to see given Milbank’s 

identification of Radical Orthodoxy as postmodern critical Augustinianism.
55.	 Smith, Introducing Radical Orthodoxy, 70–72.
56.	 Smith, 73–74. Smith claims that this view is consonant with Kuyper and 

Dooyeweerd. Smith, 72n33.
57.	 Smith, 74–77. Smith critiques the Platonic elements of participatory ontology, 

arguing that Plato is ultimately against the goodness of materiality. Instead, he offers 
a creational/incarnational ontology that affirms the goodness of materiality. Smith, 
197–204, 218–23.

58.	 Smith, 77–78.
59.	 Smith, 224.
60.	 Smith, 78.
61.	 Smith, 224–25.
62.	 Smith, 78–79.
63.	 Smith, 220.
64.	 Smith, 143.
65.	 Robert Stern, “Introduction,” in Transcendental Arguments: Problems and 

Prospects, ed. Robert Stern (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 1–11 (3).
66.	 Smith, Awaiting the King, 6.
67.	 Smith, Imagining the Kingdom, 109.
68.	 Smith, 101.
69.	 Smith, 113.
70.	 Smith, 81.
71.	 Smith.
72.	 Smith, 34–35.
73.	 Smith, 38–39.
74.	 Smith, 44.
75.	 Heidegger, Being and Time, 2010, 53.
76.	 Heidegger, 55.
77.	 Smith, Speech and Theology, 76.
78.	 This subject/object problem was one that Kant believed must be given philo-

sophical treatment. The Enlightenment question, “Is there such thing as an external 
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world outside of our minds, and how could we know it?” needed rational proof. 
However, Heidegger turned this epistemological problem upside down. The prob-
lem was not that this question had not received its proof, but that it required such a 
proof in the first place. This Cartesian skepticism of the external world revealed the 
“unquestioned and sovereignty of epistemology.” Charles B. Guignon, Heidegger and 
the Problem of Knowledge (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1983), 53.

79.	 Smith, Speech and Theology, 25.
80.	 Smith, Imagining the Kingdom, 117n24.
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INTRODUCTION

Smith’s philosophy bears the marks of non-nihilistic postmodernism: fini-
tude, contingency, embodiment, perspectivism, and pretheoricity. They are 
present in his creational hermeneutic that is represented by the contingencies 
of intersubjectivity, situationality, traditionality, and undecidability. While 
these marks seem constructed predominantly from continental philosophi-
cal theology, another tradition has greatly influenced Smith: postliberalism. 
This chapter exposits Who’s Afraid of Relativism, a controversial book that 
seems to confirm conservative Evangelicalism’s suspicion of postmodernism 
as the bearer of insidious relativism. In the book, Smith makes the case for 
relativism through the exposition of linguistic pragmatism and represents 
Lindbeckian postliberalism as its Christian instantiation due to their shared 
commitments to contingency in meaning, social justification, and communal 
rationality. While this book may seem to be just one among many in Smith’s 
corpus, its ideas must be taken seriously because Smith states that the trajec-
tory of his thought from beginning to the present has always been consistently 
postliberal. Therefore, Smith’s postmodern epistemology is a postliberal 
epistemology.1 However, despite Smith’s presentation of postliberalism as 
relativistic, I argue that Smith has misunderstood postliberalism. I provide a 
rereading of Lindbeck and read Smith against Smith to demonstrate that they 
are both ontologically and epistemologically realist.

Chapter 5

Smith the Relativist?
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LINGUISTIC PRAGMATISM

When epistemology is made hermeneutic and perspectival, a natural ques-
tion about relativism arises. Is every construal objectively true? Interestingly, 
Smith advocates Christians to adopt a qualified relativism, which he argues 
is represented by linguistic pragmatism and its theological cousin, postlib-
eralism. Smith argues that pragmatism represents a “serious articulation of 
‘relativism’” that consistently affirms the (Christian) claim to contingency.2 
Meaning is relative because it is relative to situated, communal perspectives. 
Being human is to be a relativist; the conditions of creaturehood require that 
“meaning and knowledge [be] ineluctably social and communal.”3 Denial of 
this contingency is tantamount to denying creaturely dependence. It is the 
assumption of the possibility of objective, neutral knowledge through which 
religious knowledge is dismissed as unenlightened.4 The stakes are high for 
Smith. This denial is a return to Enlightenment modernity.

In Who’s Afraid of Relativism, Smith provides the clearest interaction with 
pragmatism and postliberalism through expositions of Ludwig Wittgenstein, 
Richard Rorty, and Robert Brandom. The three philosophers are introduced 
in that order to build a “conceptual snowball” to establish Smith’s argument 
for relativism.5 Wittgenstein sets the pragmatist agenda that “meaning is use.” 
Rorty furthers the claim that truth claims are ineluctably social. Brandom 
provides pragmatic normativity for beliefs within linguistic communities. 
Broadly, the central tenets of pragmatism are meaning as use, meaning as 
constituted by contingent communities, anti-referentialism, and the nor-
mative rationality of contingent conceptual practices. Importantly, Smith 
stresses that his argument for relativism is foremost concerned with meaning, 
not truth. However, as I argue later, claim to knowledge must address truth 
since meaningful construal (i.e., narrative, affective construal [NAC]) can be 
false.6

Wittgenstein

The main point Smith exegetes from the later Wittgenstein is that meaning is 
primarily used rather than ostensive. Wittgenstein is reacting against the view 
that ostensive naming, in which words refer to their corresponding objects, 
is the primary function of language. For Smith, this referentialist theory of 
meaning is static by not taking into account the dynamics at work in speech.7 
Without denying that reference occurs, Smith demonstrates that ostensive 
learning is possible due to the prior framework that acts as the condition for 
such learning, a framework that is more kinesthetic than noetic.8 This kines-
thetic background makes even the teaching by pointing possible; behind the 
pointing is a host of non-pointings that was inculcated through participation 
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in a community of practice. Participation in community allows one to absorb 
the telos and meaning embedded in practice apart from explicit ostensive 
training.9

Action is basic, not words. Ostensive meaning is dependent on under-
standing in practice whose aim is to accomplish a contextual end. Reference, 
therefore, is an embedded event in contextual practices that is neither neutral 
nor objective. If meaning is use, dependent on teleological know-how, then 
meaning is relative to context. Practice constructs meaning within the various 
usages of language. Mere words do not provide meaning because “meaning 
is wider than words.”10 Words and meaning follow the conventions of a lan-
guage game. Without this practical context, words don’t make sense.

Learning a language game primarily involves learning to navigate its rules 
more than learning to explain them. To give a personal example, I missed the 
critical grammar lessons from third to sixth grade as those years were primar-
ily spent learning the language of my newly adopted country. For many years, 
and even now at times, I navigated through the difficulties of the English 
grammar more through how it feels than applying explicit rules. I gained this 
know-how more through osmosis than formal instruction.

Becoming a competent practitioner of language games, knowing how to 
navigate their conventions, makes possible the lineaments of know-that, such 
as ostensive meaning and analysis.11 Smith calls this emphasis on social con-
ventions “the turning point in Wittgenstein’s alternative account of language 
and meaning. And it’s why we’re all relativists.”12

Does this claim still leave open the possibility of nihilistic relativism? 
Not so for Smith. Pragmatic meaning is “game-relative . . ., always conven-
tional.”13 Because pragmatic meaning is game-relative, meaning is socially 
conventional. The relativism that Smith espouses is not an individualistic, 
anything-goes relativism. Moreover, Smith does not negate reference in favor 
of pragmatic meaning. Reference occurs through language use. Naming is 
communally conventional and justified and is not dependent on an object’s 
essence. Correspondence may be a social construction, but it is still corre-
spondence. Correspondence is secondary to use, but not eliminated. Once a 
community has ratified certain names, they have become justified. Naming, 
therefore, isn’t individualistically subjective.14

Objects and signs are not disparate things. It may seem that signs, but not 
objects, signify. Yet, an object can be a sign based on how it is used. How an 
object acts as a sign is not dependent on its being, but on its contextual func-
tion, when it is used or taken as a sign by persons.15 The primary function of 
word-signs isn’t to refer to object-realities. Such reductive correspondence 
is secondary to how object-realities act as signs in the various ways they 
are employed. Importantly, the correctness of their employment is primar-
ily dependent on social conventions. Meaning is primarily pragmatic, and 
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function is based on the conventions of a social community. With this idea of 
social convention, Smith turns to Rorty.

Rorty

Smith presents Rorty as continuing Wittgenstein’s anti-referentialism. 
Knowledge is not mere correspondence of words to objective reality. What 
is understood as objective reality is merely a social understanding that has 
become so commonsensical that its reality as a language game has been 
forgotten. This amnesia causes one to think that knowledge is an individual 
mirroring of the world “out there.” Rorty furthers the idea that knowledge and 
its justification are the products of social convention, resisting the myth that 
objective knowledge is obtained through pure “seeing.”16

If knowledge isn’t dependent on correspondence to objective reality, how 
is nihilistic relativism avoided? Rorty doesn’t reject reality as such. The world 
impresses itself on people and does not allow any interpretation. Some inter-
pretations are unsustainable because the world does not allow it.17 However, 
there is no “extralinguistic” reality available for knowledge. The world is 
social, and one can only know it through social conventions. Epistemic jus-
tification is a social convention based on the efficacy of a belief’s ability to 
help one cope with the world. That which copes best is taken to be true.18 
For Smith, the interplay between social conventions and the world provides 
normative standards that avoid nihilistic relativism. In fact, Smith is affirming 
a type of realism, albeit not referentialism, if understood as the mirroring of 
words to reality.19

Smith portrays correspondence and objectivity as individualist and 
neutral. The hubris of representationalism, that “we could ‘know’ on our 
own,” is rejected by Smith.20 He is continually motivated by the creational 
condition of contingency. He does not reject the ontological objectivity of 
mind-independent reality.21 What he rejects as impossible is the possibility 
of an individualist representationalism of such reality. Because knowledge is 
socially justified, it cannot be individualistically referential. Instead, knowl-
edge is pragmatic know-how, a product of society’s interactions with the 
world.22 Because Smith seeks to maintain objective reality while couching 
its knowledge and justification in social contingency, Smith seeks a middle 
ground between nihilistic relativism and individualistic, neutral objectivism. 
To illustrate his position, Smith claims that his position is akin to nominalist 
Platonism: it accounts for what is real (Platonism), while the knowledge of 
the real is based on the community’s naming (Nominalism).23

The reason for Smith’s position is theological. He views referentialism as 
an epistemology that denies creaturely dependence and screams of autonomy. 
Pragmatism’s social contingency maintains the Creator-creature distinction 
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and creaturely dependence.24 Smith’s positive regard for interpretation is 
entirely based on God’s proclamation of the goodness of finitude and com-
munal perspectives. Efforts to overcome this creaturely dependence on God 
and others commit the sin of the Enlightenment: creaturely autonomy.

Smith contends that pragmatism demonstrates the inculcation of Christian 
beliefs through participation in Christian communities as one interacts with 
God’s revelation. Because God’s self-revelation is an act of incarnational 
condescension occurring at the level of human finitude and contingency, 
even revelation takes into account both (communally shaped) interpretation 
and the mind-independent reality of divine self-revelation.25 Since epistemic 
justification hinges on pragmatic efficacy, Smith is confident in the ability of 
the Christian narrative to “out-narrate” other construals, thus staking its place 
as the true take on the world. However, the Christian communities with which 
one interacts with shape one’s knowledge, so that the Christian narrative is 
“true” only to Christians, even if it is claimed to be universal in scope. Smith 
is being consistent with Lyotard’s claim that local narratives have replaced 
metanarratives, even while they can remain universal in scope.

Brandom

Smith uses Wittgenstein and Rorty as the conceptual framework to present 
pragmatism’s concept that meaning as use is made possible by the know-how 
engendered by social communities in its interactions with the world. Smith 
then introduces Robert Brandom as one who builds on the social nature of 
pragmatic meaning by introducing rational normativity to concept usage in 
linguistic communities. Smith seeks to show that meaning is socially relative, 
but such relativity is constrained by the rules of linguistic communities of 
practice and the world.

For Brandom, humans are distinct from animals because they are rational, 
and rationality is tied to language, not communication. Animals can commu-
nicate, but humans can give and take arguments through language. Language 
is a social and conceptual practice that partakes in rationality.

Rationality plays a central role in practice. Unlike Wittgenstein’s view that 
language is like an ancient city with no central downtown, Brandom pictures 
linguistic practices as having a central downtown of conceptual inference. 
Brandom claims that certain linguistic practices depend on conceptual con-
tents within other, more central, linguistic practices.26 Concepts are inher-
ently normative within the rules of a linguistic community. Concepts carry 
inferential implications; holding a concept commits one to other concepts 
based on the language game of one’s community within the confines of objec-
tive reality. For example, to state that a bottle is blue implies the inferential 
implication that it is not green, which the linguistic community of practice 
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that determined the bottle to be blue binds one responsible to hold. Claiming 
a different color would be irrational insofar as the community deemed it blue. 
The rationality of concepts and their inferential implications are relative to 
the community, and their justification is dependent on other concepts. One 
must answer to the community, giving and taking reasons for concepts and 
their inferential implications.

A concept is know-how that helps distinguish between correct and incor-
rect inferences. A concept is “practical mastery” of inferences, the ability to 
navigate through life without always making explicit the implicit contents of 
practice.27 Linguistic concept is still in practice, but it is a central practice that 
carries inferential implications within the bounds of the linguistic community 
of concept users who hold each other responsible and who have mastered the 
know-how of inference.

With these three representatives, Smith highlights the central features of 
pragmatism: meaning as use, meaning as constituted by contingent commu-
nities, anti-referentialism, and the normative rationality of contingent con-
ceptual practices. Pragmatic relativism is non-nihilistic due to the presence 
of social justification. The attractiveness of pragmatism to Smith is evident 
in its sociality. Justification arises out of the situated context of particular 
language games, culture, and social rationality. Due to his commitment to 
creaturely finitude, Smith views linguistic pragmatism as broadly represent-
ing the important facets of his creational hermeneutic. Humans are relativ-
ists because all knowledge is relative to context. While this view leads to a 
benign relativism, social justification of meaning detached from referential 
truth invites charges of cultural relativism. There must be a stronger sense of 
ontological and epistemological correspondence if Smith is to avoid the latter 
charge. Because question remains whether Smith’s deflationary account of 
reference and conceptual normativity can escape this charge, the next section 
investigates Smith’s (mis)reading of postliberalism and argues that postliber-
alism can answer this charge.

POSTLIBERALISM

For Lindbeck, doctrines function as regulative rules for governing how reli-
gious communities of practice can rightly speak about religious matters.28 
His cultural-linguistic model contends that doctrines are second-order claims 
that make explicit what are implicit in first-order religious practices, which 
in turn makes one responsible for holding a doctrine within the communal 
“space of reasons.”29 Therefore, “To confess that Jesus is ‘God from God, 
Light from Light, true God from true God’ is to articulate what was already 
implicit in our prayers, a worship way of life nourished by the Scriptures.”30 
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Because doctrines are based on religious practice, the priority of know-how 
over know-that is maintained.

This model contrasts with cognitive-propositionalism, which considers 
doctrines as timeless propositional truth claims about objective reality, and 
experiential-expressivism that reduces doctrines to “noninformative and 
nondiscursive symbols of [universal] inner feelings, attitudes, or existential 
orientations,” in which the universality of experience and feeling absorbs the 
particularities of religion.31

In the cultural-linguistic model, doctrines are meaningful claims that are 
neither true nor false.32 The relationship between doctrines and practices is 
inferential rather than referential, functioning like rules of grammar with 
each other that regulate religious speech. That is, doctrines are not referential 
descriptions about God and reality.33 They are based on particular practices 
and do not stand as neutral, universal truths that are detached from religious 
life. Wrong doctrine violates what is implicit in religious practice. A crusader 
crying “Christ is Lord” while wielding his cleaver is unjustified:

The crusader’s assertion is not “true”—it’s not justified or authorized as “ratio-
nal,” given the canons of the ecclesial community of practice. Its falsity and 
irrationality is a matter of (bad) inferences that cannot be “licensed” by the 
relevant community of practice.34

“Christ is Lord,” while seemingly accurate propositionally, is deemed 
inaccurate in the practice of the violent act because the claim and the act 
are inconsistent with the practices and narratives of the peaceable Kingdom 
displayed in Scripture; the statement is meaningless (but neither true nor 
false) because it has violated the grammar of practice. The practices and the 
doxological utterances within the practices constitute first-order truth claims, 
and these practices act as the determinate setting that makes truth claims 
possible.35

The cultural-linguistic model presents religion as a form of life that 
acts as a hermeneutical filter for beliefs, emotions, and experiences that 
emphasizes the embodied realities of formation, socialization, and accul-
turation.36 Religion is a pragmatic, contingent a priori, consisting of a set 
of acquired skills gained through practice and training.37 Applied especially 
to the sacred texts that are communally authoritative, those who inhabit the 
world of such texts, with its rituals, skills, symbols, and practices, “absorb 
the universe” through the text.38 Form of life is all-encompassing, interpret-
ing the world rather than being interpreted by the world. This hermeneutic 
framework is the antithesis of experiential-expressivism in which experience 
provides the nondiscursive symbols of religion.39 Neither does the cultural-
linguistic model place beliefs as the central hermeneutic medium, as does 
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cognitive-propositionalism. Instead, beliefs receive their validity and pos-
sibility through “the conceptual vocabulary and the syntax or inner logic” of 
a given form of life.40 Thus, postliberalism puts forth a missional strategy of 
immersion rather than demonstration. This missional strategy is an invitation 
“to immigrate to a different world, to become citizens of a different culture,”41 
thereby enacting and producing particular beliefs, affective experiences, and 
liturgical practices.42

However true this theory of formation may be, its agnosticism about the 
truth of doctrines seems troubling. If doctrines are neither objectively true 
nor false but only regulate speech about first-order beliefs and practices, can 
they regulate first-order beliefs and practices? Like Smith’s unidirectional 
affective foundationalism, it seems to suffer from performative foundational-
ism. Moreover, if the justification of doctrines is socially determined, then 
can it avoid cultural relativism? If postmodernism is at minimum ontologi-
cally realist, then it cannot be committed to nihilistic or cultural relativism; 
more so for postliberalism. Is postliberalism ontologically and epistemologi-
cally realist?

Correspondence and Intratextual Meaning

According to Smith, both Rorty and Lindbeck accept referentialism or cor-
respondence, but not representationalism.43 Representationalism is the type 
of correspondence that is devoid of social justification. Ostensive description 
of reality is sufficient for truth. Knowledge is “an assemblage of accurate 
representations” in which the foundation of knowledge is constituted by “a 
special privileged class of representations so compelling that their accuracy 
cannot be doubted.”44 By differentiating referentialism and correspondence 
from representationalism, Smith seeks to retain realist truth claims.

Smith correctly claims that Rorty is not committed to an anti-realist idealism, 
for Rorty explicitly rejects such idealism.45 Rorty’s epistemological behavior-
ism sought to move modernist epistemology to hermeneutics in order to leave 
behind the metaphysical realism and idealism debate.46 However, even if he is 
not a metaphysical realist, he is at minimum a post-metaphysical, ontological 
realist. Rorty aligns his position with Hilary Putnam’s internal realism, which 
is, in Rorty’s words, the minimalist, uncontroversial view that humans (prag-
matically) cope with the world.47 Rorty is not what Plantinga calls an existen-
tialist anti-realist who denies mind-independent reality.48 However, coping is 
not accomplished through referential claims that pristinely describe objective 
reality. Current state of knowledge is merely the claim that one view has won 
out for the moment in history. The “common sense” view of the world at the 
current moment is merely the view that one has inherited at a point in time, 
“but to proclaim our loyalty to these distinctions is not to say that there are 
‘objective’ and ‘rational’ standards for adopting them.”49
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For Rorty, objectivity is not correspondence to outer reality. An objective 
view is the “property of theories, which, having been thoroughly discussed, 
are chosen by a consensus of rational discussants.”50 Smith interprets Rorty 
as stating that the “antics” of the world are ontological, which eliminates an 
anything-goes relativism.51 Communities interpret the world in many ways, 
but the range of these interpretations is finite, for communities will limit the 
conversations to those that make most sense.52 This social justification is 
objective without being correspondent.

For Smith, postliberalism tracks with Rorty by redescribing objectivity.53 
The intratextual semiotic system guards tradition’s meaning from “external 
and alien frame of reference,” such as modernism’s neutral objectivity, espe-
cially for postliberalism that view meaning as found within Scripture and the 
faithful practices of the church from the text.54 However, guarding against 
alien frames does not reject reference as such. An act that authentically uti-
lizes Christian narratives corresponds with God’s being and will; this is a real-
ist claim. Thus, Smith connects Lindbeck’s “extratextuality” with ontological 
truth. “This addresses the realist’s worries: the claims that ‘Jesus is Lord’ is 
a claim about the world we inhabit, and is in some sense accountable to that 
environment as part of the context in which ‘Jesus is Lord’ is uttered.”55

It is important to understand Lindbeck’s notions of intratextuality and 
extratextuality. Lindbeck, like Smith, is primarily interested in meaning, not 
truth, which is another reason to distinguish between NAC and narrative, 
affective knowledge (NAK).56 Intratextuality locates meaning in the way 
language is used in a community, which then generates the community’s 
interpretation of extratextual reality. Meaning in extratextuality, on the other 
hand, is located outside semiotic systems, either in objective reality (such 
as in the cognitive-propositional model) or in universal experience (such as 
in the experiential-expressive model) and is incompatible with the cultural-
linguistic model. In the cultural-linguistic model, meaning is immanent to 
language and culture, not external to independent reality.57

However, this view again raises the worries about anti-realism and relativ-
ism.58 By rejecting neutral rationality, intratextuality seems to leave the judg-
ment between different religious and nonreligious traditions to irrationality, 
arbitrariness, and fideism.59 As Robert Cathey stresses, “Issues of realism call 
upon us to follow the path in our thinking from the issue of meaningfulness 
to the issue of truthfulness in our God-talk.”60 Determining the validity of 
such charges requires moving beyond Lindbeck’s theory of meaning to his 
theory of truth.61

Three Theories of Truth and the Question of Realism

Lindbeck offers three types of truth in The Nature of Doctrine. First, categorial 
truth is truth based on pragmatic adequacy.62 Addressing the question on the 
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possibility of one form of life being superior over another, Lindbeck argues 
for investigating the adequacy of the categories. Categories are the pragmatic 
conditions that a form of life must have in order to describe what is taken to 
be real. They provide the conceptual framework to make meaningful state-
ments possible, which can in turn make propositional truth and falsity possible, 
although they “do not guarantee, propositional, practical, and symbolic truth.”63 
If a language game lacks a particular category, any claim made without such a 
category would be false within that language game. Because categories neither 
share nor make up a common framework, forms of life are incommensurable.

What is true beyond categories is that which corresponds to reality, such as 
God’s being and will. When language and practices within the adequate cate-
gories correspond to ultimate reality, the form of life can be considered propo-
sitionally true. In this sense, Lindbeck argues that a religion could qualify as a 
gigantic proposition. Lindbeck, however, distinguishes his cultural-linguistic 
model from cognitive-propositionalism. Lindbeck emphasizes that categorial 
truth is a necessary condition for correspondence. Right performance, not 
mere ostension, utilizing a tradition’s categories is required for the achieve-
ment of ontological truth.64 In other words, the achievement of ontological 
truth requires participation in the form of life that contains adequate catego-
ries. Ontological truth is performative and participatory, not merely ostensive. 
Therefore, categorial truth is a necessary condition for ontological truth.

Intrasystematic truth, or truth of coherence, forms the second type of truth. 
An utterance is coherent, and thus intrasystematically true, if it coheres with 
the rest of the form of life. Intrasystematic truth is also a necessary condition 
for ontological correspondence. A statement can be intrasystematically true, 
but ontologically false and meaningless when its system lacks adequate cat-
egories. Conversely, a claim can be ontologically true when it is categorially 
and intrasystematically true.65

The third type, ontological truth, is correspondent truth. Lindbeck clearly 
identifies this as epistemologically realist.66 However, such correspondence 
is not merely ostensive, but participatory and performative. A proposition is 
not true in itself. It becomes true if the proposition is accompanied by a per-
formance that creates the ontological correspondence.67

Performative Correspondence

Lindbeck utilizes Aquinas to explain how such correspondence occurs. 
Arguing that while the modus significandi cannot correspond to God, 
Lindbeck argues that the significatum does correspond in a way that is beyond 
human knowledge. Despite this informational vacuity, language allows one to 
understand at the creaturely level how such knowledge applies and provides 
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the concepts and contexts to perform the truth of those utterances.68 Bruce 
Marshall also presents Aquinas as marking coherence of linguistic contexts 
and appropriate practices as conditions for linguistic correspondence to 
divine reality.69 As Smith stressed, context is necessary for achieving propo-
sitional truth. Lindbeck writes,

The sentence “This car is red,” as it occurs on this page, for example, cannot 
be a proposition, for it specifies no particular auto and no particular time before 
or after which the vehicle might be of a different color: it can be neither true 
nor false. The same point holds mutatis mutandis for religious sentences: they 
acquire enough referential specificity to have first-order or ontological truth or 
falsity only in determinate settings, and this rarely if ever happens on the pages 
of theological treatises or in the course of doctrinal discussions. The theologi-
cal and doctrinal uses of, e.g., “Christ is Lord” are important . . . , but they are 
not propositional. For Christian theological purposes, that sentence becomes a 
first-order proposition capable . . . of making ontological truth claims only as it 
is used in the activities of adoration, proclamation, obedience, promise-hearing, 
and promise-keeping which shape individuals and communities into conformity 
to the mind of Christ. . . . One must be, so to speak, inside the relevant context; 
and in the case of a religion, this means that one must have some skill in how to 
use its language and practice its way of life before the propositional meaning of 
its affirmations becomes determinate enough to be rejected.70

Religious statements, including doctrine, can be neither true nor false unless 
one is proficiently skilled in the language and practices of the religion. This 
proficiency represents the relevant context that can turn an utterance into a 
true proposition. This account provides a richer account of agency, whose 
speech is part of an involvement in a form of life. For Lindbeck, expect-
ing correspondence by merely stating a proposition is meaningless because 
propositions can only become true or false within the right categorial and 
intrasystematic context. For example, uttering “Christ is Lord” by a crusader, 
a pious worshipper, and an atheist without context would be neither true nor 
false, for they all mean something different.71 The performative context born 
out of doxological practices of the community of worship is what achieves 
the statement to correspond to God’s being and will.72 Bruce Marshall thus 
rightly highlights Lindbeck’s project as giving “an account . . . of the condi-
tions under which true propositions can be uttered.”73

This view is consistent with Dru Johnson’s important claim that the bib-
lical concept of truth is not primarily about propositional correspondence 
between words and external reality but about the process of determining the 
reliability of a claim to actualize what ought to be, that is, fidelity with God; 
truth imagined this way pertains to relationality and participation. Truth is 
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diachronic. It is not ultimately about knowing whether something is true or 
false. Instead, truth dictates the knower to be enmeshed in an epistemic pro-
cess that requires one to attend to the reliability of a claim to be faithful to 
what ought to be. This process is neither merely subjective nor noetic. It is a 
communal process that requires one to be open to another’s interpretation in 
determining the fidelity of a claim.74 Essentially, participating in a diachronic 
path toward truth occurs through participating in a cultural-linguistic commu-
nity. Thus, the statement, “Christ is Lord,” becomes true when it is faithfully 
interpreted and practiced in a categorically adequate community of practice. 
Knowledge is ultimately obedient knowledge. Truth, in the end, arrives with 
performative obedience.

Against cognitive-propositionalism, Robert Cathey argues that mere 
ostension reduces persons to concepts. In this sense, the traditional view of 
ostension is more reductionist than Smith claims. The concern that Smith has 
regarding ostension is the reduction of social justification to the individual. 
For Cathey, on the other hand, ostension separates concepts from the speaker, 
eliminating the need of the speaker altogether. He explains,

The standard Augustinian account of meaning strips away our agency in the use 
of language. We assume that words and concepts mean in-and-of-themselves 
apart from our deployment of them in the tasks of our lives. We assume that 
meaningful and truthful language refers to objects apart from our engagement 
as the agents of reference. We tend to think that concepts refer themselves to 
reality rather than speakers.75

Lindbeck’s “‘performative-propositional’ theological theory of religious 
truth” preserves correspondence and propositional truth without resorting to 
one-to-one identification between concepts and external reality, preserving 
the speaker and the form of life.76 Against the ostensive position of cognitive-
propositionalism, Lindbeck’s via media secures correspondence between 
knowledge and reality in God, but justifies this correspondence at the human 
realm through coherence and performance in light of the gap between knowl-
edge and reality existent in limited, finite, perspectival human knowledge.77

This performative correspondence explains how non-propositional, per-
spectival NAK can refer to reality. This is especially important in light of 
trauma when victims are ostensively detached from the traumatic event 
through loss of speech and understanding. The forgetting and the eclipsing 
of clear boundary between life and the death of the life once known, what 
Rambo calls eliding, invited by trauma demonstrate that “certain truths are 
suppressed, omitted, ignored, or passed over.”78 How can a victim’s under-
standing be considered to correspond to reality when she is left without 
full access to truth and comprehension? This performative correspondence 
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that witnesses to the existence in the middle between life and death better 
accommodates the victim’s reality of remaining after survival. This life of 
remaining is uncertain and often speechless. But it is performative. Linking 
the biblical word “remain” (e.g., Jn 15:4-5) with survival, Rambo argues 
that the command to remain in Jesus cannot be understood in terms of belief 
because belief does not align with the context and urgency of Jesus’s final 
hours. Rambo states, “They are being asked to do more than maintain belief 
in him. They are, instead, placed on the other side of his death and asked 
to witness love there.”79 In this way, correspondence with God’s reality is 
performative. Inasmuch as ostensive correspondence negates the necessity 
of performance, it is inadequate by negating a vast population of people who 
are victims of trauma. Correspondential remaining, on the other hand, points 
to an epistemology that does not require propositional clarity or theoretical 
understanding. Victims of trauma remain and witness to the life after trauma 
without clear ostensive language.

Lindbeck emphasizes the pragmatic aspect of knowledge. While his 
regulative theory does not dismiss propositional and ontological truth, the 
practices and categories of a cultural-linguistic community contextualize the 
alethic status. Their importance is also relativized. If knowledge is analogi-
cal, then speculating on whether second-order doctrine achieves ontological 
reference is less important, since certainty of attainment of such knowledge is 
only an eschatological possibility. The important point is whether a doctrine 
has achieved normative status as a rule, and the best doctrine is that which 
has achieved the necessary conditions of categorial and intrasystematic truths 
and has achieved performative correspondence.80 Rather than focusing on 
endless speculations, rule theory is interested in a community’s life and lan-
guage since they provide the context through which ontological reference is 
achieved.81

Jeffrey Hensley’s differentiation between conceptual and alethic anti-real-
ism provides clarity to the question of postliberalism’s alleged anti-realism 
and rejection of correspondence. Conceptual anti-realism is the thesis that 
understanding of entities is dependent on conceptual schemes. Alethic anti-
realism is a subset of conceptual anti-realism in which diverse conceptual 
schemes determine the truth of the understandings of entities. Alethic anti-
realism weakens truth, such that truth is merely warranted assertability.82 
These two anti-realisms are epistemic anti-realisms. Even though they are 
ontologically realist, they are epistemically anti-realist in that understanding, 
meaning, and truth are dependent only on conceptual schemes, negating the 
need for correspondence. Without correspondence, epistemic anti-realism 
reduces ontological realism to Kantian idealism.83 Because Lindbeck gives a 
role to correspondence, he is neither a conceptual nor an alethic anti-realist. 
Hensley thus concludes that truth for Lindbeck is “ultimately . . . a relation 
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between statements and the reality to which they refer,” in which truth “is 
thought of as an internal coherence of propositions which as a whole relate to 
particular states of affairs.”84 If so, postliberalism is clearly ontologically and 
epistemologically realist, even if it takes seriously the reality of conceptual 
schemes.

Postliberalism is committed to correspondent, ontological truth; objec-
tive reality grounds hermeneutic, situated knowledge, but participation is 
necessary for achieving correspondence.85 It differs from cognitive-proposi-
tionalism with its performative/contextual criterion for correspondence. Yet, 
Lindbeck has admitted that his language on truth was confusing and provides 
further clarifications on the primacy of correspondence theory of truth. First, 
Lindbeck clarifies that categorial and intrasystematic truths are necessary, 
but insufficient conditions for ontological truth.86 He regrets using the term 
“truth” to describe these conditions and affirms the primacy of ontological 
truth.87 Due to the repeated charges of relativism and anti-realism against 
postliberalism, it is important to quote Lindbeck in length:

Categorical adequacy and intrasystematic coherence are “truth” only equivo-
cally. Properly speaking, they are necessary though not sufficient conditions for 
truth in the third (but primary) sense of correspondence. My original discussion 
of the matter refers in passing to the distinction between conditions for truth and 
truth itself, and is thus technically free of error. But the references are tangential 
and fail entirely to advert to the related and decisive distinction between the 
justification of belief (for which categorical and intrasystematic “truth” are con-
ditions) and the truth of belief (which is a matter of correspondence). Because 
of these deficiencies, it has been easy to suppose that the second, intrasystematic 
kind of “truth” is an alternative to rather than a condition for propositional or 
ontological truth.  .  .  . A corrected formulation, in contrast, simply notes that 
special attention to the intrasystematic (and categorical) conditions for affirming 
ontological truth is inseparable from a cultural-linguistic perspective on a reli-
gion such as Christianity. It most emphatically does not imply that the realities 
which faith affirms and trusts are in the slightest degree intrasystematic. They 
are not dependent on the performative faith of believers (as if, for example, 
Christ rose from the dead only in the faith of the Church), but are objectively 
independent.88

What is clear in this statement is the differentiation between ontologi-
cal truth and the epistemological attempts at justifying and knowing that 
truth. Mind-independent truth exists, but access to that truth is categorically 
and intrasystematically performative. Postliberalism is realist through and 
through with this modified correspondence.89 Reference is the consequence 
of correct performance within adequate and coherent categories of a form 
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of life. Individualist ostension is rejected, but correspondence and realism 
remain.90 C. C. Pecknold agrees, stating that Lindbeck makes “ultimately 
realistic claims. His pragmatism has a realist texture to it that, however mod-
estly, holds out . . . for ultimate truth in the long-run.”91 In common parlance, 
ostensive correspondence equates to “cheap talk” or “cheap grace.”

This performative correspondence acts as a buffer against fideism and 
relativism. Amid the myriad of different conceptual schemes, or cultural-lin-
guistic communities, truth can be rationally discovered, even if the fullness of 
truth is unrealizable until the eschaton.92 The lack of neutral criteria does not 
render the choice between different schemes arbitrary. Rational norms exist, 
but they are too complex to outline with specificity without becoming reduc-
tionist. They have an aesthetic character and their reasonableness is detect-
able by conceptual analysis but also by know-how that is more akin to skillful 
competency. “[I]ntelligibility comes from skill, not theory, and credibility 
comes from good performance, not adherence to independently formulated 
criteria.”93 Phronesis is important to rational adjudication as much as nuanced 
arguments. Adjudication is itself a performative aesthetics. Thus, Lindbeck 
states that theological positions are like Thomas Kuhn’s scientific paradigms 
that cannot be definitively refuted or confirmed. Nevertheless, various parties 
can utilize rational ways to test them. Reason’s importance cannot be dis-
counted because they place constraints against relativism. These arguments 
and dialogues will make a difference over time as successful or unsuccessful 
arguments are considered and the seemingly more rational claims are upheld 
while others become disreputable. Hence, the rational work of theologians, 
especially when coupled with correspondent practice, is important to the 
vitality of their traditions.94

The rational progress is not linear since multiple cultural-linguistic com-
munities exist with different rationalities. Progress occurs within and with 
other cultural-linguistic frameworks as they march unevenly toward the 
eschaton, some having achieved more adequate correspondence with reality. 
Those that have achieved better correspondence are those that have provided 
more “intelligible interpretation in [their] own terms of the varied situations 
and realities adherents encounter.”95 Claims that correspond to reality are 
those that seem to explain the world adequately, that correspond with the 
reality of lived existence.

Smith is also a realist. He advocates for a “realism without representation 
. . . [or] correspondence.”96 His rejection of critical realism is necessitated by 
its representationalism, the mirroring of nature.97 For Smith, representational-
ist or correspondent realism assumes that knowledge is individualist, neutral, 
and devoid of context. His realism deflates reference and correspondence, 
locating them in the contingencies of communities of practice.98 Within his 
sacramental ontology, the Creator-creature distinction is maintained. God is 
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an independent reality in whom all creation, as dependent on God’s being for 
existence, participates.99

By confessing God’s existence, Smith affirms the independent existence of 
at least one objective reality.100 This confession is a contingent confession of 
the way things are because God’s free act of revelation occurs in contingent 
history. Smith argues that this confession is the most rational account because 
God’s revelation represents the world as it is, and the Christian narrative 
best copes with the world. This confession is learned through participation 
in Christian cultural-linguistic communities of practice.101 Knowledge thus 
requires the objective existence of God (and God’s creation) and the contin-
gent cultural-linguistic communities of practice.

Smith’s rejection of correspondence truth tout court is too hasty. 
Correspondence does not necessitate the acceptance of individual, neutral 
mirroring of words to external reality. Smith himself agrees with Derrida that 
reference is necessary for deconstruction inasmuch as it requires the Other 
(reference).102 That is, language as alterity, an absence of the full presence 
of meaning, requires the Other if it is to avoid reduction into the isolated 
mind. His portrayal of postliberalism as rejecting correspondence and real-
ism thus indicates his misunderstanding of Lindbeck. Lindbeck, like Smith, 
is referentialist. But their referentialism is a more robust account of performa-
tive correspondence rather than mere ostensive correspondence. Lindbeck’s 
correspondent realism disqualifies it as an anti-realist Wittgensteinian fide-
ism, which is anti-realist regarding religious language games by rejecting 
referential claims about God. God-talk is understood merely as immanent 
speech-acts.103 Postliberalism may be inspired by Wittgenstein but is not 
wholly Wittgensteinian. Postliberalism is firmly entrenched in the metaphys-
ics of Christianity and intensifies correspondence by requiring a performative 
condition to participating in truth.

Postliberal Pentecostalism

Smith’s own Pentecostal heritage affirms this participatory understanding 
of truth and knowledge. Although Land does not engage postliberalism, his 
description of knowledge of God is consistent with the regulative theory. 
Land writes,

For Pentecostals, to know God is to be in a right relation, to walk in the light and 
in the Spirit. To know and not to do the truth is a lie, to exist in contradiction. In 
that case even the light one has will become darkness. For example, to say ‘God 
is with us’ without being with God is to lie or merely to speculate. Christian 
theology as spirituality must be consistent with, appropriate to, and responsive 
to its source and object, the living God.104
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Similarity with Lindbeck’s commentary on “Christus est Dominus” is clear. 
While “God is with us” seems objectively true to cognitive-propositionalism, 
it does not become contextually true to the postliberal unless one’s form of 
life witnesses to the reality of God’s presence. For Pentecostals, this witness 
may be exemplified as a narrative, affective testimony of experiencing God’s 
presence through a doxological life, of pursuing the sanctified life in the 
power and presence of the Spirit who leads into all truth.105

Land’s meta-theology also bears resemblance with postliberalism. As 
noted, Land considers theology in less rationalistic terms in favor of embod-
ied terms. Theology is spirituality. As such, theology is not mere cognitive 
activity pursuing ostension of propositions to reality. It is second-order 
reflection on living reality of divine-human relations; it is “a commentary on 
the worship which has always been the central reality [for Pentecostals].”106 
And such commentary cannot occur without participation in the divine life. 
For Land, theology is “the engagement of the whole person within the com-
munion of charisms.”107 Principally, this engagement in theological reflection 
occurs as prayerful response. Apart from this context, theological speeches 
become darkness. If all truth is God’s truth, then not just the knowledge of 
God but the knowledge of reality as God’s creation ultimately requires partic-
ipation in the divine life. In other words, knowledge of reality outside theol-
ogy is realizable through performative correspondence. However, ultimately, 
without acknowledging the Creator through participation in the divine life, 
even that knowledge becomes foolishness. Hence, Proverbs 1:7 states, “The 
fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge” (NIV). Without the fear that 
animates a certain form of life in the worshipper, knowledge is ultimately 
unobtainable due to misdirected participation with reality. Knowledge is 
obedient knowledge exemplified in the relational knowledge denoted in the 
Hebrew term yada. For Pentecostals, knowledge obtains by situating oneself 
in the story of God, narrowly in the story of redemption, but also broadly in 
the story of human history.108 Without finding oneself in this divine story, one 
cannot truly participate with reality.

CONCLUSION

Smith is primarily viewed as a continental philosopher specializing in decon-
struction and phenomenology. Yet, he confesses that his philosophy has 
always consistently followed a postliberal trajectory. After identifying the 
central features of linguistic pragmatism, I argued that a stronger acceptance 
of ontological and epistemological realism is needed if Smith is to avoid the 
charge of anti-realist cultural relativism. However, he promotes relativism 
that is motivated by linguistic pragmatism and postliberalism.
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A careful reading of Smith revealed that Smith is a realist and that he pro-
motes a benign relativism, the mere position that knowledge and meaning are 
relative to context. The benign nature of this relativism is exposed by Smith’s 
realistic sacramental ontology that rejects thin ostensive correspondence, 
which tracks postliberalism’s participatory correspondence. However, due 
to the combination of Lindbeck’s confusing language about three theories of 
truth and Smith’s misreading of postliberalism, Smith argues for a situated 
epistemology that is antifoundationalist, anti-realist, and relativist. Therefore, 
I undertook the task of presenting postliberalism as ontologically and epis-
temologically realist with a more rigorous, performative requirement for 
achieving correspondence truth in order to situate Smith’s postliberalism in 
line with Lindbeck. The next chapter will test the ontological and epistemo-
logical commitments of my developing “Smithian” epistemology by answer-
ing the charges of relativism and arbitrariness that Richard Davis and Paul 
Franks direct toward Smith’s Pentecostal (postmodern) epistemology.

NOTES

1.	 For Lindbeck’s identification of postliberalism with postmodernism, see 
George A. Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine: Religion and Theology in a Postliberal 
Age (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1984), 135n1. Cf., Smith, Who’s 
Afraid of Relativism?, 152n2. Some have distinguished between postmodernism 
and postliberalism despite Lindbeck’s own identification. See Richard Lints, “The 
Postpositivist Choice: Tracy or Lindbeck?,” Journal of the American Academy of 
Religion 61, no. 4 (1993): 655–77; and Tasi Perkins, “Beyond Jacques Derrida 
and George Lindbeck: Toward a Particularity-Based Approach to Interreligious 
Communication,” Journal of Ecumenical Studies 48, no. 3 (2013): 343–58.

2.	 Smith, Who’s Afraid of Relativism?, 18.
3.	 Smith, 60.
4.	 Smith, 35.
5.	 Smith, 37.
6.	 Recall my distinction between NAC and NAK.
7.	 Smith, 41.
8.	 Smith, 48–50.
9.	 Smith, 45.

10.	 Smith, 46.
11.	 Smith, 57.
12.	 Smith, 44.
13.	 Smith, 48.
14.	 Smith, 50–53.
15.	 Smith, 66–68.
16.	 Smith, 81–83.
17.	 Smith, 92.
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18.	 Smith, 100.
19.	 Smith, 85–88, 94.
20.	 Smith, 105.
21.	 For the political features of the Kingdom of God to be true, the Christ-event 

must be historically true, argues Smith. See Smith, Awaiting the King, 78–79. His 
acceptance of ontological universality is evident in other places. For example, he 
considers the gospel as transcultural. Since space is always accompanied by time, 
a transcultural gospel is also transtemporal. The gospel is ontologically universal. 
The gospel unveils the truth of creation and human nature, and thus is an apocalyptic 
instrument of the common or universal good. What becomes apparent is Smith’s 
ontological objectivism and epistemological perspectivism. Even though the gospel 
is universal, its manifestations are particular. See Smith, 124, 158. Similarly, approv-
ing of Oliver O’Donovan’s affirmation of objective morality, Smith argues that such 
moral reality is knowable through the flawed filter of human perspectives. See Smith, 
154–55.

22.	 Smith, Who’s Afraid of Relativism?, 97, 106. For Smith’s critique of Rorty on 
this point, see Smith, 82n8.

23.	 Smith, 108–13.
24.	 Smith, 108–109.
25.	 Smith argues that God’s revelation is contingent and given within the contin-

gencies of space-time. God is not compelled to reveal God’s self. Smith, 110–11.
26.	 Smith contends that this “concept-centrism” is not essential to Brandom’s 

rationalist pragmatism. While he does not offer reasons for this contention in this 
book, one can infer that it is based on Smith’s prioritization of pretheory over theory. 
See Smith, 125.

27.	 Smith, 123–33. Smith highlights Brandom’s non-referentialism by showing 
that inference is, for Brandom, not referential but based on the language game of the 
community of practice. See Smith, 130.

28.	 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 18–19.
29.	 Smith, Who’s Afraid of Relativism?, 167.
30.	 Smith, 162.
31.	 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 16. David Tracy challenges this descrip-

tion, arguing that liberal theologians have been rethinking the dialectical relationship 
between experience and hermeneutics. See Tracy, “Lindbeck’s New Program for 
Theology,” 460–67.

32.	 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 69.
33.	 Smith, Who’s Afraid of Relativism?, 164.
34.	 Smith, 168.
35.	 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 68.
36.	 Smith, Who’s Afraid of Relativism?, 160.
37.	 Smith; and Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 33.
38.	 Lindbeck, 117. This statement has been controversial for Lindbeck. For 

Terrence Tilley, Lindbeck’s statement assumes a monolithic Christianity, which 
betrays the diversity of Christianity throughout the ages. See Terrence W. Tilley, 
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“Incommensurability, Intratextuality, and Fideism,” Modern Theology 5, no. 2 
(1989): 87–111.

39.	 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 21. Lindbeck clarifies that interpretation 
can be bidirectional; experience and form of life mutually shape one another, even if 
the latter is primary. See Lindbeck, 33–34.

40.	 Lindbeck, 35.
41.	 Smith, Who’s Afraid of Relativism?, 175. A Polaynian insight, knowledge is 

tradition-dependent and submissive to authority. Changing traditions requires submit-
ting to another authority, partaking in the form of life of another. Mitchell, “Michael 
Polanyi, Alasdair MacIntyre, and the Role of Tradition,” 118.

42.	 See Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 32–41.
43.	 The trouble with this language is that Smith is too loose with his words. He 

uses representationalism and referentialism at times as synonyms in the book. At 
other times, he equates representationalism, correspondence, and referentialism. Still 
more, he offers “deflationary” and “situated” accounts that make these three terms 
incompatible. Even after qualifying these terms, he argues that representation and 
correspondence, even a correspondence that has dispensed with representational-
ism, are incompatible with pragmatism. For examples, see Smith, Who’s Afraid of 
Relativism?, 24–25, 41, 49–53, 101–07, and 128.

44.	 Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, 163.
45.	 Rorty, 345.
46.	 Smith, Who’s Afraid of Relativism?, 86; see Rorty, Philosophy and the 

Mirror of Nature, 325.
47.	 Rorty, 298.
48.	 Alvin Plantinga, “How to Be an Anti-Realist,” Proceedings and Addresses 

of the American Philosophical Association 56, no. 1 (1982): 47–70 (48). Cf., Paul D. 
Murray, Reason, Truth and Theology in Pragmatist Perspective (Leuven: Peeters, 
2004), 45. He is also not an epistemological anti-realist, as he is not a skeptic concern-
ing knowledge. See Kelly and Dew Jr., Understanding Postmodernism, 143.

49.	 Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, 331.
50.	 Rorty, 338. For Rorty, subjectivity is the conversation that is irrelevant to the 

topic at hand. See Rorty.
51.	 Smith, Who’s Afraid of Relativism?, 92. However, even given an ontological 

basis, Rorty can escape neither epistemological relativism nor skepticism. The ques-
tion of relativism hinges on how one can know truly. William Placher argues that 
both Foucault and Rorty are relativists due to their lack of criteria that can adjudicate 
between different values. With those whom they disagree, their philosophy cannot 
accommodate further conversation. Against Rorty’s own argument of the purpose of 
philosophy as one of continual conversation, his philosophy is in the end a conversa-
tion stopper. See Placher, Unapologetic Theology, 92–102. Amos Yong arrives at 
a similar conclusion. See Yong, The Dialogical Spirit, 4. For Paul Murray, Rorty’s 
negation of true knowledge of reality results in skepticism. Murray, Reason, Truth 
and Theology in Pragmatist Perspective, 71.

52.	 Lindbeck’s differentiation between intratextuality of postliberalism and 
intertextuality of deconstructionism clarifies this point. Intertextuality democratizes 
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all interpretation, whereas intratextuality privileges interpretation toward the sacred. 
Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 136n5.

53.	 Smith, Who’s Afraid of Relativism?, 168.
54.	 Timothy R. Phillips and Dennis L. Okholm, “The Nature of Confession: 

Evangelicals & Postliberals,” in The Nature of Confession: Evangelicals & 
Postliberals in Conversation, ed. Timothy R. Phillips and Dennis L. Okholm 
(Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1996), 7–20 (13).

55.	 Smith, Who’s Afraid of Relativism?, 168–69.
56.	 Smith, 151n1.
57.	 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 113–14.
58.	 For example, see Phillips and Okholm, “The Nature of Confession,” 15; 

Alister E. McGrath, “An Evangelical Evaluation of Postliberalism,” in The Nature 
of Confession: Evangelicals & Postliberals in Conversation, ed. Timothy R. 
Phillips and Dennis L. Okholm (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1996), 23–44 
(35–39); Miroslav Volf, “Theology, Meaning & Power: A Conversation with George 
Lindbeck on Theology & the Nature of Christian Difference,” in The Nature of 
Confession: Evangelicals & Postliberals in Conversation, ed. Timothy R. Phillips 
and Dennis L. Okholm (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1996), 45–66 (55–60, 
70–72); Pecknold, Transforming Postliberal Theology, 7; and Robert A. Cathey, 
God in Postliberal Perspective: Between Realism and Non-Realism, Trascending 
Boundaries in Philosophy and Theology (Burlington: Ashgate, 2009), 10–11. David 
Trenery argues that Lindbeck’s criteria of intrasystematic and categorial truths 
cannot provide the basis for claiming religious superiority, which leaves Lindbeck 
open to the charge of fideism and relativism. He turns to MacIntyre’s traditioned 
rationality, which provides pragmatic and empirical justification based on warranted 
assertability, the ability to withstand internal and external challenges and the ability 
to survive epistemological crises that do not rely on neutral justification. See David 
Trenery, Alasdair MacIntyre, George Lindbeck, and the Nature of Tradition (Eugene: 
Pickwick Publications, 2014), 207–47.

59.	 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 130.
60.	 Cathey, God in Postliberal Perspective, 72. Kevin Vanhoozer’s statement on 

biblical interpretation, that interpretation and truth are intertwined, can be extended 
to apply to interpretation of reality. See Vanhoozer, “Lost in Interpretation?,” 89–90.

61.	 While Lindbeck’s theory of truth is ascertainable in his work, it was never 
his intention to construct a theory of truth. Lindbeck did not even consider his work 
to be novel, acknowledging that Alasdair MacIntyre and Stanley Hauerwas had 
already produced similar works on traditioned knowledge. The aim of his work was 
to construct a pretheological theory that would aid ecumenism. Due to the aim of his 
book, Lindbeck admits that he inadequately addressed antifoundationalism and the 
relation between truth and justified belief. See George A. Lindbeck, “Foreword to the 
German Edition of The Nature of Doctrine,” in The Church in a Postliberal Age, ed. 
James J. Buckley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2002), 196–200 
(197–99). Also, see Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 7–8; George A. Lindbeck, 
“I Pray That They Might Be One as We Are One,” in Postliberal Theology and the 
Church Catholic: Conversations with George Lindbeck, David Burrell, and Stanley 
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Hauerwas, ed. John Wright (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2012), 55–75 (70); 
and George A. Lindbeck, “Confession and Community: An Israel-like View of the 
Church,” in The Church in a Postliberal Age, ed. James J. Buckley (Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2002), 1–9 (4). Mike Higton also demonstrates that 
Lindbeck’s purpose for regulative theory of doctrine was to aid in ecumenical reason-
ing. See Mike Higton, “Reconstructing The Nature of Doctrine,” Modern Theology 
30, no. 1 (2014): 1–31 (15–27).

62.	 Sometimes, Lindbeck call this categorical truth.
63.	 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 48.
64.	 Lindbeck, 47–52.
65.	 Lindbeck, 64–65. Also, see Bruce D. Marshall, “Aquinas as Postliberal 

Theologian,” The Thomist: A Speculative Quarterly Review 53, no. 3 (1989): 353–
402 (366).

66.	 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 66. Also, see Marshall, “Aquinas as 
Postliberal Theologian,” 358–59. James Fodor states that postliberal theology does 
not require, but makes room for, a modest cognitive realism. See Fodor, “Postliberal 
Theology,” 233.

67.	 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 65. Hunsinger is thus incorrect in his 
portrayal of Lindbeck as a neoliberal. He argues that Lindbeck’s theory of doctrine 
and truth are “significantly non-cognitive” and continues “the modern liberal aversion 
to propositional content.” See Hunsinger, “Postliberal Theology,” 44. Lindbeck’s 
reply to Avery Cardinal Dulles also applies to Hunsinger, that his regulative theory 
is compatible with Aquinas’s modest cognitivism or propositionalism. See George 
A. Lindbeck, “George Lindbeck Replies to Avery Cardinal Dulles,” First Things, no. 
139 (2004): 13–15 (14); and Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 66. Proposing a view 
of doctrinal truth beyond the reductionistic propositionalist view, Vanhoozer argues 
that truth occurs through theodramatic correspondence. Truth corresponds with God’s 
reality when one’s words and deeds participate in the redemptive drama of God. See 
Vanhoozer, “Lost in Interpretation?,” 101–2.

68.	 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 66–67.
69.	 See Marshall, “Aquinas as Postliberal Theologian,” 370–402.
70.	 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 68.
71.	 Cf., Marshall, “Aquinas as Postliberal Theologian,” 379–82. Even statements 

about abstract objects would be understood differently between a realist and a fiction-
alist, so such statements need not be confined only to religious matters.

72.	 Cf., Pecknold, Transforming Postliberal Theology, 24–26.
73.	 Marshall, “Aquinas as Postliberal Theologian,” 367.
74.	 Dru Johnson, Knowledge by Ritual: A Biblical Prolegomenon to Sacramental 

Theology (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2016), 72–78.
75.	 Cathey, God in Postliberal Perspective, 77.
76.	 Lindbeck, The Nature of Doctrine, 67. Lindbeck and Rorty differ in that 

Rorty redefines truth as communally warranted assertability and Lindbeck affirms 
correspondence. Therefore, Smith’s connecting of Rorty and Lindbeck is unwar-
ranted. Cf., Murray, Reason, Truth and Theology in Pragmatist Perspective, 10.
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INTRODUCTION

Although I argued that Smith’s postmodern epistemology is realist, Richard 
Davis and Paul Franks (henceforth, DF) argue that narrative, affective knowl-
edge (NAK) is relativistic and cannot non-arbitrarily adjudicate between 
different narrative, affective truth claims. In this chapter, I answer DF’s 
critiques through three phases. First, I exposit their claims, locate incongru-
ence and misunderstandings in their claims, and expose their internalist and 
modernist assumptions. Second, I further comment on Smith’s ontological 
and epistemological realism that ultimately terminates in the being of God 
and the obtainment of affective truth through the Augustinian criterion of 
ordo amoris (right ordering of desire). Third, I present categorial adequacy, 
intrasystematic coherence, immanent critique, transcendental argument, and 
phronesis as means to rationally adjudicate different claims without accept-
ing neutral rationality. In the second half of the chapter, I continue to defend 
Smith’s realism, showing that reference properly understood terminates in 
God without achieving conceptual totality, while further healing the relation-
ship between pretheory and theory by correcting Smith’s latent Platonism.

NEO-KANTIANISM, NARRATIVE 
RELATIVISM, AND ARBITRARINESS

Even without the repair of Smith’s misunderstanding of postliberalism, I 
argued that Smith is a realist. The repair strengthened this claim by clarify-
ing postliberalism’s intrasystematic, categorial, performative correspondence 
theory of truth. Nevertheless, DF is convinced that hermeneutic NAK is 

Chapter 6

Against Narrative, 
Affective Knowledge
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nihilistically relativist and arbitrary even if it’s referentially realist. Although 
DF’s criticisms are laid against Smith’s postmodern Pentecostal epistemology 
(PPE), insofar as PPE is just an instantiation of his broader postmodern her-
meneutic epistemology, their criticisms apply to the rest of his epistemology.

Specifically, DF argues that Smith is mired in Kantianism: knowledge of 
reality is an impossible feat. Only a myriad of differing and arbitrary interpre-
tations of phenomenal claims to knowledge are left. The impetus for Smith’s 
alleged Kantianism is what they call Derrida’s Axiom (DA), “the claim that 
everything is an interpretation.”1 DA nullifies the possibility of knowing “the 
fact of the matter,” including the gospel as an objective truth.2

DF levels two charges against Smith for his alleged Kantianism. First, if all 
knowledge is interpretation, then PPE results in self-refuting story-relativism. 
Second, it results in fideistic story-ism, an arbitrary favoring of one story 
over another.3 When knowledge is reduced to narrative interpretations and 
communal discernment that only an appropriate affective fit can verify, judg-
ing competing truth claims of diverse narrative-affective traditions becomes 
impossible. To avoid devastating consequences to the truth of the gospel, 
objective rules with which to measure these competing claims are needed.4

To understand DF’s charge of story-relativism and story-ism more clearly, 
I will provide three points that pertain to their critique. First, responding 
to Joshua Harris’ defense of Smith, DF argues that their objection does 
not depend on assuming a correspondence theory of truth.5 DF’s charge 
of Kantianism is primarily an epistemological critique.6 Even if empiri-
cal transcendentals limit interpretation, one can never know whether one’s 
interpretation has obtained the “fact of the matter.” One needs to meet some 
internalist awareness criterion to secure epistemic justification.

Second, DF understands Smith as arguing that rightly interpreted narra-
tives have right fit with their attendant affections. DF seems to be inputting 
a prescriptive criterion to which Smith’s descriptive NAK is not necessarily 
committed. Smith’s position is merely that narratives contain affections. They 
also elicit affections, but they both combine to form a particular interpretive 
knowledge.

Third, DF is clearly committed to an epistemological objectivism that 
assumes the possibility of neutral reason’s ability to grasp mind-independent 
state of affairs. Knowing objective truth and avoiding story-relativism and 
story-ism require obtaining the uninterpreted fact of the matter, which occurs 
when stories end and understanding corresponds with uninterpreted reality.7 
One obtains objective truth if one’s statement p corresponds with the objec-
tive world, when the speech is “a blunt factual statement about the way the 
world really is.”8 This is not a mere appeal to ontological correspondence; it 
is an epistemological appeal for unmediated grasp of reality. Admittance of 
mind-independent reality is inadequate (ontological realism). The noumena 
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must be accessible through the pure seeing of objective facts.9 Without the 
ability to appeal to uninterpreted facts, there cannot be objective adjudication 
between different narratives.10 For DF, then, there is no need for the nou-
mena/phenomena distinction; one can objectively know the thing-in-itself.11

Analysis of DF’s Critique

Let’s examine these three points. First, DF claims that their critique is 
primarily epistemological. They charge Joshua Harris of simply assuming 
“that [their] critique depends upon the idea that truth is correspondence.”12 
However, this is no simple assumption, for their argument is intricately tied 
to correspondence. Moreover, they charge Smith of rejecting correspondence. 
Is correspondence truly unimportant for DF? The answer is a clear no.

First, DF views the central impetus behind Smith’s commitment to DA as 
motivated by his rejection of correspondence truth. Again, grounding story 
in “extramental, extralinguistic reality” is critical for DF.13 For DF, Smith’s 
rejection of correspondence means that any story can be true. This is nihil-
istic, anything-goes relativism. But the situation is worse. For DF, one can’t 
even know the truth of a story.14 DA is the bogeyman of postmodernism, the 
harbinger of relativism and skepticism. Second, and relatedly, DF criticizes 
Smith for understanding the fit between narrative and affect as interpretive, 
not correspondent, fit.15 Commenting that the Apostle Peter’s narrative expla-
nation of Pentecostal tongues corresponds to objective fact, DF states that 
“the Apostle Peter can appeal to the facts; Smith cannot.”16 Ending the regress 
of interpretive stories requires grounding stories in objective fact. Third, DF 
charges Smith of inadequate understanding of objective truth as correspon-
dence. Obtainment of objective truth occurs merely by words representing 
objective reality (ostensive correspondence).17

Clearly, correspondence is central to DF’s critique, which is baffling since 
they charge Smith of rejecting correspondence to mind-independent reality 
and yet acknowledge Smith’s acceptance of what he calls empirical transcen-
dentals. For Smith, empirical transcendentals are objective reality. The Fall 
of Interpretation highlights this ontological commitment. Against the charge 
that the rejection of neutral reason leads to the denial of interpretive norms, 
Smith argues that reality acts as the normative criterion for interpretations. 
Reality as empirical transcendentals acts as an interpretive norm, constituting 
“the phenomenological criterion of every construal . . . that are binding upon 
interpretation.”18 It represents the “something or someone who stands before 
all of our interpretations . . . [which] is binding upon every construal.”19 They 
are transcendent in limiting interpretation: “As such it imposes upon me lim-
its for its interpretations; bad interpretations will be precisely those construals 
that transgress those limits.”20
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DF is correct that empirical transcendentals aren’t a sufficient condition 
for true interpretation.21 However, since Smith affirms correspondence in the 
ways that DF suggests that he does not, they either need to explain why he is 
wrong about his own commitments or explain why they are willfully misread-
ing his claims.22 While ontological realism as such does not relieve Smith of 
all forms of epistemological relativism, acknowledging Smith’s referential-
ism negates “anything-goes” relativism and should dispel DF’s worries about 
story-relativism.

Second, DF understands right NAK as having appropriate fit between a 
narrative and its affection, and appropriateness is judged by either propor-
tion or coherence. However, the “fact of the matter” is that fallen human-
ity won’t find such affective fit with the gospel story.23 One will take the 
gospel as the right story with the right affective fit only if one already 
assumes that the gospel is the right story, eliciting the right fit with Spirit-
inspired emotion. While much of this is true, this critique cannot be applied 
to Smith because PPE does not assume such a prescription of fit.24 As an 
Augustinian, Smith understands orthopathos not in terms of its fit with a 
story, but ultimately on its proper aiming toward the ontologically ultimate 
empirical transcendental: God. This epistemic criterion ultimately grounds 
knowledge claims on objective reality, the personal God. While this crite-
rion is incomplete, its incompleteness neither necessitates relativism nor 
arbitrariness.

Third, DF’s epistemological objectivism presupposes a subject/object 
dualism that assigns relativism to subjectivity and truth to objectivity. 
Subjectivity guarantees truth to mere opinions.25 However, obtainment of 
mind-independent truth requires the perspective-less truth of epistemological 
objectivism.26 DF finds story-relativism necessarily resulting from hermeneu-
tic epistemology due to their epistemological objectivism. But why think that 
is true? Why must the difficulty of adjudication necessitate the rejection of 
interpretedness of human being-in-the-world?

For Richard Bernstein, the specter of relativism haunts epistemological 
objectivism due to the Either/Or dichotomy of Cartesian Anxiety: “Either 
there is some support for our being, a fixed foundation for our knowledge, or 
we cannot escape the forces of darkness that envelop us with madness, with 
intellectual and moral chaos.”27 Just because no neutral interpretive adjudica-
tion exists does not entail that rational adjudication is impossible. Rational 
adjudication need not be merely noetic. For Bernstein, theory-choice is affec-
tive and pragmatic, a rational judgmental activity that requires “imagination, 
interpretation, the weighing of alternatives, and application of criteria that 
are essentially open.”28 Like Lindbeck, Bernstein points to the know-how 
of phronesis as such rational adjudication.29 DF’s critiques miss the mark 
because they beg the question. Their epistemological objectivism cannot but 
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see relativism because their Cartesian Anxiety can only accommodate the 
false dichotomy of either objectivism or relativism.

Smith rejects this dualism by following Heidegger’s idea of Dasein that 
integrates the subject in the object. Factical experience reveals that one’s 
involvement in the world carries such an immediacy in the pretheoretical 
mode that it is difficult to distinguish the subject from the object. “[A]ny 
distillation of ‘I’ or the ‘world’ as distinct components is always already a 
derivative mode of being-in-the-world.”30 Even the realization of subjectivity 
is the product of theoretical consciousness. To use Dooyeweerd’s terminol-
ogy, it arises from the function of the analytical modal aspect. Without such 
reflection, this realization of subjectivity does not occur as one operates in the 
concrete pretheoretical mode.

Dasein fundamentally rejects the Cartesian priority of subjective reason 
and the priority of epistemology over ontology. The embeddedness of exis-
tence in facticity contextualizes understanding. One always already carries 
pretheoretical understanding of the world in virtue of one’s inhabitation. 
Presuppositionless knowledge is an impossibility.31 But in assuming episte-
mological objectivism, DF requires “objective reason” to justify subjective 
claims to knowledge. Without such reason, what is left is the “mere reshuf-
fling of . . . presuppositions, one for which there is no justification.”32 Must 
one give into this demand? Must one accept the (in)human demands of epis-
temological objectivism?

Smith’s Realism Revisited

Smith gives the impression that reality seems to be dependent, in some sense, 
on our (social) knowledge. For example, Smith states that “if pragmatism is 
right—that representation and correspondence and even ‘realism’ are games 
that we learn to play from a community of social practice—then our realisms 
(and attendant claims to correspondence) are dependent upon communities 
of practice.”33 Again, Smith states, “The point is that a sacramental ontol-
ogy is itself a social and cultural accomplishment, dependent upon and rela-
tive to environmental conditions and a community of practice.”34 However, 
understanding Smith correctly requires filtering such statements through his 
emphasis on hermeneutics and rejection of neutral reason. Perspectivism and 
interpretation play central roles in Smith’s philosophy. When Smith claims 
that realism is a social accomplishment, he means that knowledge of reality 
is a social accomplishment. Smith is making an epistemological claim rather 
than an ontological claim. Therefore, Smith’s socially contingent epistemol-
ogy clouds, but does not deny, his realism.

Although Smith painstakingly avoids the term “realism,” he uses real-
ist terms such as “obduracy’ of reality,”35 “antics of things,”36 “material 
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conditions,”37 “state of affairs,”38 and “environmental conditions”39 to describe 
the ontological reality with which one must cope. Successful coping with the 
world requires right concepts (and desires, will, and acts). Objective reality 
acts as the ontologically universal criterion for epistemic claims: “What is at 
stake is not the ontological universality . . . but rather the epistemological par-
ticularity of its disclosure.”40 Objective reality opens up a range of warranted 
(and unwarranted) interpretations. Perspectives are the only means to know 
and gain access to reality, but “interpretation is not itself the state of affairs.”41 
Not all postmodernisms are committed to an absolute open-endedness and 
randomness of meaning.42 Smith thus claims the priority of the order of being 
over the order of knowing. The former restricts claims made by the latter. 
Ontology is universal, whereas its understanding is particular. The misread-
ing of Smith occurs when the reader reverses this hierarchy.

Even if Smith is an ontological realist, could he be an epistemological anti-
realist? The charge seems plausible given Hensley’s taxonomy of conceptual 
and alethic anti-realism and Smith’s anti-correspondence rhetoric. Yet, as I 
have shown, Smith does not reject all forms of correspondence, merely those 
he equates with neutrality and mere ostension.43 Smith is not an existential 
anti-realist in this regard.

Is he, however, to be grouped with Rorty and Putnam, whom Plantinga 
labels as creative anti-realists?44 Creative anti-realism posits that mind-
independent entities exist, but are significantly structured by the mind, such 
that they would be empty of their properties unless furnished by the mind.45 
Smith’s hermeneutic epistemology seems to be a form of creative anti-real-
ism since the only way to know and understand the world is through one’s 
hermeneutical filters, such that what is real seems dependent on the commu-
nal subjectivity of the hermeneut.

Is this admission fatal to Smith’s postliberal epistemological realism? No. 
First, Smith does not give hint that knowledge furnishes properties to its 
object. Second, the question is inappropriate since it assumes subject/object 
dualism. Third, Plantinga argues that theism is compatible with sensible 
anti-realism. Using Hegel’s dialectic as a heuristic, he presents the thesis 
that truth cannot be mind-independent. Truth seems inextricably linked to 
knowing persons. Without persons, speaking about truth seems impossible. 
Antithetically, truth is mind-independent. Their synthesis leads that truth 
is ultimately dependent on God’s mind. Plantinga argues that the truth of 
propositions is independent of God’s belief, and God believes them because 
they are true. However, they exist because God conceives them. True propo-
sitions are necessary because God necessarily conceives them in all possible 
worlds.46 With these theses, Plantinga concludes that “the fundamental anti-
realist intuition—that truth is not independent of mind—is indeed correct” 
while qualifying the claim with divine noetic activity.47
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Smith is compatible with Plantinga’s sensible anti-realism. While knowl-
edge, meaning, and truth claims are dependent on human noetic activity, 
truth ultimately participates in God, the ultimate empirical transcendental. 
The mind structures epistemological reality, but this structuring activity must 
rightly participate in God. Analogously, what is affectively and performa-
tively “true” is that which is rightly ordered toward God. This view of truth 
better aligns with the biblical concept of truth than ostensive correspondence, 
as Dru Johnson has argued. The grammar of cultural-linguistic community 
can be misdirected. Human activity that generates hermeneutic truth claims 
sits under the judgment of the universality of the truth of God.48 Since truth 
ultimately depends on a divine mind, sensible anti-realism is really a form of 
realism. Because Smith grounds normativity in the reality of God, in the right 
ordering of desire, he is an ontological and epistemological realist regarding 
truth. The question that remains is one of justification. Smith can argue for the 
right ordering of desire as a criterion for truth, but his criterion will be foreign 
to different cultural-linguistic communities. To judge competing truth claims, 
Smith’s epistemology requires a non-neutral modes of justification.

Non-neutral Rational Adjudication

DF charges Smith of lacking justificatory conditions for adjudicating between 
different narratives and forms of life. They acknowledge that Smith provides 
justification within a Christian worldview, that God is the objective reality 
to which one’s affections must ultimately point. Smith utilizes this affective 
Augustinian criterion as a measure to gauge the rightness of pretheoretical 
affective understanding. DF finds this justification unsatisfactory since such 
immanent criterion or presupposition cannot judge the rationality and truth 
of other narratives.49 The only way forward is to confess the possibility of 
obtaining brute, uninterpreted facts through neutral reason.

However, the holistic elements of hermeneutic knowledge explain why 
disagreements occur even in supposedly objective science. Data-facts are 
always already understood through interpretive tacit knowledge. Traditioned 
worldviews, imagination, prejudices, and reason judge their relevance and 
validity through the use of phronesis that is gained through a long period of 
apprenticeship and participation. These interpretive acts do not necessitate 
relativism, but merely point to “human fallibility and the finitude of human 
rationality,” the conditions of human be-ing.50

Given the pervading ethos of the Enlightenment, that Smith’s perspectiv-
ism raises the charge of relativism is unsurprising. Lindbeck’s statement that 
language games are incommensurable does not help the matter.51 However, 
Terrence Tilley has argued that incommensurability does not negate the 
ability to compare concepts. Even though concepts and practices may have 
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different meanings, one can compare and even adapt them for one’s own 
contexts and meanings even if no neutral or a priori standards for comparison 
exist due to incommensurability.52 Hence, apologetics for Lindbeck must be 
ad hoc, that is, contextually based. In fact, postliberalism’s ad hoc compari-
son of incommensurable language games aids in understanding Smith’s non-
neutral apologetic method of immanent critique.

Immanent critique is a form of rational critique that operates from post-
liberalism’s notion of categorial adequacy. By attending to the properties 
of the other language game, immanent critique aligns with Tilley’s point 
that incommensurable language games can be compared. Such analysis is 
possible because immanent critique only utilizes the terms provided by the 
Other. It is the act of seeing from the other side (from the inside), inhabit-
ing the Other’s rules, and analyzing the Other’s categorial adequacy.53 By 
questioning the internal categorial adequacy of the foreign language game, 
immanent critique can non-neutrally adjudicate different interpretive com-
munities. Postliberal apologetics is ad hoc because its method requires this 
contextual flexibility.

Moreover, insofar as two traditions share similar concepts for comparison, 
they can use transcendental arguments to determine which tradition has the 
categorial adequacy to account for the concepts. Recall that a transcenden-
tal condition X is a necessary condition for Y. A transcendental argument 
examines whether a position that accepts the reality of Y has the categorial 
adequacy to account for the existence of Y. If Y is a shared concept as an 
empirical transcendental, then two traditions can have meaningful arguments 
testing the categorial adequacy through transcendental arguments.54

For these reasons, DF’s charge of relativism is unsuccessful. Hermeneutic 
epistemology that eschews brute facts does not succumb to story-relativism 
nor story-ism. It is grounded in a non-story, an objective reality that is opened 
up through a performative correspondence. Performative correspondence 
accommodates the integrated subject-object of being-in-the-world better than 
the ostensive referentialism that dualistically divides the subject from the 
object. Moreover, empirical transcendentals limit interpretive ranges so that 
all interpretive meaning is not equally valid. Moreover, non-neutral means 
of adjudication—categorial adequacy, intrasystematic coherence, immanent 
critique, transcendental argument, and phronesis—can compare incommen-
surable language games that avoid arbitrarity.

Postliberalism thus makes room for (non-neutral) justification. Importantly, 
with NAK, I must stress again that Smith’s epistemology is broadly about the 
descriptive activity of narrative, affective construal (NAC). Our embodied 
mode of “knowledge” is a meaningful and often rational construal of the 
world, but it can be misdirected or performatively inadequate. As I argue 
later, Smith’s epistemology needs to be supplemented with a theory of 
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warrant rather than justification, so that one can better understand how NAC 
can achieve that vaunted status of NAK.

REFERENCE AND THE ETHICS OF KNOWLEDGE

This section further demonstrates Smith’s realism and referentialism while 
addressing Smith’s latent Platonism that assumes the original fallenness of 
theoretical knowledge. Utilizing Smith’s own creational hermeneutic, I repair 
the division between theoretical knowledge and pretheoretical experience, an 
issue Smith calls the problem of incommensurability. Once one views the 
pretheoretical-theoretical relationship through the lens of original integrity, 
the problem of incommensurability becomes a pseudo-problem.

For Smith, phenomenology is a “pretheoretical originary science.”55 
Against the Husserlian tendency to reduce phenomenology to noetic percep-
tion, Smith argues that Heidegger relocates phenomenology to the investiga-
tion of pretheoretical experience. However, this relocation creates a problem 
for phenomenology, insofar as it is a theoretical enterprise that seeks to 
conceptualize that which is pretheoretical and prethematic.56 For Heidegger, 
the mode of being-in-the-world is not perceptually noetic, but embodied, 
intending the world not “as a collection of objects to be perceived, but as 
things (pragmata) to be used within an environment.”57 On the other hand, 
philosophy is theoretical by nature, which Smith considers an unnatural 
abstraction of everyday experience in its attempt to grasp the “excessive-
ness” of pretheoretical experience.58 Pretheoretical experience is radically 
different than theoretical conceptuality. The problem of incommensurability 
arises due to this difference. Phenomenology’s theoretical description of that 
which is other than theoretical violates the integrity of pretheoretical experi-
ences’ otherness by transforming concrete factical experience into abstract 
conceptuality.59

Formal Indication

Can one traverse this supposed incommensurable gap? Smith argues that the 
young Heidegger’s idea of formal indication heals the “concept” of concept. 
Conceptualization, the theoretical comprehension of an object defined as the 
achievement of final meaning, has been an instrument of violence against 
the alterity of pretheoretical experience.60 Comprehension denies alterity, 
reducing the (transcendence of the) Other to the (immanent) concepts of 
the ego.61 Formal indication is a new kind of conceptual language that does 
not comprehend and objectivize, but merely “point to” the transcendence of 
pretheoretical experience.62 Formal indication is not a concept that makes the 
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object “present within a concept,” a mode of assimilating the Other to the 
same.63 Because it indicates or alludes to the object, formal indication does 
not violate the object. Not all conceptualization or predication are necessarily 
violent. The issue is not conceptualization per se but objectification: How to 
speak without violating alterity?64

The problem of incommensurability is thus a problem of language: How 
can one speak justly about transcendence without violating that transcen-
dence by grasping it through immanent means, turning the Other into the 
same?65 Explicating Augustine’s philosophy of language, Smith argues that 
affirming the necessary but insufficient nature of signs protects the alterity 
of transcendence. On the one hand, signs are necessary for learning; concep-
tualizing the Other requires signs. On the other hand, signs are insufficient: 
they neither present the thing nor are the thing.66 Furthermore, no knowledge 
occurs without the knowledge and meaning of the thing. For example, with-
out prior knowledge of walking, one’s (sign of) pacing cannot be understood. 
Knowledge of the thing (walking) precedes the sign.67 Nevertheless, signs 
can “‘point’ to things, direct our attention and refer us to the thing itself,” to 
experience the Other for ourselves, thereby preserving the transcendence of 
the Other by not equating itself with the Other.68 According to Smith, “This 
movement of reference marks the completion of the sign.”69

In this referential and iconic role of formal indication, Smith discovers 
at play the logic of incarnation: “The Incarnation is precisely an immanent 
sign of transcendence.”70 In the incarnation, transcendence is housed in the 
immanent without the loss of either transcendence (Arianism) or immanence 
(Docetism). Against these metaphysics of full presence, the logic of incarna-
tion offers real presence, the “immanent sign of transcendence . . . [retaining] 
the structural incompleteness of the sign which is constitutive of language.”71 
Whereas full presence denies the alterity of transcendence, real presence pro-
tects transcendence by leaving room for excess. Real presence contains both 
presence and absence.72 This real presence is indicated in the incarnation, in 
which Christ’s presence is “attended by inadequation, indicating a reference 
to a transcendence which exceeds the appearance, but is also embodied in the 
appearance.”73 Formally indicative conceptualization of facticity thus allows 
for knowledge of the pretheoretical without the violation of comprehen-
sion by manifesting the (pretheoretical) Other in “a mediated, incarnational 
manner.”74

Ethical Reference

Noticing that Smith’s semiotic presentation of the problem and solution of 
incommensurability revolves around the issue of reference is important. 
Smith ultimately redeems reference. Formal indication is intentional, and 
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correct or incorrect semiotic reference can be made. Illuminating Augustine, 
Smith writes,

The conceptual idol represents a kind of semiotic sin, a failure of reference 
which is a failure to recognize the (in)completion of the sign, but rather treats it 
as an end in itself. On the other hand, an icon, as a sign, shares the same struc-
ture of incompleteness… and this structural incompleteness is precisely that 
which marks the structure of reference. It is precisely when the sign (world or 
word) is taken to be complete in and of itself that we fall into idolatry, since we 
fail to be referred beyond it. The idol represents the forgetting of transcendence, 
the reduction of immanence, and the denial of alterity; the icon presents respect 
for transcendence, the rupture of immanence, and reference to an alterity.75

The problem is not reference but the immanent completion of reference. The 
conceptual idol no longer refers, having satisfied itself in the meaning found 
in the theoretical abstraction of the transcendent Other. However, through 
(incarnational) formal indication, correct (and just) reference can occur by 
indicating, rather than grasping for full meaning. In the end, reference is to 
an ultimate reality, namely God; all signs are to point to God; the world is a 
sacramentum that is to be used in order to refer the soul to the enjoyment of 
God and not to itself.76

In one sense, reference does not end with God. For the end of reference 
indicates the totalization of conceptualization. Reference does not suddenly 
make God present-at-hand as an object for theoretical molestation. Semiotic 
reference is always structurally inadequate: achieving the thing itself is 
impossible. Referential totality is still “a web of meaning, a significant 
whole.”77 Because “reference is a purpose or meaning that helps us make 
sense of an entity,” it cannot deliver the end of reference, the entity itself.78 In 
another sense, however, reference ends with God, for there is nothing beyond 
God. If there is something to be enjoyed more ultimately, then by definition 
that something is God, and any other thing is something to be used as a refer-
ence to that ultimate enjoyment. This sense of final reference does not present 
the thing as immanent since all creaturely signs of God are analogical.

Unlike the totalizing epistemological sense of the former, the latter is an 
ontological (and ethical) claim. God as the final ontological referent provides 
an affective criterion, the ordo amoris, through which one can judge right refer-
ence, with epistemological consequences.79 However, linguistic communities of 
practice operate language games to justify their epistemic claims, their claims 
are ultimately judged by reference to the reality of God. The non-disciple does 
not follow the ways of the Master and has not learned to use the world as a 
reference to love the Master. As a result, the referential life of the non-disciple 
plunges into semiotic idolatry. Such is the sin of epistemological objectivism. 
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Moreover, even if one understands all reference to be formally indicative, 
incorrect reference can occur since reference may not ultimately refer to God.

Pretheoretical Primacy and Smith’s Latent Platonism

The logic of incarnation operative in formal indication can bridge the seem-
ingly incommensurable gap between pretheoretical experience and theo-
retical conceptualization. However, similar to Smith’s claim that the realism/
anti-realism debate is a pseudo-problem, the problem of incommensurability 
is a pseudo-problem created by Smith’s latent Platonism. Smith assumes 
that conceptualization of pretheoretical experience via theoretical means is 
necessarily violent. Smith judges not only theory as objectifying, but non-
theoretical cognitive perception as well, since the gaze of cognitive percep-
tion does injustice to the precognitive dimension of facticity.80 Given this 
violent incommensurability, Smith (correctly) offers the logic of incarnation 
to prevent the silence of total apophatics. In a postlapsarian context, the (logic 
of) incarnation is a necessary redemptive event. However, by prioritizing the 
incarnation, Smith presupposes the Fall. Moreover, by emphasizing the incar-
nation, Smith seems to prioritize one part of God’s whole redemptive act, 
ignoring that incarnation, life, death, resurrection, ascension, and glorification 
are all critical elements of the whole redemptive event.81

More importantly, latent in Smith’s problem of incommensurability is a 
Platonic heresy, as evidenced in his ascription of fallenness to the theoretical: 
“There is . . . a sense in which I would say that the theoretical attitude is in a 
way unnatural, a modification of and abstraction from everyday naïve experi-
ence.”82 Likewise, “There is a qualitative difference—an abyss—between 
the order of thought and that of experience.  .  .  . In other words, as incom-
mensurate, they have nothing in common, no common point of overlap; it is 
radical difference of order.”83 Given his continual emphasis on the primacy 
and autonomy of pretheoretical experience and the attendant incommensura-
bility that necessarily accompanies this emphasis, Smith assumes the logic of 
fallenness. Such incommensurability seems structural to creation, an inherent 
fissure and disharmony prior to the Fall and the incarnation. This logic of 
fallenness is not necessary to Smith’s thought, however. Good creation cre-
ates a harmonious relationship between pretheory and theory that exists from 
the very beginning; the disharmony of incommensurability is replaced by the 
harmony of creational (and now, eschatological) shalom.

Reading Smith against Smith: Creation to the Rescue

Smith is correct that God cannot remain epistemologically wholly Other, for 
the alterity of the wholly Other would render the wholly Other unknowable. 
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Smith rightly argues that the wholly Other must reveal the self through the 
free act of self-condescension, a gift of revelation, which is not conditioned 
by the will of the receiver.84 Such movement of condescension “privileges the 
intentional direction from the Other to the Same.”85 However, is the incarna-
tion the supreme model or metaphor of God’s self-condescending act of 
revelation, the act by which the creature can speak of the Creator? Just as the 
incarnation is the condition for Jesus’s death and resurrection, is not creation 
the condition for the incarnation? The incarnation is impossible without cre-
ation. Even the unbroken communion between God and humans in prelapsar-
ian creation required divine condescension to the epistemic capabilities of 
Adam and Eve. The incarnation is but one of the more intense moments of 
God’s condescension.86 God’s self-condescension begins from creation, for 
revelatory communion with creation must occur through the conditions of 
finite creatures.

If communion was actual with the wholly other God prior to the incarna-
tion in prelapsarian creation, then the logic of incarnation is embedded in the 
logic of creation; the former must apply to the latter, and without the dis-
harmony of incommensurability.87 The logic of incarnation is at work in the 
logic of creation; they are two sides of the same coin. Incommensurability, 
on the other hand, is the result of the Fall. In a moment of kenosis, God cre-
ates persons in God’s image, creating an eternal analogical identification 
with humanity, so that the wholly Other is both structurally similar and other, 
God’s transcendence both present and absent.88 Incommensurability is absent 
in the original shalom, nullified by the image of God, only rearing its head 
after the Fall. If incommensurability is the absence of a “common point of 
overlap,” then God’s revelational and Trinitarian gift of the imago Dei as the 
structure and activity of humanity nullifies incommensurability, the implica-
tion being that humans can know transcendence like God.89 Knowledge of 
transcendence is not an incommensurate impossibility inherent to creation, 
but an analogical possibility as the result of God’s self-condescending gift.

The image of God is the creational condition of possibility for revelation 
and is itself revelation, an inherent condition of the immanent recipient made 
possible by the transcendent (and self-condescending) God. The otherness of 
God is not nullified, however. The image is a gift that neither sacrifices tran-
scendence nor transforms immanence into transcendence, as if Adam and Eve 
became gods in their creation. The image is a Trinitarian gift that preserves 
both the presence and absence of transcendence. As God’s self-revelation, 
this gift does not identify with Emil Brunner’s understanding “of an endur-
ing formal image of God .  .  . [that] fatally smuggles in a material content 
abstracted from revelation.”90 The image acts as an inherent link that binds the 
creature to the Creator as a condition of possibility—a necessary, but insuffi-
cient condition. To admit of sufficiency reopens the door to natural theology, 
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as if this image that is wrecked by sin can naturally know God without other 
revelational conditions. Even this revelational condition requires the gracious 
Christological and pneumatological redemptive acts of God, which “grants 
the ability to participate actively in the revelation of God by way of human 
thought and speech.”91 In this way, Smith’s argument for an equality that does 
not destroy the difference between two “incommensurable” subjects, which 
is found in the “incarnational appearance in which God [appears] in terms 
that the finite knower can understand,” is affirmed, but modified.92 The incar-
national appearance is indeed a divine descent, but it is preceded by the cre-
ational appearance of the Trinitarian God in the imago Dei. In other words, 
the incarnation is not the only condition of possibility for knowing.93 Creation 
and the imago Dei are also part, one that precedes the logic of incarnation.94

Because a focus on the image is in danger of descending into natural theol-
ogy, highlighting the full spectrum of God’s redemptive activity—the divine 
incarnation through glorification—is important because the missio Dei is a 
reminder of the need for the image’s rehabilitation and perfection. For with-
out redemption, the defaced image cannot produce right belief, desire, or will. 
For the image to function properly as the condition of epistemic possibility, it 
must be conditioned by redemption.

This creational-redemptive model is consistent with Smith’s incarnational 
account of language, but understands the pretheory-theory relationship as 
one of commensurable qualitative difference. Difference, even excessiveness 
and irreducibility, need not denote the disharmony of incommensurability. 
Incommensurability is the product of the Fall, necessitating the incarnation. 
The logic of creation in its postlapsarian condition leaves room for the possi-
bility of objectivizing conceptualization, understood as objective knowledge, 
just as Smith’s creational hermeneutic accounts for the potentiality and actu-
ality of wrong interpretation in postlapsarian creation.95 Nevertheless, cre-
ation remains the basis for the incarnation. Although the image is damaged, 
it is not destroyed and is on the way toward redemption. The revelational link 
remains, and creaturely knowledge of transcendence as an answer to loving 
invitation remains possible and good.

This invitation to be known is the gift of communion present in prelapsar-
ian creation, which is ongoing today. Knowledge of transcendence, whether 
pretheoretical experience, the subjectivity of the Other, or God, is not some-
thing to be achieved through an overcoming, but through the inbuilt structure 
of possibility for God’s creatures. As an inbuilt gift, it is not, consistent with 
Smith,

a positive capacity of human beings to rise up to the Infinite, but . . . a movement 
of the [Wholly] Other toward human beings, condescending to appear under the 
conditions of perception which alone would make the revelation revelatory.96
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Understanding the image of God as a revelational gift is critical. (Neutral) 
Natural theology would result without this understanding. The gift of rev-
elational creation maintains the Creator/creature distinction and preserves 
analogical knowledge, the “incarnational account of knowledge.”97 Because 
the logic of incarnation is embedded in the logic of creation, of which 
the image of God is part, analogical knowledge is a creational account of 
knowledge.

If the logic of creation and the image of God eliminate the wholly other-
ness of God, then the incommensurable relationship between pretheoretical 
experience and theoretical conceptualization is eliminated. In good creation, 
just as the transcendence of God invites loving communion, of which theoret-
ical understanding is part, could it not be that pretheoretical experience in its 
prelapsarian condition was also designed for theoretical understanding? If so, 
then the occasional shaping of pretheoretical experience through the theory or 
the sedimentation of theory is a glimpse of this original design. Rather than 
Smith’s call for the autonomy and primacy of pretheoretical experience that 
creates the disharmony of incommensurability, the logic of creation operates 
under the hermeneutics of mutuality and shalom.98

CONCLUSION

The goal of this chapter was to answer DF’s charge of story-relativism and 
arbitrary story-ism. I argued that internalism, modernist epistemological 
objectivism, and misunderstanding of Smith motivate their criticisms. In 
response, I demonstrated Smith’s ontological and epistemological realism 
and provided non-neutral modes of justification. I then reexamined cor-
respondence through Smith’s semiotic referentialism and augmented his 
logic of incarnation with the logic of creation (and redemption). Both logics 
demonstrate the importance of correspondence for right knowledge. The 
logic of creation goes one step further by healing the broken relationship 
between pretheory and theory and reimagines their relationship as one of 
commensurable qualitative difference, establishing theoretical knowledge of 
pretheoretical experience as a creational possibility.

The next part of the book pivots to Reformed epistemology. Reformed 
epistemology is valuable due to its extensive work on the criteria for knowl-
edge. Although Smith’s ordo amoris is one such criterion, Reformed episte-
mology can provide the language, concepts, and epistemic criteria that can 
strengthen postmodern epistemology through augmentation. Through this 
conversation, Reformed epistemology, especially in Wolterstorff’s rendition, 
is shown to be compatible with postmodernism.
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Dogmatics, trans. Gerrit Bilkes and Ed M. van der Maas (Phillipsburg: P&R 
Publishing Company, 2008), 468–511. Van Genderen and Velema also warn that iso-
lating and emphasizing a single facet of Christ’s work, such as the incarnation, often 
lead to erroneous understandings of Christ’s work. van Genderen and Velema, 462.
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83.	 Smith, Speech and Theology, 9. Emphasis mine.
84.	 Smith, 158–61.
85.	 Smith, 160.
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Smith, Thinking in Tongues, 103–5.
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understand the image. Humanity’s imaging God thus creates an analogical exten-
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Hierarchy, ed. Rebecca Merrill Groothuis and Ronald W. Pierce (Downers Grove: 
InterVarsity Press, 2005), 79–95 (81). Cf., Phyllis A. Bird, “‘Male and Female He 
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Harvard Theological Review 74, no. 2 (1981): 129–59 (141–44). C. L. Crouch 
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Humanity’s Divine Parentage,” Journal of Theological Studies 61, no. 1 (2010): 
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purpose of the image is to set up humanity’s significant role in Scripture’s narratives 
and what entails from the image. In this way, Genesis may not provide a clear picture 
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in the Image of God and Other Things Genesis Does Not Make Clear,” Journal of 
Theological Interpretation 4, no. 1 (2010): 111–26 (123). Emphasis mine. This view 
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further solidifies the argument that the imago Dei is a divine gift that creates a (gifted) 
commensurability through creation between God and humanity. Incommensurability, 
then, must be seen for what it is: a result of the Fall.

89.	 Smith, Speech and Theology, 9. Later in the book, Smith sides with Emile 
Brunner. “Even if we want a theology that begins from revelation, that revelation 
must first be received, and there are conditions for that reception: all reception is 
according to the mode of the perceiver.” Smith.¸ 167. Besides the image’s structural 
dimension, a teleology exists, the goal of “mediating the Creator’s immanence in the 
world.” Sexton, “The Imago Dei Once Again,” 193.

90.	 Paul T. Nimmo, “Karl Barth,” in The Oxford Handbook of the Epistemology 
of Theology, ed. William J. Abraham and Frederick D. Aquino (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2017), 523–34 (526). Because the imago Dei is a gift, it can act 
as the means and act of perpetual revelation without becoming something humans 
can control. This understanding still frees God to be God, the divine initiator of 
revelation, and is not inconsistent with Barth’s theology of revelation. For a clear 
elucidation of Barth’s theology of revelation that reveals its complementarity with my 
argument, see Kevin Diller, Theology’s Epistemological Dilemma: How Karl Barth 
and Alvin Plantinga Provide a Unified Response (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 
2014), 54–60.

91.	 Nimmo, “Karl Barth,” 527.
92.	 Smith, Speech and Theology, 162.
93.	 Smith, 163.
94.	 According to Cornelius Van Til, the imago Dei is the point of contact between 

the Christian and the non-Christian. Van Til, “Introduction,” 6.
95.	 See Smith, Speech and Theology, 165.
96.	 Smith, 168.
97.	 Smith, 164.
98.	 Smith, “Taking Husserl at His Word,” 100. My previous distinction between 

quantitative and qualitative primacy is applicable here. My proposal is an attempt 
to clarify Smith by identifying his logic of fallenness and the necessary relationship 
between the logic of creation and incarnation, the former eliminating Smith’s sense of 
fallenness between pretheory and theory. In this way, this section has been an attempt 
to read Smith against Smith.
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INTRODUCTION

Alvin Plantinga has extensively explored the questions about justification, 
rationality, and warrant. Like Smith, Plantinga rejects epistemic neutrality 
and focuses on pretheoretical basic beliefs. He is ontologically and episte-
mologically realist and shares Smith’s Reformed view on the pistic nature 
of metaphysical beliefs. Other Reformed epistemologists also make similar 
claims to Smith. For example, Nicholas Wolterstorff demonstrates the situ-
atedness of rationality and argues for contextual entitlement of beliefs. Kelly 
James Clark argues that affect guides reason.1 Similarities abound between 
Smith and Reformed epistemology. Even though Smith does not rely on 
Reformed epistemology for his epistemology, he acknowledges the congeni-
ality between Reformed epistemology, postmodernism, and postliberalism in 
various places.2

The three chapters of this part exposit the principal representative of 
Reformed epistemology, Alvin Plantinga, along with Nicholas Wolterstorff, 
for his clearer congeniality with postmodernism, in order to identify areas of 
convergence, assist, and critique of Smith for the purpose of modifying and 
constructing a robust postmodern Christian epistemology. The importance of 
Reformed epistemology lies in its extensive work on the prescriptive criteria 
for knowledge.

This chapter presents Plantinga’s theory of warrant and the relevant issues 
of justification, internalism, and externalism. The next chapter presents his 
Aquinas/Calvin and extended Aquinas/Calvin models. These two chapters 
provide the materials necessary for constructing a more robust prescriptive 
epistemic criteria for Smith through augmentation. I will specifically argue 
that Plantinga’s externalism, realism, prescriptive criteria for warrant, and 

Chapter 7

Plantinga’s Reformed Epistemology
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foundationalism can repair Smith and provide valuable contribution toward 
my proposal.

The chapter on Wolterstorff’s Reformed epistemology highlights a more 
dynamic picture of the knower than is presented by Plantinga. The usefulness 
of this section was inspired by Nathan Shannon’s argument that Plantinga’s 
warrant model portrays a modernistic static knower.3 Although I disagree with 
Shannon, Wolterstorff’s situated rationality is a more dynamic, postmodern 
epistemic model that remains consistent with Plantinga’s warrant project. 
Wolterstorff’s situated rationality, when juxtaposed with Plantinga, provides 
another picture of Reformed epistemology that illumines its consistency with 
Smith. Because there is no principal contradiction between Plantinga and 
Wolterstorff, Wolterstorff aids in presenting Reformed epistemology’s com-
patibility with the type of postmodernism presented in this book.

DEONTOLOGICAL JUSTIFICATION

Four questions drive Plantinga’s epistemological project. First, is undefeated 
evidence or argument necessary for the rationality of theistic belief? Second, 
what properties transform belief into knowledge? After using various terms, 
such as positive epistemic status and epistemic aptness, Plantinga settled on 
warrant because it does not carry as strong an association with epistemic 
deontology as does justification.4 Warrant is a quality or quantity that comes 
in degrees. With sufficient strength, warrant turns mere true belief into 
knowledge.5 Third, is there a viable de jure objection independent from the 
de facto question of the truth of Christianity? Fourth, is Christian belief war-
ranted, and does it qualify as knowledge? Plantinga addresses these questions 
chronologically throughout his career, beginning with God and Other Minds 
and “Reason and Belief in God” and developing his ideas of warrant in his 
warrant trilogy.

God and Other Minds marks the genesis of Reformed epistemology, a 
work that tentatively concludes that belief in God can be rational without 
possessing undefeated proof. This conclusion is the result of Plantinga’s 
analysis of several important theological and atheological arguments about 
God’s existence and the analogical argument for other minds. Concluding 
that they all fail to accomplish their intended goals, Plantinga reasons that 
belief in God may be like belief in other minds: rational to believe without 
possessing undefeated proof.6 Reformed epistemology took its decisive step 
with Faith and Rationality, the product of a yearlong inquiry by the Calvin 
Center for Christian Scholarship into the Reformed view on faith and reason.7 
Plantinga’s contribution, “Reason and Belief in God,” develops his earlier 
tentative conclusion, and its central claims have remained stable throughout 
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the maturation of Plantinga’s thought. Most important is the claim that the-
istic belief does not need inferential justification through evidence or argu-
ments, rejecting what Plantinga calls the evidentialist objection to theistic 
belief.8 The evidentialist objection purports that “belief in God is irrational 
or unreasonable or not rationally acceptable or intellectually irresponsible 
or somehow noetically below par because .  .  . there is insufficient evidence 
for it.”9 The evidentialist objection is a normative objection that presup-
poses epistemic deontology; one must discharge one’s epistemic duty to be 
justified.10

For the evidentialist objector, epistemic obligation is ubiquitous. Even 
epistemic non-voluntarism, the view that belief-formation is involuntary, 
does not excuse one from this obligation. Plantinga identifies three reasons 
why epistemic obligation can still apply. First, that some beliefs are unjusti-
fied despite one’s sincerity in holding them seems intuitive. For example, one 
may involuntarily believe through one’s social location that human sacrifice 
appeases the gods. However sincere the belief, it is probably unjustified, and 
one ought to investigate its appropriateness. Second, one could voluntarily 
accept or reject involuntary beliefs. For example, one’s inability to refrain 
from believing in God does not preclude one from rejecting the belief. This 
control over acceptance retains the validity of epistemic deontology over 
involuntary beliefs. Third, one can enact an epistemic regimen that directs 
involuntary belief-formation over time. For example, one can reject involun-
tary theistic belief and immerse herself only in atheistic literature and culture, 
leading to possible suppression of her theistic belief over time.11 Thus, some 
volitional control over belief-formation is possible. For these reasons, the evi-
dentialist objector promotes the exercise of epistemic duty for justification.

However, the evidentialist objector does not hold that all beliefs must have 
evidence. Basic, immediate beliefs are not accepted on the basis of other 
beliefs.12 They are pretheoretical and non-inferential. Nonbasic, mediate 
beliefs require inferential support from each other until this support finally 
terminates on some basic belief. With this basic and nonbasic differentiation, 
Plantinga argues that the evidentialist objector presupposes classical founda-
tionalism, a normative noetic structure that governs the rationality of beliefs.13

Classical foundationalism is a normative deontological noetic structure 
that sets epistemic standards and rational duties. The structure of classical 
foundationalism, like all forms of foundationalism, consists of a founda-
tion of properly basic beliefs that support nonbasic beliefs. For ancient and 
medieval (classical) foundationalists, properly basic beliefs consisted of self-
evident beliefs and beliefs that are evident to the senses. Modern (classical) 
foundationalists consider both self-evident and incorrigible beliefs as prop-
erly basic.14 Put more succinctly, classical foundationalism’s conditions for 
proper basicality dictates that a “proposition p is properly basic for a person 
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S if and only if p is either self-evident to S or incorrigible for S or evident 
to the senses for S.”15 For the classical foundationalist (and the evidential-
ist objector), belief in God is neither self-evident, evident to the senses, nor 
incorrigible.

Plantinga sees classical foundationalism as self-referentially incoherent 
because it neither meets its own conditions for proper basicality, nor is it 
supported by properly basic premises. Classical foundationalism’s criteria 
are overly stringent and negate many beliefs that seem properly basic, such 
as belief in other minds, memory beliefs, and perceptual beliefs.16 For these 
reasons, the deontological requirements of classical foundationalism col-
lapse along with its evidentialist objection, opening the door for the proper 
basicality of theistic beliefs. However, the jump from classical foundational-
ism’s collapse to the proper basicality of theistic belief is not guaranteed. 
For deontology may remain in another form. Plantinga traces this remaining 
deontology to internalism.

INTERNALISM AND EXTERNALISM

From the time of the Theaetetus and until Edmund Gettier, the components of 
knowledge comprised of justified true belief (JTB). Knowledge requires true 
belief. Because belief may result from accident or ignorance, a belief must be 
deontologically justified, which avoids epistemic irresponsibility. Plantinga 
traces this deontology to René Descartes and John Locke. Both promote 
the deontological obligation to regulate beliefs with reason. For Plantinga, 
“justification is deontological” and regulates epistemic duty and permission.17

This long-established JTB view was dismantled by Edmund Gettier, whose 
central argument was that JTB may be accidentally true.18 Plantinga cites 
Bertrand Russell’s pre-Gettier example that illustrates this argument well. 
Imagine that a clock stopped at midnight. At 12 p.m. the next day, a person 
takes a brief glance at the clock and sees the clock pointing to 12, forming 
the belief that it is noon. Unbeknownst to her, it is 12 p.m. She justifiably 
holds a true belief. However, her belief is accidental and does not qualify as 
knowledge.19

Internalists have traditionally accepted the JTB conditions. For internal-
ists, justification requires epistemic access to the justificatory elements that 
are internal to the person.20 Epistemic access, what Michael Bergmann calls 
the awareness requirement, defines internalism. The motivation behind the 
awareness requirement is what Bergmann calls the “Subject’s Perspective 
Objection” (SPO). According to the SPO, ignorance of the justificatory ele-
ments renders the belief unjustified because its truth could be accidental.21 
Such belief is no different from “a stray hunch or an arbitrary conviction.”22 
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Two broad forms of internalism exist that correspond with the quality of 
awareness. Strong internalism requires the awareness of justificatory ele-
ments for justification. Weak internalism merely requires the capability to 
become aware of those elements.23 However, internalism’s identification with 
JTB is its fatal flaw. JTB can arise from accident or cognitive malfunction.24

According to James Beilby, two broad responses emerged following 
Gettier. The “Post-Gettier Optimists” are internalists who view Gettier 
problems as exposing a mere incompleteness of JTB, thus requiring a fourth 
condition for knowledge. “Post-Gettier Pessimists” are externalists who have 
abandoned the requirements for JTB and internal access.25 In this way, exter-
nalism is the negation of internalism. Externalism does not reject all instances 
of internal access, however, but only its necessity.

For Plantinga, externalism represents a turn away from justification to 
warrant.26 Rejecting the access requirement, externalism ties warrant with 
properties external to the mind’s reflective activity, such as reliable epistemic 
mechanisms.27 Warrant is obtained if the belief connects with those relevant 
external conditions and reality without any need for epistemic awareness. 
Externalism thus represents a break with the JTB tradition.28

Internalists find this lack of epistemic access troubling. Assuming the truth 
of the SPO, internalists argue that internal access is necessary to examine 
whether a belief has met external conditions.29 Only this internal awareness 
can overcome the threat of skepticism. Yet, for Plantinga, internalism is more 
troubling because deontology severs connection with the world. If “contin-
gent factors external to the mind cannot make an epistemic difference,” one 
could be justified even if misled.30 For example, a person residing in the 
Matrix can be internally justified but lack knowledge.

Some have questioned Plantinga’s portrayal of internalism as necessarily 
deontological. As internalists, Earl Conee and Richard Feldman agree with 
Plantinga that deontological internalism is flawed. They view the best of 
internalism as represented by evidentialism. The availability and accessibil-
ity of evidence justify belief.31 However, evidentialism also faces difficul-
ties. First, a classical Plantinga response is that cognitive malfunction could 
render an evidence-based belief as lacking warrant. A belief can seem highly 
probable with respect to other beliefs and evidence, but it will not qualify as 
knowledge if it results from psychosis.

Second, evidentialism faces a dilemma regarding doxastic experience, the 
affective aura that accompanies beliefs (e.g., the positive feeling one experi-
ences when seeing 2 + 2 = 4 compared to the negative feeling when seeing 2 
+ 2 = 5). If evidence is taken narrowly to include propositional and sensuous 
phenomenal (e.g., perceptual) evidence, but not doxastic experience, then jus-
tification is unnecessary for warrant since doxastic experience accompanies 
all beliefs. That is, there are warranted beliefs that are neither propositional 
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nor sensuous, such as memory beliefs. Therefore, propositional nor sensuous 
evidence is neither necessary nor sufficient for warrant. If evidence is taken 
broadly to include doxastic experience, then justification becomes tautologi-
cal since to have a belief is to have such evidential justification. Evidence 
construed broadly cannot function as a condition for warrant; the evidence of 
doxastic experience is merely an account of a necessary condition of belief.32 
Moreover, cognitive malfunction could lead to an erroneous doxastic expe-
rience. In this way, whether internalism is deontological or evidential, it is 
insufficient for warrant.33

Feldman does not wholly disagree. In fact, he argues that contemporary 
internalists include an externalist clause for warrant.34 As post-Gettier opti-
mists, they remain internalists regarding justification. With warrant, a fourth, 
external condition is required beyond JTB.35 Plantinga disagrees that internal 
justification is necessary, however construed. Beilby’s comment on this point 
is insightful:

While the internalist is acquainted with the features that contribute to justifica-
tion, because (in a post-Gettier world) the “fourth condition” is invariably exter-
nalist, he must remain an externalist with respect to knowledge. Moreover, if the 
internalist in question is a realist, he must remain an externalist with respect to 
the truth of his belief. He will hold that truth is not determined by justification 
or even ideal justification. So my question is this: What doth it benefit an epis-
temologist if he gains internalism with respect to justification, but fails to gain 
internalism with respect to those things that justification is aiming at, knowledge 
and truth? In terms of decision-making, the truth and knowledge status of one’s 
beliefs seem at least as (if not more) relevant to the decision-making process as 
the “justification-status” of one’s beliefs.36

For Plantinga, externalist proper function does not require internalist justi-
fication, and no fourth condition for warrant is necessary. If externalism is 
right, then one is loosed from the awareness requirement and the evidentialist 
objection.

This foray into internalism and externalism illumines Smith as an exter-
nalist. Narrative, affective construal (NAC) becomes narrative, affective 
knowledge (NAK) not through theoretical awareness of some justificatory 
element, but through right ordering of desire toward the empirical transcen-
dentals, and the ordo amoris can be easily understood as a term describing 
proper function. The problem with DF’s critique of Smith is that they impose 
an internalist requirement on Smith. Their appeal to “the facts” assumes the 
truth of evidentialism; some internal access to these brute facts is necessary 
to rise above narrative relativism. Yet, if hermeneutic knowledge results 
from proper function, then hermeneutic knowledge can be warranted without 
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further justification. To explain why, the next section exposits Plantinga’s 
concept of warrant.

WARRANT

While his warrant criteria include propitious environment, a good design plan 
successfully aimed at truth, and degrees of warrant, Plantinga calls proper 
function as “the rock on which the canvassed accounts of warrant founder.”37 
Officially, Plantinga’s warrant criteria states,

A belief has warrant for a person S only if that belief is produced in S by cog-
nitive faculties functioning properly (subject to no dysfunction) in a cognitive 
environment that is appropriate for S’s kind of cognitive faculties, according 
to a design plan that is successfully aimed at truth. We must add, furthermore, 
that when a belief meets these conditions and does enjoy warrant, the degree of 
warrant it enjoys depends on the strength of the belief, the firmness with which 
S holds it.38

Proper Function

Proper function is not normal function, as if epistemic privilege is rooted 
in statistical majority. Statistical abnormality can be consistent with proper 
function, as exemplified by the abnormal abilities of an Olympic athlete 
compared to the average person.39 Statistical normality can also be consistent 
with improper function. For example, sin’s deleterious effect on the cogni-
tive faculties explains why vast number of people reject God’s revelation. 
However, this rejection by the statistical majority is foolishness to Christians 
(Ps 14:1-3).

Proper function, for Plantinga, is a commonsensical notion, one that all 
humans have.40 People recognize when something is not working rightly. 
Proper function does not entail that all faculties must function properly at the 
same time for a belief to achieve warrant. Only those involved with a par-
ticular belief-formation require proper function.41 They need not necessarily 
function properly during the entire belief-producing duration. Nor is warrant 
prohibited by the use of outside aids, such as glasses. This point demonstrates 
that proper function need not be ideal function.42

The crux of the matter is that cognitive faculties must function properly 
for warrant. Proper function is a necessary condition. Neither faithfulness to 
epistemic duty nor coherence can achieve warrant with the presence of cogni-
tive malfunction.43 Both internalist and externalist accounts of warrant require 
proper function in order to avoid accidentally true beliefs.
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Propitious Environment

Although necessary, proper function is insufficient for warrant. Proper 
function in one environment does not guarantee proper function in another 
environment for which it was not designed. By way of example, Plantinga 
invites the reader to imagine someone whose cognitive faculties are work-
ing swimmingly on earth who is suddenly and unknowingly transported to 
a radically different epistemic environment where invisible elephants reside. 
These elephants emit an unknown radiation that causes earth-beings to form 
the belief that a large gray object is nearby. An elephant walks by, triggering 
the corresponding belief. After investigating the area, no large gray object 
is found. This example demonstrates that properly functioning cognitive 
faculties can produce unwarranted beliefs in epistemologically inappropriate 
environments.44

Examples need not seem so far-fetched. Gettier cases show that neither 
JTB nor proper function is sufficient for knowledge because belief can be the 
result of an accident. Consider Gettier’s first case. Smith and Jones apply for 
the same job. Smith believes that Jones will get the job and that Jones has 
ten coins in his pocket. Smith has good evidence for both, and his cognitive 
faculties are functioning properly. Smith believes that the man who will get 
the job has ten coins in his pocket. Unbeknownst to Smith, he himself has 
ten coins in his pocket, and he, not Jones, will get the job.45 His belief is 
JTB and results from proper function, but he does not have knowledge. His 
belief is accidentally true, the product of something amiss in his cognitive 
environment. These examples show that proper function requires a propitious 
environment designed for human cognitive faculties.46

The two examples highlight the need for precision. The first exemplifies 
what Plantinga calls the “maxi-environment,” the global environment for 
which human cognitive faculties were designed. The second case exemplifies 
a “mini-environment,” “a much more specific and detailed state of affairs 
.  .  . [that] includes all the relevant epistemic circumstances obtaining when 
that belief is formed.”47 Mini-environments are particular circumstances. 
Some mini-environments will be favorable and others unfavorable for 
the exercise of cognitive powers even when those powers are functioning 
properly. The abovementioned example of Smith and Jones exemplify a 
misleading mini-environment, even though the exercise of Jones’s cognitive 
powers is in accord with the appropriate design for his maxi-environment. 
Both the maxi- and mini-environments must be propitious in order to avoid 
accidental beliefs.48 Therefore, Plantinga adds a Resolution Condition to the 
environment clause, according to which “belief B produced by an exercise 
of cognitive powers has warrant sufficient for knowledge only if MBE (the 
mini-environment with respect to B and E) is favorable for E.”49 What does 

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



159Plantinga’s Reformed Epistemology

it mean for a mini-environment to be favorable? It is when the exercise of 
cognitive powers, E, is competent to recognize the relevant state of affairs, 
which Plantinga calls DMBE. More technically, “MBE is favorable just if for 
every state of affairs, S, such that S is taken for granted by E in the issuing of 
B, there is no state of affairs S* such that S* is included in MBE but not in 
DMBE and such that S* precludes S.”50

Future defeaters may arise to challenge the environmental clause, but such 
a possibility is no problem for proper functionalism. First, Plantinga makes 
clear that the complexity of epistemology renders impossible neat and tidy 
relevant conditions for warrant outside central paradigm cases. All that can 
be said is that a favorable mini-environment is required.51 Second, every epis-
temology suffers from the Gettier problem. However, proper functionalism 
provides the best account for warrant since any account that seeks to circum-
vent accidental beliefs requires proper function.52

Good Design Plan Successfully Aimed at Truth

For cognitive faculties to be reliable, they must have a good epistemic design 
plan.53 Without this clause, proper function can still produce unwarranted 
beliefs. They could be designed to produce beliefs conducive for survival, not 
truth.54 While survival beliefs may be beneficial, they would be unwarranted. 
For example, a properly functioning cognitive faculty could be designed to 
produce overly optimistic beliefs in the face of a deadly illness in order to aid 
survival.55 As much as this optimistic belief may aid in survival, its primary 
aim is not truth. And without alethic aiming, a belief cannot be warranted. 
Moreover, the design plan governing the aiming toward truth must be a good 
one, so that there is high objective probability that it will be successfully 
aimed at truth. Plantinga calls this the reliability clause.56

Degrees of Warrant

Finally, warrant comes in degrees. If a belief meets the abovementioned con-
ditions of warrant and is held with sufficient firmness and confidence, then it 
is warranted.57 The degree of warrant depends on the firmness with which one 
holds a belief.58 Even if all warrant conditions are met, holding a belief with 
insufficient firmness lacks warrant.

PROPER BASICALITY

Warrant is continuous with Plantinga’s earlier idea that theistic belief is 
properly basic. Warrant does not require inference. However, Plantinga 
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does not offer clear necessary and sufficient conditions for proper basicality, 
although this does not entail that any belief can be properly basic. Rather than 
constructing these conditions, Plantinga campaigns for an inductive method 
for investigating the conditions for proper basicality after having gathered 
obvious examples of beliefs that are properly basic and not properly basic.59 
Because the nature of epistemology is multifaceted, such an inductive method 
will not provide clear necessary and sufficient conditions. The clearest 
instances apply to paradigmatic cases, but even they lack “stylishly sparse set 
of necessary and sufficient conditions . . . [and require] various qualifications, 
additions and subtractions [as] necessary.”60 Outside the central cases are

penumbral belt of analogically related concepts .  .  . and a more shadowy area 
of borderline possible cases, cases where it isn’t really clear whether what we 
have is a case of warrant in the central sense, or a case of one of the analogically 
extended concepts, or neither above.61

Due to the dynamic reality of ever-shifting epistemic contexts, Plantinga 
even argues that proper basicality is dependent on circumstances, such that 
a belief may be properly basic in one, but not in another circumstance.62 
Rather than offering conditions for proper basicality, he addresses proper 
basicality in respect to justification, rationality, and warrant. After having 
inspected Christian beliefs, he argues that they are properly basic in respect 
to all three.63

The question of proper basicality is circumstance-specific; there is no 
generic case of a universally warranted belief. The proper basicality of 
Christian belief is tied contextually to the truth of Christianity, such that 
theistic belief would be unwarranted if Christianity is false. The conditions 
for proper basicality are thus up for debate. However, since what matters for 
knowledge is proper basicality in terms of warrant, the more important condi-
tion is warrant, not proper basicality.64

The warrant of Christian belief does not eliminate the possibility of defeat-
ers. Warrant only provides “prima facie, not ultima facie, justification.”65 
Even if warranted belief does not require evidence or argument, contrary evi-
dence or argument can defeat this warrant.66 This is why Plantinga addresses 
potential defeaters to Christian belief in Warranted Christian Belief. Nothing 
in the conditions of warrant eliminates the logical possibility of warrant 
defeaters. In fact, Plantinga’s externalist warrant model contains one negative 
internalist condition called the “no-defeater condition,” which stipulates that 
S’s belief is not defeated if “S does not believe (and would not upon reflec-
tion) that her belief that p is defeated.”67

Moreover, Plantinga is more open to inference in his general epistemology. 
Although inference can, at most, provide an insufficient degree of warrant 
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toward theistic belief, inference can provide enough warrant for nonreligious 
knowledge.68 For example, Plantinga states that the belief in the existence of 
“electrons isn’t (originally) warrant basic for us.”69 “Originally” is important. 
Electron belief cannot be warrant basic for humans with their current design 
plan because it originally arose through inductive, scientific investigation. 
Yet, belief in electrons can have warrant through inference that meets the 
warrant criteria. Nonscientists can also have warrant-basic beliefs about 
electrons through testimonial chains that passed down the original warrant.

Unlike internalism that requires inferential justification, Plantinga’s war-
rant conditions act as necessary and sufficient conditions for inferential 
knowledge. If inductive beliefs meet the warrant criteria, they are warranted.70 
For example, Plantinga counts deduction along with intuition as part of the 
deliverances of reason that produce a priori knowledge.71 Thus, Plantinga 
allows inferential knowledge in his general epistemology. But Plantinga is 
adamant that religious knowledge is only properly basic.72

Dependence Relations

Even if inferential knowledge is possible for general epistemology, another 
question remains. If properly basic beliefs do not depend on any other beliefs, 
whether basic or nonbasic, for their warrant, then how is it that some basic 
beliefs seem to rely on other beliefs? According to Evan Fales, the basic/
nonbasic distinction does not explain “the phenomenology of ordinary belief-
formation.”73 Plantinga purports that experience causes or occasions belief. 
However, many present perceptual beliefs are not occasioned by present 
experiences, but past ones, and are produced by subconscious mechanisms. 
Fales argues that this subconscious recalling is inferential and critiques 
Plantinga’s assumption that inference is necessarily conscious. Fales enter-
tains the belief, “It is very probable that most crows are black,” to examine 
subconscious inference in detail. For Fales, foundationalists would take 
this belief as inductive, relying on the memory of perceiving many crows 
throughout time and concluding that most crows are black. However, one 
doesn’t make such inductive recollections in forming the belief. Neither does 
one form the conscious belief, “the crow is black,” upon seeing one nor add 
the belief to the storehouse of beliefs for future inductive purposes. The belief 
that most crows are probably black does not rely on “any conscious belief-
forming process.”74 Even properly basic beliefs rely on background beliefs 
and experiences, and they form subconsciously, without conscious inference, 
whether complex or quick. This relationship, he argues, better represents 
the psychology of belief-formation: “The actual process of belief formation 
.  .  . is certainly a complex mixture of presentation of evidence, reasoning, 
memory, and unconscious processing and summarizing of information.”75 If 
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this complex process is correct, Fales argues that the basic/nonbasic distinc-
tion dissolves. If one redefines proper basicality such that the only difference 
between basic and nonbasic beliefs is that the former allows unconscious 
inference and the latter conscious inference, then the differences are not wide 
enough to allow such distinction.76

This complex relationship is no problem for proper basicality, according 
to Plantinga. First, there are beliefs that seem clearly properly basic, such 
as belief in other minds. Second, no other possibilities between basic and 
nonbasic/inferential belief exist. Plantinga is doubtful of other categories 
beyond the basic/nonbasic categories.77 Third, a clear distinction between 
properly basic and nonbasic belief is not critical to Plantinga’s epistemology. 
The central point is that Christian belief can have warrant without arguments. 
Plantinga states,

This is a challenge to foundationalism. . . . As far as that central thesis [of war-
rant] goes, it doesn’t really matter whether or not there is a clear, important and 
precise distinction between basic and nonbasic belief. It doesn’t really matter 
whether attempts to make such a distinction are deconstructible.78

Once again, warrant, not proper basicality, is the more important condition.
Furthermore, Plantinga responds to the crow argument by showing that 

the belief is properly basic in respect to justification—one doesn’t flout any 
epistemic or rational duty accepting it, and there is no cognitive malfunc-
tion involved. The belief is also “warrant basic” by way of testimony and 
memory.79 According to Fales, a properly basic belief is not derived from 
other beliefs. Yet, a belief can be based on testimony and be properly basic 
in respect to warrant if the testifier’s belief also has warrant. Same applies 
to memory, which can act “as a special case of testimony.”80 Furthermore, 
prior to Fales’s essay, Plantinga maintained that basic beliefs often depend on 
background beliefs even if they are the starting points for belief. That is, one 
can’t have a basic belief about a truck without having some knowledge about 
trucks.81 Yet, these beliefs are interrelated and working together without any 
quick inferential activity.

Inferential belief can also become properly basic over time. For example, 
after gaining inferential knowledge in the past, one can forget the inferential 
connection while maintaining the belief. The memory of the originally infer-
ential nature of the belief can be forgotten, thus severing the inferential con-
nection from the belief.82 This leveling down of prior inferential knowledge 
can be understood as the transformation of know-that to know-how, such that 
background belief does not carry propositional content, but acts as an epis-
temic skill. William Alston gives an example of learning to drive a car. In the 
beginning, one follows inferential and propositional instructions. Once the 
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knowledge is mastered as a skill, one bypasses the background information 
to perform the knowledge.83

This belief-formation aligns with Plantinga’s understanding of induction 
in a broad sense. Induction taken narrowly is inferential, but induction taken 
broadly can be both reflective and unreflective, inferential or non-inferential. 
Plantinga writes,

Broadly taken .  .  . the term denotes our whole nondeductive procedure of 
acquiring, maintaining, and discarding beliefs about what is so far unobserved 
or undetected or unknown. It is a complicated, multitudinous process involving 
inherited ideas about the ways of the world, interlocking chains of inductions 
in the narrow sense, views about what is essential and what [is] accidental and 
about which differences are important and which not, and judgments of initial 
plausibility. This process of considering, examining, and evaluating hypotheses 
may go on unreflectively and unselfconsciously, or by way of explicit, self-
conscious reflective attention; it is guided by simplicity and in other ways by 
what we human beings find natural and familiar.84

Induction broadly understood is not necessarily inferential even though it 
is a “complicated, multitudinous process.” Complexity need not necessar-
ily denote nonbasicality. For example, know-how is complex pretheoretical 
knowledge. Arrival at a destination without remembering the drive occurs 
through practical knowledge that is unreflectively and non-inferentially 
inductive. Thus, basic beliefs can depend or be based on other beliefs without 
that relationship being inferential. When those beliefs meet the warrant con-
ditions, they qualify as knowledge. Dependence or basing relations between 
beliefs do not negate the basicality of such a relationship.

Michael Bergmann agrees with this portrayal of proper basicality. Using 
the language of “seemings,” Bergmann argues that theistic seemings are like 
Robert Audi’s “‘conclusions of reflection,’ which are not based on infer-
ences from premises but instead emerge noninferentially from awareness of 
a variety of observations, experiences, and considerations.”85 This awareness 
involves background experiences and beliefs to which the origins of their 
reflective conclusions are sometimes impossible to trace.86 Against Fales’s 
objection, Reformed epistemology does not discount background experiences 
and beliefs as part of proper basicality. These background experiences and 
beliefs need not act as subconscious inferences. Instead, they play basing 
relations; they can occasion or base properly basic beliefs.87

This investigation clarified the basing relations between background expe-
riences, inductive beliefs, and properly basic beliefs, revealing that proper 
basicality need not be atomistic but can be dependent on other beliefs and 
experiences. Highlighting background experiences and beliefs draw attention 
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to the hermeneutic nature of belief-formation. While people have countless 
experiences and beliefs, certain ones rise above others to play more promi-
nent role in belief-formation. This selection, like belief-formation, is often 
involuntary. Because properly basic beliefs often have as their ground a host 
of situated background beliefs and experiences, they are not epistemically 
neutral. Beliefs are always already at the mercy of situated experiences. One 
also plays some active hermeneutic role in belief-formation through accept-
ing or rejecting beliefs. Thus, both subconscious and conscious epistemic 
actions are hermeneutic and perspectival.

CONCLUSION

Plantinga’s Reformed epistemology developed out of his early thesis that the-
istic belief could be rational without undefeated proof. His mature epistemol-
ogy continued this insight through the development of the externalist version 
of warrant that revolves around the centrality of proper function. His rejection 
of internalism stemmed from this point, that a belief could be justified but lack 
knowledge due to cognitive malfunction. Whether belief is deontologically or 
evidentially justified, justification is unnecessary for knowledge. Insofar as 
belief meets the warrant conditions, then the belief will be warranted. Even 
the notion of proper basicality is not central for Plantinga. For his central the-
sis is that knowledge is only dependent on the warrant conditions. However, 
proper basicality is important for the conversation between Plantinga and 
Smith because it accords with pretheoretical understanding. Plantinga’s argu-
ment that background beliefs and experiences shape pretheoretical beliefs 
demonstrates the reciprocal relationship between pretheory and theory. 
The next chapter exposits Plantinga’s Aquinas/Calvin models that further 
demonstrate the hermeneutic nature of Reformed epistemology and utilizes 
Plantinga’s affective analog for warrant to augment Smith’s epistemology.
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INTRODUCTION

Reformed epistemology is sometimes understood as an apologetics meth-
odology. Although it is more accurately an epistemology, it has apologetics 
value. However, it is unlike the apologetics methodologies that are modern-
istic due to its view of hermeneutical knowledge. Ultimately, it does not aim 
to prove the truth of Christianity because ultimate beliefs are pistic. This 
postmodern posture of hermeneutic humility is leveraged by a humble con-
fidence toward its rationality. Even if ultimate commitments are pistic, one 
can be confident in their warranted status. Moreover, Plantinga’s Christian 
commitments lead him to value the important role of the affections in the life 
of the believer. Although he does not devote an equal amount of literature 
to the affections, his affective analog of warrant is invaluable for furnishing 
the warrant criteria for narrative, affective knowledge (NAK). This chapter 
explores these themes within Plantinga’s Aquinas/Calvin (A/C) models for 
later augmentation with Smith.

THE AQUINAS/CALVIN MODEL

One of the central goals of Warranted Christian Belief is to identify a suc-
cessful de jure objection that is independent of the de facto objection. The 
de facto objection is a straightforward objection against the truth of theism. 
The de jure objection, on the other hand, is less straightforward, arguing 
that theistic belief is somehow epistemically irrational or unjustified even if 
true.1 Plantinga’s search for a viable de jure objection leads him to what he 
terms the Freud and Marx (F&M) complaint. For Freud, religious belief is 

Chapter 8

Warranted Christian Belief
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illusory, arising from wishful thinking. While illusion has its functions, it is 
not aimed at true beliefs. For Marx, religious belief results from cognitive 
malfunction due to social disorder.2 The F&M complaint is a viable de jure 
objection targeting the warrant of Christian belief. However, the complaint 
merely presupposes the falsity of Christianity.3 Thus, this de jure objection is 
dependent on the de facto question about Christian truth. Plantinga’s project 
has been to show that the de facto objection is irrelevant. Not only are evi-
dence or arguments unnecessary for theistic belief, in his estimation, there are 
no successful theological or atheological arguments about God’s existence.4

Questions of rationality and warrant are intricately tied to truth. Hence, 
Plantinga argues that his model of warrant for Christian belief can only be 
true if Christianity is true. But he is pessimistic about the viability of demon-
strating the truth or falsity of theism. Epistemology is at root a hermeneutic, 
pistic commitment to a metaphysical view, a view with which Smith con-
curs.5 This point is made clear in Plantinga’s arguments for the warrant of 
Christian beliefs through what he calls the A/C models.

In light of the F&M complaint against the warrant of Christian belief, 
Plantinga offers the A/C model and the extended A/C model to establish 
the possibility of warrant for Christian belief. They are aptly named the A/C 
model because Plantinga draws inspiration from their shared claim that a 
natural knowledge of God exists, although he modifies this view as a capacity 
for knowledge rather than inborn knowledge.

According to the A/C model, theistic beliefs are properly basic with respect 
to justification and warrant. First, if justification is tied to epistemic duty, then 
one can be deontologically justified if one studied atheological arguments and 
remained unconvinced. Second, humans are endowed with the sensus divini-
tatis, which is a divinely designed cognitive faculty that can be triggered in 
various ways to form theistic beliefs.6 As divinely designed, it is successfully 
aimed toward true beliefs. When operating in a congenial environment, it will 
most likely produce true theistic belief. The A/C model thus makes way for 
warranted theistic belief.

If humans are endowed with the sensus divinitatis, why do they not all have 
theistic beliefs? According to the A/C model, sin damaged the sensus divini-
tatis. Sin is like a cognitive (and affective and volitional) disease. Defining 
sin this way, Plantinga integrates hamartiology with philosophical warrant in 
order to show that nonbelief is the result of cognitive malfunction. Against 
the F&M complaint, then, it is nonbelief that is actually unwarranted.7 
Moreover, by including this theological clause to his epistemology, Plantinga 
further demonstrates that epistemology is not neutral.

The A/C model provides an important link between Reformed episte-
mology and evidentialism. The sensus divinitatis is like other faculties that 
produce basic beliefs as a response to triggering events. These events act as 
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the evidential ground or occasion for theistic belief. While some may think 
Reformed epistemology is anti-evidentialist, Plantinga makes clear that 
evidence can be important for Reformed epistemology, acknowledging his 
compatibility with a “sensible” or “moderate” evidentialism.8 It is the role 
that evidence plays in the production of theistic belief that is controversial. 
Only if evidence is taken as a necessary and inferential condition for the jus-
tification of theistic belief does Plantinga depart from evidentialism because 
no quick inference from the evidential event to belief occurs. Theistic belief 
is still properly basic.

Truth and the A/C Model

Plantinga does not intend to demonstrate the truth of the A/C model. The 
truth of the A/C model is dependent on the truth of Christianity. If God does 
not exist, then theistic belief, as a false belief, lacks warrant. Although it is 
possible that false belief resulting from cognitive faculties working at their 
limits has warrant, such warrant is insufficient for knowledge. If God does 
not exist, then the highest status theistic belief can achieve is warrant that is 
insufficient for knowledge because human cognitive faculties would not have 
been designed to produce true beliefs. However, theistic belief does not seem 
to result from cognitive faculties working at their limits, evidenced by the 
firmness with which people often hold religious beliefs.

If Christianity is true, then theistic belief probably has warrant, and 
Plantinga’s model or something similar is most likely true.9 God probably 
placed humans in propitious environments with properly functioning cog-
nitive faculties and a good design plan that is successfully aimed toward 
knowing truth. It is logically possible that divinely designed faculties that 
are aimed toward producing theistic belief don’t produce it. Conversely, it is 
possible that a faculty that is not designed to produce theistic belief produces 
it due to some malfunction. Yet, proper function doesn’t denote perfect func-
tion. Even if unwarranted beliefs are produced at times, if theism is true, it is 
more likely that divinely designed faculties that are aimed toward true theistic 
beliefs will reliably produce them.10

The A/C model and its warrant-basicality are contextualized within 
Plantinga’s consideration of the de jure objection. The question about the 
warrant-basicality of the A/C model is not ultimately about its rationality, as 
the de jure objection seems to indicate. The question is ultimately about its 
truthfulness. However, Plantinga takes a similar line as Lindbeck. The answer 
is dependent on one’s metaphysical or religious commitments, that is, one’s 
language game. One’s ultimate commitments inform one’s anthropology, 
epistemology, and ontology. Ultimately, the answer to the warrant status of a 
theistic belief is a theological matter.11
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Ensconced in the question of metaphysical truth, the A/C model beckons 
the nonbeliever to reexamine her de jure objection by showing the inextri-
cable relationship between the rationality of a belief and the status of its meta-
physical truthfulness. Given that the A/C model meets the warrant conditions 
if Christianity is true, the more important question must be about metaphysi-
cal truth. The de jure objection cannot solely be about rationality or justifica-
tion. No de jure objection is independent of the de facto objection.12 If one 
presupposes metaphysical naturalism, then one will believe that theistic belief 
is irrational. If the atheist acknowledges her de facto assumptions, then her de 
jure objection fails because she is admitting to the circularity of her argument 
since she begins from the premise that theism is false.13 This circularity is the 
fatal flaw of the F&M complaint.

Pistic Commitment

Ultimately, the warrant of theistic belief is a religious matter. Theistic belief 
is a pistic commitment that is not rationally demonstrable without circularity. 
One begin from faith and doesn’t argue to it, just as one begins from percep-
tion instead of arguing to perception, which is impossible without question-
begging.14 Use of the cognitive faculties always involves trusting those very 
faculties to function reliably and properly.15

Plantinga is comfortable admitting that belief in God is unprovable. Stating 
what Smith takes to be an antifoundationalist claim of Reformed epistemol-
ogy, Plantinga states that the warrant of only a minority of human beliefs is 
demonstrable.16 Kevin Diller agrees with this statement. The movement of 
belief starts from ontological commitments. For theological knowledge, this 
starting point is “the givenness of the reality of the revelation of God.”17 Lest 
one is uncomfortable with this commitment to epistemic circularity, Michael 
Bergmann states that most epistemologists accept epistemic circularity at 
the most basic level because they believe some beliefs are non-inferentially 
justified.18

This epistemic circularity is benign circularity that must be accepted to 
avoid skepticism. It contrasts with malignant circularity, which disqualifies 
justification for belief.19 If one rejects this view and seeks inferential justi-
fication for all levels of belief, then infinite regress of justification results. 
Externalists like Plantinga do not have this awareness requirement for justifi-
cation and do not face the infinite regress problem. Bergmann notes that epis-
temic circularity only becomes a problem if one already doubts her sources 
of belief or the reliability of her cognitive faculties. Those who do not harbor 
such doubts are not infected with a problematic circularity.20 Given that the 
choices are either accepting the reliability of one’s cognitive faculties or fac-
ing infinite regress and skepticism, accepting the former is more reasonable. 
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This trust in the reliability of one’s cognitive faculties is inspired by the com-
mon sense philosophy of Thomas Reid and is shared by Bergmann, Plantinga, 
and other Reformed epistemologists.21

Charges against the A/C Model

If the truth of metaphysics cannot be demonstrated, does this admission disal-
low any belief to be warrant-basic? Is Plantinga subject to Richard Davis and 
Paul Franks (DF)’s critique of arbitrariness? Plantinga has been heavily criti-
cized on this point.22 As Deane-Peter Baker points out, many do not critique 
Plantinga’s A/C model, which attests to its internal consistency. The target 
of their critique is Plantinga’s unwillingness to address the de facto ques-
tion. This point is succinctly put by Baker as the “so what?” problem: even 
if Christian belief may have warrant, why should the de facto question merit 
attention from non-Christians?23 If metaphysical truth is unprovable, are each 
epistemic communities left to their own claims, however outrageous they 
might seem to others? Does not this relativism eliminate rational dialogue? 
Could not other religions co-opt the model for their own claims to warrant?24 
Reformed epistemology answers negatively to these questions.

First, “outrageousness” of belief is a hermeneutical matter. Some atheists 
consider religious belief outrageous while theists believe otherwise. Pistic 
trust necessarily opens the door to epistemic uncertainty and undecidability. 
Yet, they do not necessitate relativism. Second, Plantinga addressed this 
worry by responding to the Great Pumpkin objection, according to which 
any belief can be properly basic, and the Son of Great Pumpkin objection, 
that any belief within particular epistemic communities can be properly 
basic. Against the first objection, Plantinga argues that not all beliefs can 
be properly basic. One can investigate the proper basicality of a belief 
through inductive research, and the Great Pumpkin belief as it is presented 
does not seem to meet the inductive test. There is no natural tendency, such 
as the sensus divinitatis or design plan, to believe in the Great Pumpkin. 
Great Pumpkin belief rather seems to result from cognitive malfunction. 
Furthermore, proper basicality does not entail groundless beliefs. Properly 
basic beliefs require relevant circumstances for their warrant, such as reli-
gious experiences that occasion theistic belief. Against the second objection, 
truth of one religion can negate the truth of another. If Christianity is true, 
then beliefs of a different community, such as a voodoo community, can-
not have warrant since Christian beliefs negate the truth claims of voodoo. 
Moreover, some epistemic systems cannot account for warrant. If skepti-
cism or evolutionary naturalism is true, beliefs will not be warranted. The 
same is true for the Great Pumpkin belief. If the A/C model is true, then the 
Great Pumpkinites lack the cognitive faculties and processes necessary for 
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warranted belief.25 Therefore, that the A/C model entails epistemic relativism 
is certainly untrue.26

Of course, Plantinga’s replies to the Great Pumpkin objections do not sat-
isfy the “so what?” question. Does not Plantinga’s inability to answer the de 
facto question indicate the uselessness of his model outside Christianity? The 
answer is a resounding no. First, Christianity is irreducible to a belief system. 
Even taken naturalistically, Christianity is a highly complex affective, moral, 
cultural, political, and ritual system. Christianity is not an intellectual puzzle 
for the enjoyment of a small group of bourgeois intellectual elite. As the 
largest global religion with a deep moral, cultural, political, and intellectual 
history, its influence reaches everywhere. Christianity’s prominent place in 
human history and continual influence should be enough motivation for the 
nonbeliever, especially the sincere, to investigate its truth. The lack of desire 
to undertake such an investigation may reflect more of one’s affective com-
mitment to a host of personal priorities rather than a purely intellectual one.

Second, Plantinga does not eliminate the need of natural theology alto-
gether. Even if natural theology cannot deliver convincing demonstration, it 
can provide plausible arguments for intellectual persuasion. Going further, 
James Beilby believes that inferential means must play a more prominent role 
in belief-formation, one that eliminates the claim to exclusive proper basical-
ity of theistic belief, if Plantinga’s epistemology is to account for the typical 
Christian’s journey to faith. For most Christians, “Christian beliefs are not 
properly basic but are based on a complicated web of arguments, experiences, 
testimony, and pneumatological intervention.”27 Beilby’s account of typical 
faith-formation seems to describe this phenomenon correctly.

With Plantinga’s admission of the prima facie warrant of theistic belief 
and the internalist no-defeater condition, arguments and evidence play more 
prominent roles in the faith of the Christian than Plantinga’s model alludes. 
Admittedly, Plantinga’s adoption of Calvin’s notion of faith as “firm and 
certain knowledge” applies to the paradigmatic believer.28 Beilby convinc-
ingly argues that this approach weakens the applicability of the A/C model 
to the typical believer. Since most are not paradigmatic believers, they often 
lack such certainty, which raises questions about the warrant of their belief. 
Plantinga tries to explain that one with deficient faith may lack knowledge, 
but still have faith.29 This answer seems impossible. If the definition of faith 
is firm and certain knowledge, then to lack knowledge is to lack faith.

Has Beilby demonstrated that Christian belief can be inferential? Perhaps 
an answer lies in pneumatology. Unlike other beliefs, faith is divine gift (Eph 
2:8). Even if arguments are utilized in one’s coming to faith, they should 
be understood as secondary causes. The pneumatological intervention that 
causes faith is the direct cause. Without this pneumatological intervention, 
faith would be mere belief, not knowledge, resulting from improper function 
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of the sensus divinitatis. This pseudo-faith would be an epiphenomenon unin-
tended in the design plan. In this way, epistemic faith is different than other 
knowledge, which can be inferentially warranted. Without this distinction, 
faith (and God) would be the product of human arguments, which violates 
the nature of faith (and God). While all knowledge may be pneumatologically 
inspired, only faith requires the enlivening of the human spirit. However, 
this solution leaves room for arguments to play a rational role in the journey 
toward faith.

Foundational Circularity

For the one who is still unsatisfied with the lack of independent reasons 
for its truth, Reformed epistemology cannot provide an answer. However, 
Reformed epistemology is not the only theory that is beset with this prob-
lem. This issue applies to externalism in general. Thus, the third answer to 
the “so what?” question is externalist. Just like the A/C model, externalism 
does not seek independent reason for the justification or warrant of the belief 
in question. Externalism contends that one’s belief is justified or warranted 
if the external conditions are satisfied; no further inferential justification is 
required. Theistic belief has warrant insofar it satisfies the warrant conditions. 
Bergmann acknowledges that such an externalist view seems intellectually 
unsatisfying. People seem naturally to want good reasons for why one holds 
a certain belief, hence, the prominence of the “so what” question. Despite 
externalism’s unsatisfactory stance, however, internalism fares worse. 
For the awareness, requirement leads to infinite regress and skepticism. If 
justification is required for properly basic beliefs, then skepticism results. 
Renouncement of internalism makes the achievement of warrant possible 
even without justificatory reasons if the warrant conditions are met. While 
Bergmann uses justification, his point remains30:

For if there is noninferential justification, then the sensible thing to say–when 
someone ask for a reason to think that some allegedly noinferentially justified 
belief satisfies the condition C on which noninferential justification is supposed 
to supervene–is that you don’t need to give such a reason in order for the belief 
to be justified; it’s enough for justification that the belief does in fact satisfy C. 
This will, of course, be a conditional claim saying that a belief is justified if it 
satisfies C. But the reason this claim is given is to make it clear that the justifica-
tion is noninferential in nature—that satisfying C is enough.31

Bergmann points out that this externalist explanation is permissible as a 
philosophical move because externalism is a philosophically robust posi-
tion, one that escapes internalism’s infinite regress. Given such options, 
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externalism is the more plausible position, one that better accounts for the 
epistemic circularity of certain belief-forming mechanisms. Moreover, just 
because externalism allows room for “outrageous” beliefs does not mean that 
one cannot sensibly disagree with them. One way to disagree is to show how 
some beliefs do not meet the necessary and sufficient conditions for justifica-
tion and warrant.32 Again, this answer will not be intellectually satisfying to 
everyone, especially to skeptics who accept infinite regress as a reason for 
skepticism, and the dispute may show that the interlocutors have arrived at 
the limits of philosophy. Yet, the externalist position is a permissible one, one 
that does not commit the externalist to accept all views as equal.33

In terms very similar to Smith, Bergmann argues that such disputes may 
“bottom out.”34 Philosophy may not “resolve radical disagreements.”35 In 
such circumstances, Andrew Moon argues that means other than rational 
persuasion should be pursued. This does not mean that everyone should be 
agnostics. Absent defeaters, one can justifiably hold that one’s beliefs are 
formed reliably. At least with religious beliefs, such beliefs could include 
that the other’s religious beliefs are not formed reliably, thereby discounting 
agnosticism as the default position in such a state of disagreement.36

Interestingly, Moon makes this argument based on epistemic circularity. 
A reason one can justifiably hold a Christian belief is by coming to faith in 
the usual way one becomes a Christian: listening to a sermon, praying, expe-
riencing God, and so on. Coupled with pneumatological intervention, one 
can justifiably hold that if Christianity is true, then her Christian beliefs are 
probably true. Even if some religious beliefs are partly caused by some unre-
liable mechanism, if Christianity is true and given the usual manner she took 
to coming to her beliefs (e.g., she did not consult a magic 8-ball), her beliefs 
are probably formed reliably with the aid of the Holy Spirit. This belief is 
epistemically circular because she formed the belief that her Christian beliefs 
are probably true based on the ways she came to believe and inferred from 
the inner testimony of the Holy Spirit to conclude that her beliefs are prob-
ably true. That is, the process through which she came to believe played a 
role in providing justification for the beliefs she holds. This is not malignant 
circularity because she does not doubt the reliability of her belief-forming 
process. If she doubted it, then she would have a defeater for her Christian 
beliefs and could not have used them as a premise to justify her beliefs. In 
this way, Christianity can be an epistemically self-promoting proposition; 
if a particular person justifiably holds a Christian belief, then one has good 
evidence of the reliable formation of one’s beliefs.37

Ultimately, all beliefs arise from ontological commitments. Beliefs are 
ultimately based on reliable processes whose reliability must be circularly 
assumed rather than questioned if skepticism and malignant circularity 
are to be avoided. Moreover, such circularity should be expected between 
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incommensurable worldviews given their different language games. Even if 
language games hold similar ontological commitments, the rules of the game 
are not univocal and rational disputes will bottom out.

In the end then, only faith is left; everyone is a believer. In the vein of 
Dooyeweerd, everyone is religious.38 What is the externalist to do once she 
arrives at this terminus? Even if one reaches the limits of philosophy, one 
need not terminate the dialogue. Perhaps new arguments may arise, or one 
might engage in forms of communication that is not predominantly propo-
sitional. What Plantinga and Smith have shown is that knowledge and the 
means to knowledge are not reducible to propositional statements. Even if 
propositional statements end, embodied communication and persuasion can 
continue. A performative aesthetics is always already involved in commu-
nication, and it will be pronouncedly more important when such gridlock 
occurs. Importantly, if breakthrough occurs in this gridlock, it could be due to 
the work of the Spirit, pointing to the reality that moving from one language 
game to another at such a fundamental level is nothing short of a conversion.

Does this admission to faith reduce Reformed epistemology to fideism? 
Given Plantinga’s painstaking effort to construct rational arguments for the 
warrant of Christian belief, he cannot be identified as an extreme fideist, 
which “disparages and denigrates reason.”39 Is he a moderate fideist? Not 
so. Moderate fideism takes any basic belief on faith. Plantinga rejects this 
relation between basic beliefs and faith. Faith is part of the deliverances of 
reason; faith is knowledge. Lest one mistake this claim as an intellectualiza-
tion of faith, Plantinga is clear on the affective role of the Spirit and faith, as 
will be shown in following pages. And even if faith is not entirely noetic, it 
is necessarily noetic, and part of the deliverances of reason is that original 
noetic equipment, the sensus divinitatis:40

[A] capacity to apprehend God’s existence is as much part of our natural noetic 
equipment as is the capacity to apprehend perceptual truths, truths about the 
past, and truths about other minds. . . . But then the belief that there is such a per-
son as God is as much among the deliverances of reason as those other beliefs.41

Even if all ultimate worldview beliefs reduce to faith positions, this claim 
is not fideist.

THE EXTENDED A/C MODEL

As a Christian, Plantinga is not satisfied with the A/C model, as it only accounts 
warrant for generic theistic belief. Could Christian belief be warrant-basic? 
The answer to this question is the aim of the extended A/C model. The details 
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of the model need not detain us, however. Rather, I will provide a brief sum-
mary and focus on those relevant aspects that pertain to Smith’s epistemology.

Summary of the Extended A/C Model

Per the extended A/C model, God created humanity with intellect; will, both 
executive and affective; intimate knowledge of and affections toward God; 
and the sensus divinitatis. Human entrance into sin had deleterious cogni-
tive and affective effects, disorders that have no natural cure. Sin destroyed 
intimate knowledge and affections. Not only do people no longer know God, 
they hate the good and love evil and themselves above all. In fact, this affec-
tive impact leads Plantinga to state that sin is “perhaps primarily an affective 
disorder or malfunction.”42 Noetically, the sensus divinitatis also suffered 
damage. Humanity no longer desires to know God and actively suppresses 
the deliverances of the sensus divinitatis. While remedy is not naturally possi-
ble, God created a means of salvation, which is pneumatologically accessible 
through the belief-producing tripartite process of faith. This broad conception 
of faith is similar to other belief-producing processes like perception and 
memory.43 This process is comprised of Scripture, an “extraordinary cogni-
tive process or belief-producing mechanism” called the internal instigation 
of the Holy Spirit (IIHS), and the resulting belief called faith.44 The resulting 
belief meets the conditions of warrant and becomes knowledge when held 
with sufficient strength.

Nous and Affect

The supernatural work of the Spirit enlivens the gospel message and con-
victs its recipient of its truth.45 This supernatural cognitive process produces 
faith. Although Smith charges Plantinga of being overly cognitive, Plantinga 
is not reductively cognitive. His focus on the nous is due to the aim of his 
project, which is to argue for noetic warrant and the Spirit’s role in produc-
ing such belief since he considers nonbelief in God as sin’s greatest cogni-
tive consequence.46 Yet, not only does he present an analog of warrant for 
affect, he clearly claims that faith involves the (affective function of the) will 
and intellect.47 Moreover, he turns to the Heidelberg Catechism’s affective 
description of faith as “deep-rooted assurance.”48 Plantinga reinforces this 
reciprocal relationship when he investigates the supposed priority that intel-
lect or will may have over one another and concludes that faith is the healing 
of both. Plantinga also views the relationship between pretheory and theory 
as integrationist.

Remarking on their dialectical process, he argues that the affections aid 
one’s perception of God, which further heightens these affections. Affections 
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thus act as conditions of possibility of knowledge. On the other hand, one 
may not develop these affections without noetically perceiving God’s moral 
qualities. Therefore, part of God’s redemptive act involves curing the way-
ward affective will so that one can love the good and hate evil and renewing 
the mind so that one can perceive the majestic attributes of God and God’s 
plan of redemption.49 The relationship between affect and nous are reciprocal 
for Plantinga. “These truths must be sealed to the heart, as well as revealed 
to the mind.”50

Despite this, Robert Roberts and W. Jay Wood argue that Plantinga’s epis-
temology needs supplementing with passional-intellectual virtues because the 
will and the intellect are still too separated in Plantinga’s account. Whether 
their critique is correct, they rightly demonstrate that emotion is a type of 
perception, a disposition to “see” and understand. Although they do not use 
the term emotional disposition to know well is a skillful know-how that can 
be cultivated. Epistemic virtues, especially emotional virtues, are not merely 
faculties akin to equipment, but are dispositions that form personalities. 
Having or lacking relevant virtues have epistemic consequences, such as 
knowing good and evil at a deeper, affective level. Some beliefs will not form 
without these virtues, and their presence and absence can affect a belief’s 
degree of warrant.

Relatedly, the will is not merely an equipmental faculty. The will repre-
sents the epistemic agent, allowing one to “see” what others who have not 
cultivated their emotional dispositions cannot see. In this expanded account 
of Reformed epistemology, intellect and will overlap.51 “Emotion is a pecu-
liar and indispensable mode of knowing something. The ‘will’ is crossing 
over into the area of the ‘intellect,’ supplying a kind of ‘cognition’ that the 
‘intellect’ by itself cannot produce.”52

Affective Analog of Warrant

Warrant is not the sole property of cognitive belief. Because Plantinga’s 
philosophical pursuits are informed by his theological commitments, he takes 
seriously the holistic nature of faith. Although analytic epistemology’s main 
focus is noetic beliefs, Plantinga’s theological commitments drive him to 
the critical role affections play in the completion of knowledge. To illustrate 
this important role, Plantinga compares the epistemic status of theistic belief 
between Christians and demons. Although demons have cognitive beliefs 
about God, they hate and reject God, seeking to dethrone God while know-
ing the futility of this aim. Plantinga rightfully points out that this behavior 
is due to the affective effects of sin. Sin damages not only the intellect but 
also the affective function of the will.53 People love evil and reject the good. 
This reality illustrates that there are objectively right and wrong affections.54
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Like the warrant conditions for belief, Plantinga argues that affections also 
have an analogous warrant model. First, right affections rely on properly func-
tioning faculties. If a person feels happy when witnessing grave disaster, the 
person is likely suffering from affective malfunction. Misdirected affections 
result from the malfunctioning of the affective faculties. Second, affections 
require appropriate maxi- and mini-environments for their right operation. If 
one receives gossip that is not entirely true, which elicits affections that are 
misconstrued, a narrative, affective construal (NAC) will arise that will color 
the person’s view of that particular reality. However, due to something amiss 
in this environment, her NAC will not qualify as NAK. Third, the design 
plan must be aimed at affections that are appropriate to their objects, and 
this design plan must be a good one, with high objective probability that the 
affections will be appropriate for their objects.55 If these conditions are met, 
then the corresponding affection would be warranted. Plantinga’s analog of 
warrant for affections is a robust prescriptive criteria that already contains 
Smith’s lone prescriptive criterion of right-ordering of desire for NAK. 
Misdirected, malfunctioning affection disqualifies a construal from warrant. 
But just as proper function is insufficient for warrant, Smith’s epistemology 
requires the supplementation of the entirety of Plantinga’s warrant criteria. 
Importantly, the realist features, especially the reliability clause, shield NAK 
from DF’s critiques. Although Plantinga does not attribute epistemic quali-
ties to affections, nothing is lost or modified by augmenting Smith’s NAK to 
Plantinga’s view on affections. In this way, Plantinga’s affective analog of 
warrant can inversely augment Smith’s epistemology as a criteria for embod-
ied knowledge.

CONCLUSION

The A/C models represent the philosophical theology of Plantinga’s warrant 
model. Important to this project is the hermeneutic, pistic aspect of Reformed 
epistemology, the externalist response to the question of truth in the face of 
ultimately pistic commitments, the important epistemological role of the 
affections, and the affective analog of warrant. These elements provide a 
compatible picture between Reformed and postmodern epistemologies. The 
applicability of externalist warrant to pistic commitments and the seamless 
augmentation of the affective analog of warrant for NAK are clear. The 
next chapter further explores the reciprocal relationship between Smith and 
Reformed epistemology and demonstrates the postmodern side of Reformed 
epistemology before outlining the areas that converge, areas where Reformed 
epistemology can assist Smith, and areas that Reformed epistemology can 
critique Smith for repair.
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evidentialist reliabilism and phenomenal conservatism. See Martin Smith, “The 
Epistemology of Religion,” Analysis Reviews 74, no. 1 (2014): 135–47 (140–43). 
Horace Fairlamb’s argument that evidentialism is not necessarily tied to classical 
foundationalism shows how evidence and Reformed epistemology are not antitheti-
cal. See Horace Fairlamb, “Sanctifying Evidentialism,” Religious Studies 46, no. 
1 (2010): 61–76 (63–71). Insofar as Plantinga, Smith, and presuppositionalism are 
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Reformed and share similarities, it is important to point out that presuppositional-
ism is also positive about evidence understood apart from neutral epistemology. 
See Thom Notaro, Van Til & the Use of Evidence (Phillipsburg: P&R Publishing 
Company, 1980).

9.	 Linda Zagzebski disagrees with this argument because it disqualifies internal-
ism if Christianity is true. However, Zagzebski does not take into consideration that 
preceding Plantinga’s argument is his critique of internalism. He had already pro-
vided the groundwork to show that externalism is a better representative of general 
epistemology. See Linda T. Zagzebski, “Plantinga’s Warranted Christian Belief and 
the Aquinas/Calvin Model,” Philosophical Books 43, no. 2 (2002): 117–23 (118, 
122–23).

10.	 Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, 186–90.
11.	 Plantinga, 190.
12.	 Plantinga, 191. Dieter Schönecker provides helpful clarification that de jure 

objections with regard to deontological justification and internal rationality “do 
not presuppose the falsity of theism.” Yet, because they do not contribute toward 
warrant, Plantinga is right that there are no decent independent de jure objections. 
Dieter Schönecker, “The Deliverances of Warranted Christian Belief,” in Plantinga’s 
Warranted Christian Belief: Critical Essays with a Reply by Alvin Plantinga, ed. 
Dieter Schönecker (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2015), 1–40 (15).

13.	 Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, 191.
14.	 Kelly James Clark agrees, stating that the starting point determines the conclu-

sion. Highlighting this perspectivity of reason, Clark presents Reformed epistemol-
ogy as postmodern apologetics. See Kelly James Clark, “Reformed Epistemology 
Apologetics,” in Five Views on Apologetics, ed. Steven B. Cowan (Grand Rapids: 
Zondervan, 2000), 266–84 (283). Cf., Smith, “The Epistemology of Religion,” 141.

15.	 Alvin Plantinga, “Reliabilism, Analyses and Defeaters,” Philosophy and 
Phenomenological Research 55, no. 2 (1995): 427–64 (444). Even God cannot 
demonstrate the reliability of God’s belief-forming processes without relying on 
those belief-forming processes. Plantinga, “Internalism, Externalism, Defeaters, 
and Arguments for Christian Belief,” 390. Kevin Diller argues that the mere act of 
knowing without noncircular argument or independent verification is not a liability, 
but “the strongest demonstration that knowledge is possible.” Diller, Theology’s 
Epistemological Dilemma, 31. While disagreeing, Richard Fumerton argues that direct 
acquaintance, such as pain, is self-justificatory. See Richard Fumerton, “Epistemic 
Internalism, Philosophical Assurance and the Skeptical Predicament,” in Knowledge 
and Reality: Essays in Honor of Alvin Plantinga, ed. Thomas M. Crisp, Matthew 
Davidson, and David Vander Laan (Dordrecht: Springer, 2006), 179–91 (188–90). 
However, belief via direct acquaintance can be the result of cognitive malfunction.

16.	 Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, 170. This view is implicit in his charge 
to Christian philosophers. Since they have right to their pre-philosophical views, 
they should display more autonomy, integrality, and boldness. See Alvin Plantinga, 
“Advice to Christian Philosophers,” in The Analytic Theist: An Alvin Plantinga 
Reader, ed. James F. Sennett (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing 
Company, 1998), 296–315. Cf., Smith, Who’s Afraid of Relativism?, 174.
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17.	 Diller, Theology’s Epistemological Dilemma, 171.
18.	 Bergmann, Justification without Awareness, 184. On the circularity of the reli-

ability of sense perception, see Alston, Perceiving God, 107–8. Alston illustrates that 
such circularity involves no epistemic dependence on the part of the warrant and truth 
of a metaphysical thesis. If the epistemic status of a metaphysical thesis is brought 
into question, then mutual epistemic dependence occurs between the epistemological 
and metaphysical thesis, which rightfully becomes viciously circular. Alston charges 
Plantinga with this vicious circularity because Christian metaphysical commitment is 
supported by warranted Christian belief, illustrating that a mutual dependence between 
metaphysical belief and epistemological belief exists. However, Alston misinterprets 
Plantinga. While Christian metaphysical belief can be warranted, it does not demon-
strate the truth of itself. Alston seems to misidentify an implicit internalist awareness 
move on Plantinga’s part. My retort is supported by Richard Swinburne’s objection to 
Plantinga that Plantinga has not demonstrated the actual warrant of Christian belief. 
Additionally, Oliver Wiertz answers negatively against the charges of circularity 
leveled at Plantinga. See William P. Alston, “Epistemology and Metaphysics,” in 
Knowledge and Reality: Essays in Honor of Alvin Plantinga, ed. Thomas M. Crisp, 
Matthew Davidson, and David Vander Laan (Dordrecht: Springer, 2006), 81–109 
(91–99); Richard Swinburne, “Plantinga on Warrant,” Religious Studies 37, no. 02 
(2001): 203–14 (206–7); and Oliver Wiertz, “Is Plantinga’s A/C Model an Example 
of Ideologically Tainted Philosophy?,” in Plantinga’s Warranted Christian Belief: 
Critical Essays with a Reply by Alvin Plantinga, ed. Dieter Schönecker (Dordrecht: De 
Gruyter, 2015), 83–113 (87–93); and Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, 351–52.

19.	 Andrew Moon, “Circular and Question-Begging Responses to Religious 
Disagreement and Debunking Arguments,” Philosophical Studies 178, no. 3 (April 
25, 2020): 785–809 (792–93).

20.	 Bergmann, Justification without Awareness, 198–203.
21.	 Cf., Bergmann, 207–11; Plantinga, Warrant and Proper Function, 97, 183–84; 

and Wolterstorff, “Can Belief in God Be Rational If It Has No Foundations?,” 149–50.
22.	 For a good survey of this criticism, see Schönecker, “The Deliverances of 

Warranted Christian Belief,” 10–13. Andrew Moon helpfully pointed out in corre-
spondence that this supposed criticism is less a critique than the acknowledgment of 
the incompleteness of Plantinga’s project. One cannot fault Plantinga for limiting his 
project. He answers somewhat exasperatedly to Paul Moser’s criticism that he should 
have provided some arguments for Christianity’s truthfulness: “It was already, as 
Moser points out, a 500 page tome; I should have made it longer yet?” Even then, 
he is resolute that he knows of no successful arguments. Citing Richard Swinburne’s 
probabilistic argument as one of the best arguments for God’s existence, he comments 
that it still fails to prove God’s existence. Moreover, if Plantinga believes that meta-
physical views cannot be proven, then his A/C model is neither trivial nor incomplete. 
See Plantinga, “Internalism, Externalism, Defeaters, and Arguments for Christian 
Belief,” 397–98.

23.	 To answer this apparent weakness, Deane-Peter Baker augments Plantinga’s 
theory with Charles Taylor’s moral transcendental argument. See Baker, Tayloring 
Reformed Epistemology, 87–98, 192–210.
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24.	 For example, see David W. Tien, “Warranted Neo-Confucian Belief: Religious 
Pluralism and the Affections in the Epistemologies of Wang Yangming (1472–1529) 
and Alvin Plantinga,” International Journal for Philosophy of Religion 55, no. 1 
(2004): 31–55.

25.	 Wiertz, “Is Plantinga’s A/C Model an Example of Ideologically Tainted 
Philosophy?,” 95.

26.	 See Plantinga, “Reason and Belief in God,” 74–82; and Plantinga, Warranted 
Christian Belief, 342–51. Cf., Plantinga, “Reply,” 130–31.

27.	 Beilby, “Plantinga’s Model of Warranted Christian Belief,” 150.
28.	 Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, 248. A deeper reading of Calvin’s view 

on faith would have aided Plantinga. Nicholas Wolterstorff helpfully shows Calvin 
as desiring certainty of faith, but not requiring such certainty as necessary for faith. 
See Nicholas Wolterstorff, “The Assurance of Faith,” in Practices of Belief: Selected 
Essays, ed. Terence Cuneo, vol. 2 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 
289–312 (305–12).

29.	 Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, 248n14.
30.	 Although Bergmann utilizes the term “justification,” it is a “modified ver-

sion of Plantinga’s account of warrant” without the environmental and reliability 
conditions and is appropriate to use in this context. Bergmann, Justification without 
Awareness, 133.

31.	 Bergmann, 229.
32.	 Cf., Tyler D. McNabb, “Closing Pandora’s Box: A Defence of Alvin 

Plantinga’s Epistemology of Religious Belief” (University of Glasgow, 2016), 
56–158, ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global.

33.	 Bergmann, Justification without Awareness, 231–33. Besides the employ-
ment of natural theology, one way to navigate through epistemic disagreement in 
an externalist manner is through epistemic demotion. See Bergmann, “Religious 
Disagreement and Rational Demotion,” 21–57.

34.	 Bergmann, Justification without Awareness, 231.
35.	 Bergmann. The end of philosophy is evidence that one’s commitment to a 

position is often more than theoretical. Recall the Social Intuitionist Model.
36.	 Moon, “Circular and Question-Begging Responses,” 806.
37.	 Moon, 793–96.
38.	 See Dooyeweerd, In the Twilight of Western Thought, 23–29.
39.	 Plantinga, “Reason and Belief in God,” 87
40.	 Plantinga also counts “self-evident propositions… basic perceptual truths 

(propositions ‘evident to the senses’), incorrigible propositions, certain memory 
propositions, certain propositions about other minds, and certain moral or ethical 
propositions” as part of the deliverances of reason. Plantinga does not indicate that 
this list is exhaustive. See Plantinga, 89.

41.	 Plantinga, 90.
42.	 Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, 208.
43.	 Plantinga, 256.
44.	 Plantinga. James Beilby argues that describing the IIHS as a nonnative (i.e., 

supernatural) process allows the believer to reject the belief due to its unfamiliarity 
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and recommends that the IIHS must reflect some similarity with the natural cognitive 
faculties. Beilby, “Plantinga’s Model of Warranted Christian Belief,” 151–53. James 
Anderson has proposed such a model in which the IIHS is understood as part of a 
properly functioning belief-forming system. This system includes the natural faculties 
and the IIHS, such that, even if the IIHS remains supernatural, it is a “natural” part 
of the design plan. Moreover, the IIHS utilizes natural means such as testimony and 
Scripture reading. James Anderson, Paradox in Christian Theology: An Analysis of 
Its Presence, Character, and Epistemic Status (Milton Keynes: Paternoster, 2007), 
184–85. If so, the Spirit’s work would “be phenomenologically similar from the 
perspective of the cognizer.” Beilby, “Plantinga’s Model of Warranted Christian 
Belief,” 153.

45.	 Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, 250–51.
46.	 Plantinga, 217.
47.	 Plantinga, 206.
48.	 Plantinga, 247.
49.	 Plantinga, 303–4. In fact, eros toward God is one of the most important ways 

to display God’s image and to participate in God. See Plantinga, 311–23.
50.	 Plantinga, 269.
51.	 Robert C. Roberts and W. Jay Wood, “Proper Function, Emotion, and Virtues 

of the Intellect,” Faith and Philosophy 21, no. 1 (2004): 3–24 (5–21).
52.	 Roberts and Wood, 9.
53.	 Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief, 291–92.
54.	 Plantinga, 309.
55.	 Plantinga, 310–11.
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INTRODUCTION

This chapter pulls the relevant materials covered in the previous chapters 
on Plantinga for the purpose of identifying areas of Reformed epistemology 
that converge with Smith and areas that can provide assistance and critique. 
Through assistance and critique, repair is undertaken to build on and modify 
areas of Smith’s epistemology that are incomplete or problematic. This three-
fold task of identifying areas of convergence, assist, and critique is important 
because Smith claims that Reformed epistemology is compatible with his 
non(classical) foundationalist postmodernism. However, his claim is brief and 
undeveloped. He mentions Reformed epistemologists such as Plantinga and 
Wolterstorff as examples of a Reformed tradition that rejects neutral reason, 
but he does not rely on them in the construction of his epistemology. Given 
Smith’s confession of a congeniality between postmodernism and Reformed 
epistemology, investigating this supposed congeniality to determine the accu-
racy of this claim and taking on the constructive work to develop this claim 
are important. The first section investigates postmodernism in relation to 
Plantinga before moving to the second section on Wolterstorff’s postmodern 
Reformed epistemology.

PLANTINGA AND POSTMODERNISM

In the latter section of Warranted Christian Belief, Plantinga counts postmod-
ernism as a possible defeater to Christian belief. His position seems prob-
lematic for this work. Is synthesizing Smith and Plantinga akin to forcing a 
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square peg into a circular hole? However, Plantinga does not reject postmod-
ernism as such and definitely not the non-nihilistic version I have presented.

Plantinga correctly understands postmodernism as a variegated phenome-
non. Even more importantly, he acknowledges congenial elements with post-
modernism, such as its emphasis on equality and justice, the deconstruction 
of hidden prejudices under supposed universal normativity, and its rejection 
of classical foundationalism. He also acknowledges possible incompatibili-
ties and investigates whether they are what postmoderns claim and if they act 
as defeaters. For Plantinga, the difficulty with this task is postmodernism’s 
seeming obscurantism and lack of clear arguments.1 In good analytic fashion, 
he identifies ideas that can act as possible defeaters for Christian belief.

First, Plantinga considers whether historical perspectivity acts as defeaters 
for Christian belief. According to the charge of historical conditionedness of 
belief, a belief could be unwarranted since being born in a different time and 
place would have led to different beliefs. While arguing that this critique is 
self-defeating since one who brings this charge may also not believe in it if 
one were to exist in a different time and place, Plantinga reiterates that war-
rant is circumstance-specific.2 Social and historical location matter in belief-
formation. Thus, while Plantinga dismisses the charge, he acknowledges 
some doxastic perspectivity.

Second, Plantinga tries to understand Rorty’s seemingly anti-realist and 
social constructionist view of truth through Gary Gutting’s sympathetic 
reading of Rorty. According to Gutting, Rorty does not view truth as social 
construction but is rejecting certain theories of truth. The truths he wants to 
maintain are commonsense truths. Plantinga finds this interpretation dubi-
ous. If Rorty is taken in the usual manner as a social constructionist of truth, 
then he represents an extreme nominalism that places the dependence of 
God’s existence on the human mind. Plantinga finds fault in Rorty’s (pos-
sible) argument for social constructionism. With this view, truth depends 
on sentences and, since sentences are human creations, truth depends on 
human language. The fault in this argument is that Rorty seems to presuppose 
that “beliefs, assertions, claims, suggestions, and so on are themselves sen-
tences.”3 Plantinga shows its falsity by demonstrating the difference between 
propositions and sentences. The proposition 2 + 1 = 3 exists as a necessary 
truth even if the sentence 2 + 1 = 3 is not necessary. If the sentence is never 
uttered, then the sentence would not have been true, but the lack of utterance 
does not affect the truth of the proposition. If Rorty is taken as a metaphysical 
anti-realist, then Rorty would be incompatible with Christian belief. Does his 
anti-realism make Plantinga incompatible with Rorty?

First, one can interpret Rorty as a realist. Although Plantinga thinks this 
interpretation “implausibly emasculates Rorty,” it is a possible reading given 
the difficulty of interpreting Rorty, coupled with Plantinga’s own admission 
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that “Rorty is a bit standoffish about arguments.”4 Second, if one insists on 
reading Rorty as an anti-realist, I can jettison Rorty as a representative of the 
postmodernism that is amenable with Christianity. Since Plantinga acknowl-
edges the variegated characteristic of postmodernism, Plantinga can accept 
the metaphysically and epistemologically realist postmodernism of Smith.

However, does such realism make postmodernism uninteresting and plati-
tudinous? Of course not. One reason why postmodernism is concerned with 
diversity and justice for the marginalized and uncovers the hidden powers 
that perpetuate injustice in the name of universal reason is due to its empha-
sis on finitude, contingency, embodiment, perspectivism, and pretheoricity. 
This emphasis on situatedness has great theoretical and practical implications 
and is far from being uninteresting and platitudinous. Yet, because Plantinga 
does not emphasize the contextuality of embodiment and knowledge, he can 
glean much from Wolterstorff, whose own version of Reformed epistemol-
ogy highlights the postmodern theme of situatedness while remaining faithful 
to the overall vision of Reformed epistemology on the proper basicality of 
belief in God.

WOLTERSTORFF’S SITUATED RATIONALITY

Wolterstorff’s contribution to Reformed epistemology is illuminating because 
he attends to the postmodern themes of contingency and situatedness. 
Wolterstorff argues that such themes are already embedded within (Dutch) 
neo-Calvinism.5 According to Nathan Shannon, modernism still besets 
Plantinga because proper function is a static notion that lacks a sense of his-
torical conditionedness.6 The matter is different for Wolterstorff, who views 
the design plan as “developmentally basic.”7 According to Wolterstorff, the 
design plan is the original “operating system” that allows historicized per-
sons to become aware of the “doxastic habits, customs, and responsibilities” 
through continual social experience.8

This contingent and situated epistemology can be labeled as “situated 
rationality.”9 Labeling situated rationality as postmodern is not an abstrac-
tion from Wolterstorff’s epistemology. He himself acknowledges Reformed 
epistemology to be postmodern in the Kuyperian tradition, which rejects the 
epistemic neutrality of classical foundationalism and the evidentialist objec-
tion to Christian belief.10 In their stead, Wolterstorff (and the Reformed tradi-
tion) turns toward trust as “one’s fundamental stance.”11

Trust is the result when God’s view of the world is eliminated. The descent 
from that abstract ideality into situatedness and contingency leads to the 
destruction of indubitable certainty. Situatedness and interpretive perspec-
tivity form the human condition, and Wolterstorff is highly cognizant of it. 
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Not only does he propose that “we must historicize our understanding of the 
belief-forming self,” he is also critical of those who prioritize “necessarily true 
universalizations” and homogenous epistemic nature.12 Wolterstorff fittingly 
calls such modernist epistemology the “epistemology of an immobile solitary 
reactor.”13 Against such universalization, Wolterstorff strongly emphasizes 
particularity. This emphasis dates to his training at Calvin College where he 
learned to probe the presuppositions of philosophical claims. This realization, 
in turn, led him to understand that “philosophy, at bottom, is a perspectival 
enterprise.”14 Like Smith, Wolterstorff’s situated rationality rests on his 
anthropology, namely, a “Reidian doxastic anthropology . . . [that] represents 
a blending of the natural and the historical.”15

Historicized Self: Developing Dispositions and Design Plan

While Plantinga makes passing remarks on the maturation of the design 
plan, Wolterstorff elaborates on contingent belief-formation in respect to the 
design plan.16 For Wolterstorff, production of beliefs by proper functioning 
faculties is not dynamic enough to capture the way belief-formation actually 
occurs. He draws from David Hume and Thomas Reid to argue that belief-
formation occurs through the particularities of life experiences of particular 
people in particular situations. Not only do beliefs arise from life experi-
ences, but more importantly, life experiences modify the belief-dispositions 
that govern belief-formation. Modification of belief-dispositions points to the 
existence of innate or natural belief-dispositions, such as the disposition to 
believe people (the credulity disposition) or the disposition to form inductive 
dispositions (the inductive principle).17 He writes, “We human beings are all 
hard-wired for belief; we all have an innate dispositional constitution that, 
when activated by one event or another, yields belief.”18

Epistemic modification is part of the human design plan. The design plan 
not only matures, as Plantinga mentions, but the design plan itself cannot 
explain the modification and formation of belief-dispositions because many 
belief-dispositions are not part of the design plan. The design plan is the 
bare necessity that makes possible further modification and formation. The 
creation of new belief-dispositions acts as evidence that the design plan does 
not contain all belief-dispositions.19

For the historicized self, no life experience is univocal. The modification 
or creation of belief-dispositions is not based on universal human experi-
ence. For example, particular situations enable inductive belief-dispositions. 
Even if all people have the inductive belief-disposition, the formation of 
the disposition is based on personal history.20 If based on personal history, 
it is possible that one’s disposition is programmed rightly or wrongly. For 
example, never verifying the straightness of a stick in water, thus creating 
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the belief-disposition to believe that sticks change shape when dipped in 
water is logically possible. Additionally, beliefs formed through personal 
history become part of the programming of further belief-formations. Belief-
dispositions are programmed through the cycle of various life experiences 
and beliefs.21

Tradition plays an important part in doxastic programming. The histori-
cized formation of belief-dispositions governs how belief-formation ought 
to occur in tradition. Wolterstorff provides two interrelated concepts, “ways 
of finding out” and “practices of inquiry,” to illumine how tradition shapes 
doxastic programming and belief-dispositions.

Ways of finding out are

a sequence of actions such that, for some sort of human being in some sort of 
situation, were a person of that sort in a situation of that sort to employ that 
sequence as an action-plan for finding out X, the consequence would ensue that 
the agent found out X–assuming that all goes well.22

Thus, ways of finding out are action plans one implements in order to get 
to know something.

Practices of inquiry are socially acquired practices that seek to find some-
thing out. The difference between practices of inquiry and ways of finding 
out is that the latter is conducive to success. In this way, ways of finding out 
is a practice of inquiry, but practice of inquiry may not be a way of finding 
out. Wolterstorff gives divination as an example of a practice inquiry that 
is not a way of finding out.23 Furthermore, utilizing the relevant practice of 
inquiry rightly entitles a belief, even if it is not ultimately true.24 Conversely, 
failure to employ a practice of inquiry despite being obligated to do so (e.g., 
not looking into the evidence of a crime scene as a police investigator) or per-
forming a practice of inquiry when one should not have done so leads to the 
loss of epistemic entitlement.25 As such, practice of inquiry and entitlement 
to belief are situation-specific.

The situated contingency of ways of finding out and practices of inquiry is 
easy to see. Particular situations dictate the obligation of utilizing practices 
of inquiry. Wolterstorff highlights this contingency by drawing attention to 
three ways in which ways of finding out can be utilized. First, historical loca-
tion dictates the social availability of a way of finding out. Particular situa-
tions dictate the availability of particular ways of finding out. Some are not 
just available, but obligatory. This situated reality is especially true for reli-
gious traditions, as they have “developed a whole array of practices of inquiry 
whose employment is regarded by members of the community as obligatory 
in one and another situation.”26 Second, not all socially available ways of 
finding out are personally accessible for many reasons. This inaccessibility 
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could be due to limitations based on finances, knowledge, skill, or strength. 
Relatedly, entitlement can come and go, as one could be entitled at one time, 
but become unentitled later after failing to utilize a newly accessible way 
of finding out. Third, socially acceptable and personally accessible ways of 
finding out may nevertheless be personally unacceptable. The reasons are 
legion but highlighting tradition’s great power in dictating the acceptability 
of a way of finding out is important. For example, certain Christian traditions 
find embryonic stem cell research unacceptable even if it’s socially available 
and personally accessible.27 Additionally, practices of inquiry shape doxastic 
programming. Programming contains certain beliefs, epistemic obligations, 
and particular options for ways of finding out based on context. Also, context 
will bring about inevitable glitches, that is, false beliefs and processes, into 
one’s doxastic programming.

Like Smith, behind Wolterstorff’s situated rationality is a situated anthro-
pology. Epistemic actions and norms are inextricably tied to contingent situ-
atedness, a view succinctly summarized by Wolterstorff:

The proper question is always and only whether it is rational for this or that 
particular person in this or that situation, or for a person of this or that particular 
type in this or that type of situation, to believe so-and-so. Rationality is always 
situated rationality.28

Wolterstorff’s Assist to Plantinga

The compatibility between situated rationality and Smith’s postmodern epis-
temology is clear. However, how does Wolterstorff relate to Plantinga? No 
principled difference exists between their doxastic anthropology and episte-
mology.29 Wolterstorff merely provides a fuller anthropological account than 
Plantinga without contradiction. Their epistemological concerns are similar. 
Plantinga is providing a general overview of the human epistemic situation 
whereas Wolterstorff provides a more focused picture of the epistemic pro-
cess. His situated rationality is an account of people’s normal epistemic oper-
ation and the status of their entitlement, not warrant.30 Therefore, Wolterstorff 
is representing the typical believer in lieu of Plantinga’s idealized believer. 
In this way, Wolterstorff is giving account of the “analogical extensions” 
and “belt of vagueness and imprecision” that lie outside the paradigm cases 
of warrant.31 Not only is Wolterstorff’s situated rationality compatible with 
Plantinga, Wolterstorff rightfully argues that there is no Reformed epistemol-
ogy tout court. Instead, there are Reformed epistemologies of various con-
cerns.32 Plantinga’s Reformed epistemology concerns warrant. Wolterstorff’s 
project concerns entitlement. They are all part of a harmonious project with 
minor disagreements. Even when Wolterstorff recommends the inclusion of 
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doxastic programming into Plantinga’s theory of warrant, nothing is altered 
or erased, but merely enhanced. What does this inclusion look like?

Wolterstorff argues that there are cases in which an unwarranted false 
belief results from properly functioning cognitive faculties that meet all the 
other warrant conditions. The culprit of this false belief is not anything in 
the warrant conditions, but another false belief that operates as a background 
belief. Wolterstorff calls this “a glitch in the person’s doxastic program-
ming.”33 Wolterstorff considers whether one should take the glitch as part of 
a defective mini-environment, but finds including beliefs and feelings in the 
environment as nonsensical because such inclusion radically unites the self 
with the environment. Rather than fitting doxastic programming as part of 
the environment, he suggests including doxastic programming as part of the 
warrant conditions.34 He writes,

Our belief-forming faculties are designed in such a way that much of their 
output functions as programming for subsequent operations of the faculty, the 
output of those subsequent operations functioning as programming for yet later 
operations.35

The weakness of Plantinga’s warrant model is its picture of the ideal 
believer that ignores the complexities of everyday epistemic situations of 
which most humans find themselves. Wolterstorff’s concept of doxastic 
programming better represents the typical believer’s epistemic situation and 
should be incorporated into the warrant model to “historicize” Plantinga. 
Because there is no incompatibility between Wolterstorff’s postmodern 
Reformed epistemology and Plantinga, there is no incompatibility between 
Plantinga and certain types of postmodernism. Having completed the exposi-
tion of Reformed epistemology, I will now turn to critical analysis. This sec-
tion is divided into three subsections: areas of convergence with Smith; areas 
of assist; and areas of critique.

CONVERGENCE

Plantinga’s rejection of classical foundationalism and epistemic certainty, his 
defense of pistic commitment, and his account of warrant opened Plantinga, 
perhaps unknowingly, to the hermeneutic tradition. Merold Westphal con-
curs: “In the abandonment of the ideal of philosophy as presuppositionless 
science, philosophers from ‘analytic,’ ‘continental,’ and American pragmatist 
traditions, have more common ground than their vocabularies or habits of 
reading and conversation might suggest.”36 Smith’s and Plantinga’s common 
Dutch-Reformed tradition makes this compatibility unsurprising. Both are 
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mining the tradition from different philosophical traditions, utilizing different 
methods and language, but finding themselves on the same trajectory.

First, they both share the same commitment to the epistemology of faith. 
Plantinga develops this view through externalist proper functionalism and 
likens Christian belief with other properly basic beliefs, such as perceptual 
and memory beliefs, which are beliefs that cannot, and need not, be justi-
fied. Plantinga’s commitment to faith is demonstrated in his argument that 
Christian belief is warranted only if Christianity is true. Smith begins from 
embodied situatedness, contingency, and perspectivity to highlight the fail-
ure of Enlightenment objectivity and calls for a turn to contextual, embodied 
knowledge. He does not succumb to nihilistic relativism insofar as he follows 
Lindbeck’s postliberalism (and Van Til’s presuppositionalism) and grounds 
knowledge and truth in the being of God. The shared Augustinian heritage 
of Smith and Plantinga lead them to consider all knowledge as hermeneuti-
cally rooted in faith. For Smith, this means that apologetics must be one of 
out-narration rather than demonstration. For Plantinga, natural theology has 
pragmatic value, but it does not prove the truth of Christianity.

Second, although Plantinga admits to focusing on the noetic, he is neither 
unaware of the epistemic role of affections nor dismissive of affections alto-
gether. Doxastic experience, the feeling of the rightness of belief, provides 
important evidence for internal rationality. If one lacks this feeling, one will 
likely reject the belief at hand. Affect, therefore, plays an important role in 
noetic formation and regulation. The Pentecostal affective-testimonial claim, 
“I know that I know that I know,” is an instance of a particularly acute 
case of doxastic experience in one’s belief-formation that is both affective, 
pretheoretical, and properly basic. Such testimony is Spirit-inspired and given 
Plantinga’s argument that the IIHS has an affective component in producing 
faith, his epistemology of the Spirit converges with the Pentecostal view that 
the Spirit’s inward witness leads to affective personal knowledge.37

Third, Smith and Plantinga share their emphasis on pretheoretical knowl-
edge. Narratives and affections are ways of understanding the world apart 
from theoretical justification. Properly basic beliefs can be warranted apart 
from theoretical justification. However, Plantinga is more open to the pos-
sibility of induction and background experiences and beliefs directing and 
shaping pretheoretical beliefs.

Fourth, they see the importance of the epistemic role of communities. Due 
to the prominent place, cultural-linguistic situatedness plays in Smith, wor-
rying about the lack of tradition’s role in Plantinga’s epistemology is natural. 
Beilby makes this critique. Although he recognizes that Plantinga mentions 
the importance of community in belief-formation in a footnote, he wonders 
whether this relegation undercuts its importance. A few observations can be 
noted.

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



197Reformed Epistemology, Postmodernism, and a Way Forward

First, like Plantinga’s retort to Paul Moser’s request for natural theological 
arguments, Plantinga is bound by the scope of his project. One can always 
ask Plantinga to address another topic. That so many lines of inquiry can 
arise from his work is a testament to the importance of his work. Second, 
Diller answers Beilby’s charge, by explaining that Plantinga “is sketching 
an intentionally minimalist structure to give account of the principal way in 
which Christian belief receives warrant” and by associating community with 
congenial environment and proper function.38 Third, testimony is by nature 
a communal act that is a pneumatologically enacted, essential occasion for 
faith.39 Since Christian belief often occurs through testimony, the importance 
of community is implicitly present in Plantinga. Beilby also recognizes that 
nothing in Plantinga contradicts or diminishes the epistemic role of commu-
nity.40 Moreover, even if the importance of community is muted in Plantinga, 
Wolterstorff’s situated anthropology holds it higher in regard. For to be 
situated as historicized persons means that they are located in community. 
Moreover, community conditions the availability and acceptability of ways of 
finding out and practices of inquiry. The creation and modification of beliefs 
and belief-dispositions are based on one’s communal location, indicating that 
interpretation and perspectivism are inevitable human conditions. Relatedly, 
the formation of narrative, affective knowledge (NAK) depends on social, 
communal locations and particular experiences.

Clearly, any worry over the incompatibility between Smith and Reformed 
epistemology is misplaced. Understanding postmodernism as a variegated 
phenomenon is helpful. If postmodernism is essentially nihilistic, then the 
divide between Reformed epistemology and Smith would be unbridgeable. 
However, the epistemologically and metaphysically realist postmodernism 
of Smith that I have described and refined finds no incompatibility with 
Reformed epistemology. Even if there are conflicts that may have been 
missed, the central ideas—pretheory and proper basicality; pistic and her-
meneutic knowledge; warrant, nous, and affect; traditioned and situated 
beliefs—are compatible, and any conflicts are minor.

ASSIST

Now that their compatibility has been established, how can Reformed episte-
mology aid Smith? Starting with Wolterstorff’s situated rationality and then 
moving to Plantinga’s prescription for affective warrant, I will demonstrate 
how Smith’s descriptive epistemology benefits from their prescriptive condi-
tions and show how broadening the IIHS beyond mere knowledge of God 
helps in understanding God’s epistemic activity in cultural-linguistic frame-
works that maintain the objective truth of Christianity.
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First, Wolterstorff’s theory of entitlement provides situation-specific 
justification for NAK. Wolterstorff has shown the dynamic nature of belief-
formation and design plan, which does a better job than Plantinga in captur-
ing the picture of the historicized self. The historicized self is always already 
part of a tradition which governs the available and acceptable means toward 
belief-formation. The historicized self matches Smith’s situated knower. 
Wolterstorff provides an analysis of entitlement based on the workings of 
various innate and gained belief-dispositions and particular and appropriate 
ways of finding out. The beliefs produced through such means may not be 
warranted but can be entitled. If the Pentecostal tradition views testimony and 
experience as valid practices of inquiry, then it does not necessarily need to 
accommodate the internalist demand for philosophical or evidential verifica-
tion. DF’s demand for independent verification of NAK can thus be seen as 
foreign practices of inquiry, an inquiry undergirded by modernist assumptions 
about objective knowledge that is alien to the Pentecostal narrative tradition.

Entitlement claims are judged by tradition. Not all testimonies and affec-
tions will be deemed entitled. Pentecostal churches regulate the appropri-
ateness of the gifts of the Spirit and testimonies, testing whether they are 
divinely inspired. Not all testimonies, prophecies, and interpretations are 
accepted as genuine. NAK’s justification is dependent on the appropri-
ate authorities of particular traditions. Importantly, the specter of cultural 
relativism is stemmed by previously outlined tests—categorial adequacy, 
intrasystematic coherence, immanent critique, transcendental argument, and 
phronesis—that allow for non-neutral rational adjudication between incom-
mensurable language games.

Justification’s value is pragmatic as it acknowledges the variegated epis-
temic situation of the everyday knower in tradition. Ultimately, however, 
justification is inadequate in meeting the loftier epistemic goal of warrant. 
One can be individually and communally justified but lack knowledge due to 
epistemic malfunction. What ultimately matters isn’t justification, but war-
rant. This account is what Smith lacks and one which Plantinga can assist.

Hence, the second area of assist is the augmentation of the affective war-
rant criteria. Smith’s epistemology includes the ordo amoris as its sole pre-
scriptive criterion for knowledge. The relevance of Plantinga’s noetic and 
affective warrant models is unmistakable. Rightly ordered desire can be rei-
magined as a notion of proper function. Narrative, affective construal (NAC) 
must meet the affective analog of warrant to become NAK.

The ease of assimilating the ordo amoris into the warrant criteria is evident 
due to its externalist character. Smith’s claim that narrative and affect just 
are knowledge assumes the rejection of internalist verification. NAK needs 
no independent verification to overcome the supposed problem of narrative 
relativism and arbitrary story-ism, even if open to defeaters. That Plantinga 
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does not view affect as knowledge is not a hindrance either since nothing is 
lost by adding epistemic value to it. Because Plantinga acknowledges the 
important role that affect plays in belief, Smith’s claim to the epistemic nature 
of narrative-affect is not incompatible with Plantinga’s view. Their merger is 
a natural development.

Third, merging the affective analog of warrant should also include 
Wolterstorff’s doxastic programming. Situated knowers are not ideal know-
ers. One’s doxastic programming is dependent on one’s life experiences. 
Inevitably, false beliefs will creep into one’s doxastic programming that 
will lead to more false beliefs even if Plantinga’s warrant criteria are met. 
Relatedly, the narratives and affections one traffic in could affect the war-
rant status of those and others in the future. From a noetic perspective, 
false beliefs and processes act as glitches in one’s doxastic programming. 
Narratively and affectively, they could be false narratives and wayward 
affections. For both, the cure is not merely true beliefs, true narratives, and 
correct affections. Following Roberts and Wood, the healing of these glitches 
will require moral and intellectual virtues. These virtues form the belief- and 
affective-dispositions that can draw one away from developing false beliefs 
and irrational affections.

Fourth, the truth condition of warrant is critical to repair Smith’s descrip-
tive epistemology. The goal of a postmodern Christian epistemology 
(PCE), and Christian epistemology in general, must be alethically aimed. 
This telos is not merely ostensive. Truth is performative because the goal 
of the Christian life is not mere noetic knowledge of God, but union with 
the Father in Christ through the Spirit. Such union is not purely passive. It 
requires active participation in the divine life. Therefore, knowledge of God 
must include noetic belief, narrative-affect, and practice. Yet, mere noetic 
belief, narrative-affect, and practice will not achieve knowledge of God. All 
knowledge, to be properly aimed at and participate in truth, must comprise 
of the integration of orthodoxy, orthopathos, and orthopraxis. Achieving the 
“ortho-” requires prescriptive criteria, which Smith lacks. For Smith, pretheo-
retical understanding is knowledge. While pretheoretical understanding 
(NAC) is meaningful construal, it cannot achieve the vaunted positive epis-
temic status of (“ortho-”) knowledge (NAK) without a more robust warrant 
criteria, which Reformed epistemology provides. These prescriptive criteria, 
when coupled with Smith’s nonpropositional epistemology, deliver a more 
full-orbed picture of knowledge.

Fifth, Reformed epistemology provides an externalist defense against the 
charges of relativism and arbitrariness that is motivated by the Either/Or 
dichotomy of Cartesian anxiety. Behind the Cartesian anxiety is the aware-
ness requirement of internalism, which raises skeptical worries. I argued 
that postliberalism’s epistemological and ontological realism and methods 
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of rational adjudication were means to stem the encroachment of these wor-
ries. Plantinga’s warrant provides further defense. If Smith’s epistemology is 
externalist as I have argued, then such charges must first address the answers 
provided by externalism.

Sixth, the epistemic role of the Spirit in Plantinga can address how pretheo-
retical knowledge can be truth-aimed. The Spirit heals and guides epistemic 
faculties, working as the universal Spirit within the particularities of given 
cultural-linguistic communities of beliefs, narratives, and practices. If the 
epistemic role of the Spirit is broadened beyond just knowledge of God, then 
the Spirit’s healing of the noetic and affective effects of sin, both individual 
and communal, can be seen as a wider work of restoring proper function.41 
Because the IIHS is truth-aimed, the Spirit’s revelational activity in the 
human mind, heart, and practice can work through (positively) and overcome 
(negatively) immanent cultural-linguistic frameworks without bypassing any 
cultural-linguistic frameworks. To utilize Amos Yong’s cultural-linguistic 
notion of pneumatological imagination, the Spirit’s epistemological work 
brings together “multiculturality” (human plurality) and “interculturality” 
(human discourse) into a Spirit-mediated “transculturality” that maintains 
the immanence of cultural-linguistic knowledge and the transcendent work 
of divine speech that invades situated human knowledge.42 Postliberalism 
is thus freed from radical immanence and makes divine interaction possible 
within cultural-linguistic communities as transcendence becomes enfolded in 
immanence.

Not only does a broadened epistemological role of the Spirit open the voice 
of the Spirit outside Christianity, Christians can be confident in the objec-
tive truth of Christian beliefs despite their various cultural-linguistic loca-
tions. In addition, all knowledge becomes dependent on divine grace, and all 
epistemic elements within cultural-linguistic frameworks become the means 
of pneumatological revelation.43 This view is consistent with the Reformed 
commitment to pistic knowledge, being grounded in a realism that overcomes 
relativism—because the Spirit works through the diversity of cultural-lin-
guistic communities without affirming every view as legitimate—and skepti-
cism—because the Spirit heals the epistemic effects of sin and is truth-aimed.

CRITIQUE

Having already critiqued Smith’s subcognitivism, his thin criterion for 
knowledge, and his misunderstanding of postliberalism, this section will 
focus on Smith’s anti- or nonfoundationalism. Smith considers Reformed 
epistemology as nonfoundationalist.44 Wolterstorff agrees, arguing that 
Reformed epistemology “does not commit those who embrace it to any form 
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of foundationalism whatsoever.”45 Wolterstorff maintains that his verbiage 
of immediate/mediate beliefs corresponds with Plantinga’s basic/nonbasic 
beliefs and that one cannot repudiate the division. However, he argues that 
the basic/nonbasic verbiage is saddled with foundationalist assumptions, 
leading to the assumption that Reformed epistemology merely broadens 
what counts as foundational beliefs. The immediate/mediate verbiage 
does not necessitate foundationalism since coherentists also admit of such 
division.

Foundationalists maintain that certain doxastic merit attaches to basic 
beliefs and argue how such merit transfers from basic to nonbasic beliefs. 
Wolterstorff calls this foundationalist position a bipartite account. Plantinga’s 
warrant criteria contain no such bipartite requirement. Wolterstorff rightly 
describes Plantinga’s warrant criteria as a unified account about the warrant 
of both basic and nonbasic beliefs. However, he concludes from this that 
Plantinga’s warrant criteria do not qualify as an expanded foundationalism.46

I contend that Wolterstorff misunderstands Plantinga’s foundationalism. 
First, Michael Bergmann provides a picture of generic foundationalism that 
contradicts Wolterstorff’s description. Bergmann argues that foundationalism 
is motivated by the infinite regress argument, which argues as follows: if the 
justification of belief does not terminate, justification is saddled with infinite 
regress, is achieved via circular reasoning, or is impossible. The acceptance 
of a doxastic terminus leads to the distinction between basic and nonbasic 
beliefs and what Bergmann calls the “Generic Foundationalist Epistemic 
Principle,” according to which

a belief has positive epistemic status E if and only if either: (i) it is not inferred 
from another belief and it satisfies conditions C [for proper basicality]; or (ii) 
it is inferred in way W from another belief with positive epistemic status E.47

This principle provides the impetus for foundationalism, and Bergman 
considers the basic/nonbasic distinction as central to foundationalism.

Bergmann provides six different views about justified beliefs. Besides the 
properly basic (PB) view, there are JJ (justification of belief is inferred from 
another justified belief), UF (justification of belief can be inferred from unjus-
tified belief), CR (circular reasoning can justify belief), IR (infinite regress 
can justify belief), and RS (there is no justified belief) views. UF, CR, IR, and 
RS are intuitively implausible. JJ is in no better place because JJ entails either 
CR, IR, or RS views that accept unjustified belief.48 If pretheoretical belief 
is basic, and more importantly, properly basic, then it accepts a PB view and 
foundationalist structure and contradicts the other five views. In fact, Smith’s 
distinction between the prereflective doxological confessions of theology1 
and theology2 follows this foundationalist structure.
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Second, Wolterstorff misunderstands Plantinga’s project. While Plantinga’s 
warrant conditions do not imply a basic/nonbasic distinction, his project is 
not merely about warrant, but the warrant of Christian belief. The A/C mod-
els are PB with respect to warrant. Although the warrant conditions do not 
require proper basicality, Christian belief illumines how proper basicality is 
importantly related to warrant. The basic belief language allows for distinc-
tion between proper and non-proper basic belief. PB belief is a basic belief 
that “meets some other condition C.”49 Importantly, Plantinga states that 
“differing choices for C [leads] to different varieties of foundationalism.”50 
Once one accepts proper basicality, one accepts foundationalism. This con-
cept is not apparent in Wolterstorff’s immediate/mediate verbiage. He does 
not speak of properly immediate belief, which is not surprising because his 
project is about justification. One can be entitled to a belief, but such belief 
may be unwarranted. Ultimately, the question of Christian belief is not about 
epistemic rights, but whether Christian belief has warrant sufficient for 
knowledge.51

Plantinga himself defines generic foundationalism as “a family of views” 
about normative noetic structures that distinguish between basic and non-
basic beliefs.52 The normativity can be deontological, axiological, aretaic, 
or functional, with Plantinga’s theory following a (proper) functionalist 
structure.53 As a foundationalist, Plantinga argues that the basing relation 
between beliefs cannot be circular.54 With these descriptions, that Plantinga 
rejects JJ (because he is an externalist and accepts the basic/nonbasic distinc-
tion), UF (due to proper basicality), CR (rejects circular reasoning), IR (PB 
beliefs terminate the regress), and RS (warrant precludes this view) is clear. 
In Bergmann’s typology, Plantinga is a PB foundationalist.

Even if, as Wolterstorff argues, coherentists use the immediate/mediate 
distinction, this argument does not negate Reformed epistemology’s foun-
dationalism. Plantinga modifies the popular view of coherentism as being 
typified by circular evidential support in a sufficiently large circle, arguing 
that coherentism is a theory about warrant in which “a belief B is properly 
basic for a person S if and only if B appropriately coheres with the rest of S’s 
noetic structure.”55 Plantinga recognizes that coherentism utilizes the imme-
diate/mediate distinction through basic/nonbasic language. Defined this way, 
coherentism is not centrally about circular, inferential reasoning but about 
coherence as such. With coherence achieved through PB beliefs, Plantinga 
argues that coherentism is a “nonstandard [foundationalism] with unusual 
views about what is properly basic.”56

Bergmann acknowledges Plantinga’s description of coherentism and 
argues that such coherentism is not a competitor to foundationalism. “Linear 
coherentism,” the position that circular reasoning is true, is a clear competi-
tor to foundationalism, but he contends that it is not seriously defended by 
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many. He also argues that Susan Haack’s foundherentism, an alternative to 
coherentism and foundationalism, is still foundationalist in its acceptance of 
the basic/nonbasic distinction and rejection of UF, CR, IR, and RS, and he 
concludes that “defending either coherentism or foundherentism does not, in 
itself, amount to an objection to foundationalism.”57

Insofar as the generic thesis of Reformed epistemology is that religious 
belief doesn’t require undefeated evidence or argument, then it can be con-
sistent with anti- or nonfoundationalism. However, Smith’s pretheory-theory 
structure best suits foundationalism so it is best to augment Plantinga’s foun-
dationalist Reformed epistemology, especially since Bergmann confirms that 
the basic/nonbasic distinction is important for answering the regress problem.

How does PB foundationalism compare to Smith’s antifoundationalism? 
Amos Yong’s taxonomy of anti-, non-, post-, minimalist, and classical 
foundationalism is helpful for situating Smith appropriately. Using a spec-
trum, Yong places antifoundationalism, nonfoundationalism, postfounda-
tionalism, minimalist/weak/soft (generic) foundationalism, and classical/
hard foundationalism from left to right. Classical foundationalism follows 
the Cartesian requirement of epistemic certainty. Minimalist foundational-
ism, which Yong places Reformed epistemology in, insists on non-Cartesian 
foundations and sees proper basic beliefs emerging from doxastic practices. 
Postfoundationalism is a via media between Cartesian foundationalism and 
antifoundationalism, acknowledging the contextuality of all knowledge while 
maintaining the possibility of overcoming the radical contextuality of local-
ized knowledge through “interdisciplinary, intercultural, and inter-contextual 
conversation.”58 Yong finds nonfoundationalism difficult to define due to 
differences in characterization by its proponents. On the one hand, nonfoun-
dationalism is more like antifoundationalism in its repudiation of universal 
knowledge.59 On the other hand, nonfoundationalism is like postfoundational-
ism in its interdisciplinarity. Antifoundationalism is coherentist, locating “all 
knowledge subjectivistically and, arguably, solipsistically, within a ground-
less web of beliefs.”60 Yong’s spectrum can now be pictured in  figure 9.1.

Even with Yong’s descriptions, clarity of these theories is still lacking. 
There are overlaps and confusions of categorization. Two interesting notes 
can be made from this observation. First, Yong states that

if foundations are equivalent to warrants, then all rationalities and epistemolo-
gies are foundational in that sense. The question, then, is not whether or not any 
particular rationality is foundational, but what kind of foundations are being 
appealed to and how they operate.61

Although he is using “foundation” equivocally, Yong is right that each 
theory carries its own criteria for ultimate appeal, whether webs of belief, 
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narratives, and epistemic practices of a community, interdisciplinary dia-
logue, or PB beliefs of various sorts. This statement aligns with Plantinga’s 
argument that even coherentism, except for linear coherentism, can be 
foundationalist since it is about (nonstandard) PB beliefs for which appeal 
is made. Second, there are similarities between non-, post-, and minimalist 
foundationalism. Both Plantinga’s and Wolterstorff’s Reformed epistemol-
ogy reject the epistemic certainty of classical foundationalism and affirm 
the particularities of beliefs arising from different contexts, narratives, and 
worldviews. Moreover, non- and postfoundationalism do not necessarily 
repudiate the basic/nonbasic distinction. Therefore, instead of differentiating 
the three views, integrating non- and postfoundationalism into minimalist 
foundationalism as its particular instantiations is best.62 At minimum, they 
can be seen as sharing family resemblances of foundationalism. Thus, Yong’s 
spectrum can be condensed this way as shown in  figure 9.2.

Having described these various theories, to which position does Smith 
belong? He clearly rejects classical foundationalism and aligns himself 
with “the antifoundationalism of the postliberal approach.”63 Yet, Lindbeck 
and Smith have misunderstood antifoundationalism and foundationalism 
as such. First, they equate foundationalism with Cartesian foundational-
ism.64 Smith also weds foundationalism with the ostensive correspondence 
of Cartesian subjective/objective dualism.65 Nothing in foundationalism 
necessitates Cartesianism or ostension. Second, and relatedly, they describe 
foundationalism as purporting a universal foundational structure, an “‘abso-
lute’ standpoint.”66 Once again, this characterizes classical foundationalism. 
Third, they affirm antifoundationalism for its rejection of “universal norms 
of reasonableness . . . [that] can be formulated in some neutral, framework-
independent language.”67 Yet, non-, post-, and minimalist foundationalism 
reject such neutrality. The reason for their misunderstanding can be attrib-
uted to Lindbeck’s own admission of an inadequate treatment of antifoun-
dationalism and the relationship between truth and justified belief.68 Given 
Lindbeck’s own clarification about correspondence as ontological truth and 
categorial and intrasystematic “truths” as necessary conditions for ontologi-
cal truth, he isn’t an antifoundationalist linear coherentist. For justification 

Figure 9.2  A Modified Spectrum of Foundationalisms. Author Created.

Figure 9.1  A Spectrum of Foundationalisms According to Amos Yong’s Schema. Author 
Created.
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is not based on circular reasoning or groundless webs of belief. Instead, 
postliberalism is minimalist foundationalist. It acknowledges the contextual-
ity of language, practice, and belief, recognizes the plurality of foundations, 
and views reality and its experiences as grounds and occasions for belief. If 
postliberalism is minimalistically foundationalist, then Smith’s postmodern 
epistemology must be foundationalist unless Smith decides to break away 
from Lindbeckian postliberalism.

CONCLUSION

This chapter explored the compatibility of Reformed epistemology with 
Smith’s postmodern epistemology and offered constructive assistance and 
repair through critique. While Plantinga is compatible with postmodernism, 
Wolterstorff accentuates the compatibility by highlighting the historicized 
self and knowledge. Although this idea is implicit in Plantinga, Wolterstorff 
highlights its importance. Wolterstorff’s situated rationality also assists Smith 
with an account of tradition-dependent, situated entitlement that shows how 
traditioned NAK can be justified. However, Wolterstorff’s theory of entitle-
ment should be supplemented by Plantinga’s externalist warrant criteria, 
which is itself augmented by Wolterstorff’s theory of doxastic programming. 
Their combined warrant criteria reinforce Smith’s thin criterion of ordo amo-
ris and in turn provides an externalist defense against internalist critique of 
postmodern epistemology without sacrificing the importance of truth. This 
Plantinga-Wolterstorff warrant criteria can augment Smith’s epistemology 
without any loss or contradiction. Reformed epistemology also provides 
a stronger connection to truth, emphasizing that a Christian epistemology 
should not be satisfied with mere belief (NAC) but seek right understanding 
(NAK). Furthermore, the Spirit’s reparative work on the epistemic faculties 
can be broadened out beyond religious knowledge so that cultural-linguistic 
communities do not remain radical immanent. God can guide and direct cul-
tural-linguistic communities through these immanent means, such that tran-
scendence becomes enfolded in immanence. Finally, I provided an extensive 
critique and commentary on Smith’s anti- or nonfoundationalism through 
Yong’s taxonomy. After modifying the taxonomy, I argued that Smith and 
Reformed epistemology, along with PCE, is minimalistically foundationalist.

NOTES

1.	 Plantinga, 422–27.
2.	 Plantinga, 428–29.
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The aim of this book was to construct a postmodern Christian epistemology 
(PCE) through the principal investigation of James K. A. Smith’s Pentecostal, 
postmodern epistemology with the assistance of Reformed epistemology in 
what J. Aaron Simmons calls mashup philosophy. The voice of Smith is pre-
dominant and the epistemology is more “Smithian” than “Plantingian,” but 
the construction does not merely reiterate his epistemology. Major areas of 
repair involved his subcognitivism and his misunderstanding of postliberal-
ism, anti-realism, and foundationalism. Reformed epistemology provides 
important assistance by reinforcing Smith’s thin epistemic criterion and 
situating him under externalism. The product is a PCE that triperspectivally 
integrates nous (basic and nonbasic), narrative-affect, and kinesthetics. It 
remains postliberal and hermeneutic without eliminating its ontological and 
epistemological realism.

This chapter summarizes the constructive work by outlining the character-
istics of this PCE. If the following descriptions are brief, it is because much 
of the materials were covered throughout the book. The aim of this chapter 
is to draw the materials together to provide succinct descriptions of a non-
nihilistic PCE.

First, this epistemology acknowledges the integral relationship between 
pretheory and theory. Smith is essentially correct about the quantitative 
primacy of narrative, affective know-how. Knowledge is predominantly 
pretheoretical, narrative, and affective. One predominantly embodies knowl-
edge and navigates and judges reality through performative actions and 
embodied means rather than propositional or theoretical beliefs. Theoretical 
noetic beliefs always arise from embodied know-how. There is no theoretical 
thought that is unaccompanied by tacit knowledge. Postmodernism is right: 
knowledge is always already interpreted and interpreting because embodied 

Conclusion

Contours of a Postmodern 
Christian Epistemology
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persons are situated in particular contexts, inhabiting particular rules of vari-
ous language games in embodied liturgies.

Theoretical noetic beliefs also play a qualitatively important role. 
Knowledge may be predominantly pretheoretical, but theory often steers or 
corrects pretheoretical knowledge, even as it is shaped by pretheory. Beliefs, 
knowledge, and construal are greatly shaped by reflective thinking. Many 
background beliefs and PB beliefs were once theoretical beliefs that have 
sedimented down to the pretheoretical. Not recognizing this indirect or direct 
influence of theory on pretheory leads to the (ironic) loss of communicating 
the power of pretheoretical practice and understanding. Theory can play a 
directing role, uncovering pretheory’s power and discerning its proper order-
ing. Without theory’s aid, investigating the categorial adequacy and coher-
ence of truth claims becomes impossible. Such functions point to their design. 
Within the framework of good creation, no incommensurable relationship 
exists between theory and pretheory. Each have their unique functions, and 
part of their designed function is to mutually inform one another. Without 
their proper functioning, one will either be beholden to the Charybdis of 
hyper-rationalism or the Scylla of deformative cultural liturgies.

In this way, the relationship between pretheoretical affect and nous is 
strengthened. As Haidt and Solomon have shown, emotion is cognitive. 
Affect is cognitive judgment that can be rational or irrational. It must be 
rightly ordered and properly functioning for warrant. This affective proper 
functionalism provides the necessary concepts and language to under-
stand how pretheoretical emotional judgment can be justified, rational, and 
warranted.

Second, and relatedly, it is externalist, proper functionalist, and minimalis-
tically foundationalist. Warrant is achieved through external states of affairs 
that do not require internal awareness. All forms of knowledge are subject to 
the Plantinga-Wolterstorff warrant criteria, whether noetic or affective. Even 
kinesthetic knowledge is subject since embodied knowledge participates in 
God’s truth when it is functioning properly according to God’s design and 
purposes. And as noted earlier, it maintains the foundationalist structure 
with the pretheory/basic and theory/nonbasic structure. But unlike Smith’s 
affective foundationalism, the direction of influence is not unilateral, and 
background experiences and beliefs, including prior theoretical beliefs that 
sedimented into pretheoretical status, influence pretheoretical knowledge. 
It also rejects neutral reason and recognizes that foundational beliefs and 
understandings are much wider than the set of self-evident, empirical, and 
incorrigible beliefs.

Third, despite Smith’s self-proclaimed relativism, this epistemology is 
epistemologically and ontologically realist. The telos of knowledge is the 
being of God who embodies truth, and participation in God’s truth occurs 
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through ostensive belief, narrative-affective performance, and kinesthetic 
performance. This performative realism bridges the subject-object dualism 
and seriously takes the reality of being-in-the-world in the pursuit of embody-
ing and participating in truth. Being-in is to always already participate in 
epistemic activities as embodied beings. But as embodied and necessarily 
situated, knowledge is hermeneutic. This perspectivalism of hermeneutic 
situatedness is undergirded by a creational hermeneutic that proclaims the 
goodness of interpretation. As a God-ordained mode of knowledge, embod-
ied hermeneutic knowledge cannot be anti-realist that fails to deliver truth. 
Moreover, the truth condition of warrant requires this realism. Thus, without 
negating the epistemic reality of NAC as meaning-making understanding, 
NAK is necessarily realist.

Fourth, despite the differentiation between NAC and NAK, PCE doesn’t 
endorse a hierarchy between truth and meaning. I emphasized truth over 
meaning to secure epistemological realism. However, I want to be vigilant 
against the specter of objectivism that might haunt my emphasis on truth. 
Performative correspondence does not view ostensive propositional refer-
ence as the highest epistemic goal. Objective data-fact is not the primary 
mode and telos of being-in-the-world. People do not primarily operate in the 
mode of the data-fact. Even the seemingly pure objective fact of mathemati-
cal truths is not memorized for memory’s sake, as if the goal of existence is 
to embody the game Trivial Pursuit. Data-facts are utilized and performed 
in meaning-making activities. If I must cross a 100 feet bridge, the data-fact 
of distance, which is always already interpreted through particular language 
involving various units and perspectives, is not merely memorized, but per-
formed for the sake of some purpose. Even if warrant is more important than 
entitlement for certain purposes, entitlement is important in factical experi-
ence. Sometimes, even the obligation to truth becomes secondary to other 
obligations, such as relational and shalomic obligations, that may not be 
achievable through the sharing of the naked truth. This is just how humans 
operate. Human lives are colored by meaning and many, even if not all, 
beliefs require justification, which is pursued through situated ways of finding 
out. Therefore, performative correspondence is not another mode of truth that 
lords over meaning but integrates meaning and truth in performance while 
making room to distinguish between legitimate and illegitimate meaning.

Fifth, while truth ultimately terminates in the being of God, this truth can-
not be proven ultimately without circularity. Knowledge is thus ultimately 
pistic. PCE repudiates neutral reason because it begins from faith. It is not 
another prolegomenon for knowledge but is itself dependent on the reality of 
God. For without God’s act in the world, embodied, perspectival knowledge 
befalls the tragedy of originary violence. What qualifies this postmodern 
epistemology is its Christian ground.
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However, even though pistic knowledge is ultimately unprovable, it can 
be justified, rational, and warranted. Rational adjudication is possible. First, 
immanent critique and transcendental arguments investigate the catego-
rial adequacy and intrasystematic coherence of incommensurable language 
games. Second, apologetics is possible, but its telos and methodology are 
changed. The purpose of apologetics, whether as defense, offense, or proof, 
should principally aim for the establishment of plausibility and warrant. 
Apologetics thus becomes primarily about persuasion, an “out-narration,” an 
effort to show how Christianity provides the best explanation of the relevant 
data or narrative. Given that truth must also be performed, PCE promotes a 
performative apologetic that invites the Other to participate in the shalomic 
community through radical hospitality and guesting in each other’s presence. 
This method is an affective-cognitive exercise in empathy and participation.

For example, apologetics as proof would eschew classical arguments for 
God’s existence for the most part and turn to testimonies and shalomic rela-
tionships that seek to rewrite the Other’s narratives and social imaginary. 
Philosophical arguments, even the classical proofs, can be utilized but under 
a postmodern epistemological framework that aims to persuade the Other to 
appreciate the plurality of knowledge and meaning-making narratives and 
language games that guides. Apologetics as offense could attempt to criticize 
the plausibility of non-Christian worldviews by demonstrating their catego-
rial inadequacy, intrasystematic incoherence, or their inability to meet the 
warrant conditions.1 Again, such demonstration is not merely ratiocinative. 
One can call attention to inadequacies that occur between beliefs, experi-
ences, and actions. Defensive apologetics can provide defeater-defeaters to 
maintain PB Christian beliefs’ warrant or epistemically promote one’s beliefs 
while demoting others’ beliefs.2 Given that most Christians are not trained 
apologists, PCE reminds them that turning to their lived Christian experi-
ences, narratives, and the IIHS are appropriate epistemic defenses given that 
humans all function in incommensurable language games.3

If Plantinga is right that metaphysical views are not demonstrable, then 
apologetics as often conceived cannot deliver what it promises. Alternatively, 
PCE apologetics invites the Other to try on the hermeneutic lens of 
Christianity to see its plausibility for warrant. This plausibility is not merely 
noetic. Plausibility arises from performance because perception of God in 
encounter requires passional and participative involvement. Apologetics is 
thus noetic, affective, and performative. Rational plausibility is reenvisioned 
through holistic embodiment.

Sixth, the confession of pistic knowledge points to the pneumatological 
basis of all knowledge. Not only is knowledge of metaphysics pistic, with 
God as the Creator, creation acts as the medium of pneumatological revela-
tion. All knowledge is a response to pneumatological revelation and must be 
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rightly ordered. There is no secular realm that remains autonomous from the 
reaches of God’s pneumatological revelation. Although reception of revela-
tion is pluralistic and variegated, one can have confident trust that the Spirit 
utilizes cultural-linguistic communities to communicate God’s truth.

Seventh, inasmuch as knowledge (yada) is holistic, mere noetic belief 
without participating in the truth is ultimately a lie. Response to pneumato-
logical revelation ultimately requires participating in the life of God through 
divine grace. Therefore, the goal of PCE is not the promotion of the epistemic 
nature of belief, action, and affect. The goal of knowledge is the goal of spiri-
tuality, the participation in God the truth through orthodoxy, orthopraxis, and 
orthopathos. NAC is unconcerned with achieving “ortho” status. NAK, on the 
other hand, is alethically aimed by participating in God and God’s will for the 
world. The repeated theme of the necessity of participation and performance 
for knowledge thus promotes the necessity of growing in virtuous character. 
The active sanctified life, which always takes on the posture of receiver of 
God’s work, is more apt to achieve the epistemic status of orthodoxy, ortho-
praxis, and orthopathos. Therefore, knowledge is, from beginning to end, a 
journey of virtue; knowledge made into wisdom and understanding.

CONCLUSION

PCE presents a multidimensional picture of embodied, hermeneutic knowl-
edge. Such is to be expected to capture the biblical picture yada. The findings 
accord well with Dru Johnson’s excellent work on biblical epistemology, evi-
dencing its fit with the Christian faith. According to Johnson, the Bible pro-
vides the following characteristics of knowledge: embodiment (know-how), 
perception (PB beliefs and know-how), sociological-prophetic-authorial 
(community), history-diachronic (situatedness), personal knowledge (affec-
tive know-how), intimate knowledge (affective know-how), ritual (commu-
nity, embodiment, narrative, affect), ethics, and participatory-realist.4

The Christian aspect of this model, that which fits comfortably in the 
trajectory of biblical revelation, cannot be nihilistic about truth. As I have 
argued, postmodernism is not a monolithic reality that essentializes nihilistic 
relativism. Despite Smith’s mistaken acceptance of relativism and antifoun-
dationalism, Smith is not a nihilistic postmodern and neither is the postmod-
ernism that I presented. This “healing” of postmodernism is an important 
contribution by Smith, whose voice has gained critical influence in Reformed, 
Evangelical, and Pentecostal traditions. Since I also inhabit these traditions, 
this work has been an attempt to bring even more healing and clarity by criti-
cally building on Smith’s epistemology in order to show that this “Smithian” 
PCE can clarify the epistemic reality of finite, contingent creatures. While I 
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enlisted Reformed epistemology to assist and correct Smith, I also made the 
case for Reformed epistemologists to see a closer affinity with postmodern-
ism (and Pentecostalism) and demonstrated how Reformed epistemology can 
apply in new contexts.

This project began with reflection on my cross-cultural identity and expe-
riences. This mashup project reflects that hybridity. As a Korean-American 
(broadly) Reformed Pentecostal, my life experiences and beliefs were formed 
primarily in communal, embodied, narrative, and affective ways. As a child, 
I was immersed in the myths and legends of Korea and the history of my 
Pyeongsan Shin clan that cultivated in me a respect for virtuous character and 
the good and, conversely, disapproval for vice and evil. After immigrating 
to the United States, despite my desire and efforts to assimilate with what I 
believed to be “American” culture, I came to realize that difference marked 
not just my identity and thoughts, but the world as well. This realization 
hit me forcefully after I joined the US Navy and was surrounded by people 
whose beliefs and lifestyles were as diverse as the states and nations they 
came from. Especially impactful is my salvific encounter with God whose 
redemption placed me in a radically different narrative and lifestyle. This 
narrative bore down to my worldview as I placed the trajectory of my life in 
the biblical drama and began to view reality in a different light. These experi-
ences paved the way for my openness to postmodernism.

When I became a new Christian, I knew that I knew that I knew that God 
was real, and God changed my life. My life and reality were to make a fun-
damental shift toward God’s will. Inasmuch as God is ontologically true as 
one who exists and reveals God’s will to me, I knew that God’s truth could 
be known. And while I am convinced of this realist position, there were 
times that I knew that I knew that I knew that something was true only to find 
that I was mistaken. Those experiences also provided the lens to distinguish 
between NAC and NAK and the need for robust criteria for warrant. In this 
way, the PCE that I have presented is deeply rooted in my own hybrid experi-
ences and beliefs.

This book is significant in various ways. First, it is an important reminder 
to the Reformed, Evangelical, and Pentecostal communities that postmod-
ernism is not necessarily the disease of all societal evils. While those com-
mitted to cognitive-propositionalism and absolute truth will maintain their 
aversion to postmodernism presented in this work, I argued against such 
absolutist propositionalism without dismissing propositional knowledge 
or correspondence theory of truth. In fact, cognitive-propositionalism rep-
resents Bonhoeffer’s notion of cheap grace since truth does not require its 
performance. Postmodern knowledge is like costly grace that requires much 
from people with its performative criterion. To know (yada) God requires the 
involvement of the whole person.
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Second, this work was a fruitful dialogue between analytic and continental 
religious epistemology. Smith’s epistemology was ensconced in the strength 
of externalism, such that critiques against it must also defeat externalism. 
This analytic assistance is a demonstration of the bridging of the divide 
between the two traditions. Smith and Plantinga are ideal partners for this 
endeavor due to their shared Reformed heritage that rejects epistemic neu-
trality and emphasizes the all-encompassing life-system of Christianity. This 
conversation also helped illumine the postmodern sensibilities of Reformed 
epistemology. Moreover, the analytic rigor applied to the prescriptive 
categories of justification and warrant provided valuable contribution to 
Smith’s continental epistemology that was heavy on description, but light on 
prescription.

Third, developing out of Smith’s outline of a Pentecostal epistemol-
ogy, PCE remains consistent with Pentecostal epistemology. Moreover, 
if its arguments are sound and realism remains true, then the ontological 
grounding of PCE should provide some stability to any glocally devel-
oped Pentecostal epistemology. And as mentioned earlier, Pentecostal 
epistemology has fruitful dialogue partners in postmodern and Reformed 
epistemologies.

Finally, taking up Linda Zagzebski’s and Dru Johnson’s critique that 
much of epistemology neglects the non-propositional, this book contributed 
toward an appreciation of the importance of non-propositional knowledge 
and provided a prescriptive account for its warrant. It’s high time that alter-
native modes of knowledge that better reflect the fleshly, situated embodi-
ment of human being-in-the-world gain greater prominence in contemporary 
epistemology.

One might wonder whether postmodern studies are fruitful. If postmod-
ernism is situated and contingent, will not a postmodern project be on the 
way toward its own eclipse? Indeed, this must be so. I hold no illusion that 
this PCE is a timeless, neutral epistemology that assumes a monolithic vision 
of knowledge or Christianity. With time, it too will fade away or be shaped 
according to one’s particular epistemic milieu. Postmodernism thus faith-
fully lives out the Protestant dictum, semper reformanda. However, inas-
much as parts of it are faithfully responding to revelation of divine reality, 
PCE should have some enduring power even if not in its original form. For 
to be situated and embodied means to hold in tension historical and situated 
continuity with discontinuity. Even the antithesis of discontinuity is made 
possible by the thesis that came before. From a Christian, and especially 
Pentecostal view, such tension is not only the natural by-product of herme-
neutic realism, dynamic change and development should be expected from 
the surprising work of the Holy Spirit. Come, Holy Spirit! Ever renew our 
knowledge!

 EBSCOhost - printed on 2/12/2023 4:39 PM via . All use subject to https://www.ebsco.com/terms-of-use



216 Conclusion
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maintain the warrant of her original beliefs. See Plantinga, “Reason and Belief in 
God,” 84. Michael Sudduth misses this point when he points to the reflective nature of 
defeater-defeaters as evidence that reflective rationality contributes toward warrant of 
theistic belief. See Michael C. Sudduth, “The Internalist Character and Evidentialist 
Implications of Plantingian Defeaters,” International Journal for Philosophy of 
Religion 45, no. 3 (1999): 167–87.

3.	 This recommendation is an application of Andrew Moon’s argument for circular 
self-promotion. See Moon, “Circular and Question-Begging Responses.”

4.	 Johnson, Biblical Knowing, 187–200.
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Alethic:  An adjective pertaining to truth. Derived from the Greek word ale-
theia, meaning truth.

ANTI-REALISM

Alethic:  Anti-realism about truth in which truth and understanding are con-
structed by conceptual schemes. Truth statements do not correspond to 
reality but refer to other statements within conceptual schemes.

Conceptual:  Anti-realism about concepts. That is, while mind-independent 
reality exists, reality is significantly dependent on conceptual schemes. So 
much so that kinds of entities, those entities, and their interrelations are 
dependent on conceptual schemes.

Creative:  See internal realism. The properties of mind-independent real-
ity are furnished by creative minds. While Hilary Putnam calls his view 
internal realism, Alvin Plantinga renames internal realism as creative anti-
realism and argues that creative anti-realism is in the end equated with 
existential anti-realism since, on this account, properties of objects are 
dependent on creative minds.

Existential:  The theory that denies the existence of mind-independent real-
ity. Reality and its properties are furnished by the mind.

BELIEF

Basic:  According to the foundationalist picture of beliefs, basic beliefs are 
non-inferential beliefs that belong in the epistemic foundation.

Glossary
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Nonbasic:  According to the foundationalist picture of beliefs, nonbasic 
beliefs are inferential beliefs that receive their justification from other 
beliefs until the justificatory chain terminates in some justified basic 
belief.

Properly Basic Belief:  A basic belief that has met some condition that 
makes it appropriate to hold and is self-justified. For example, the basic 
belief of seeing a tree is properly basic if a tree exists in front of the per-
son. However, if one sees a tree that does not exist due to some cognitive 
malfunction, the belief may be basic but not properly basic.

Categorial Adequacy:  Pertaining to pragmatic adequacy. Categories of a 
given cultural-linguistic form of life provide the conceptual framework for 
meaningful statements. A statement made within a form of life that lacks the 
categories is deemed categorially inadequate, ad hoc, and arbitrary within 
the form of life. For example, Christians who claim that humans have no 
free will due to absolute divine sovereignty lack the categories within their 
form of life, and the statement is deemed categorially inadequate.

Categorial/Categorical Truth:  According to George Lindbeck, categorial 
truth is more accurately a necessary condition for ontological truth, specifi-
cally regarding pragmatic adequacy, and is not to be considered as a form 
of truth.

Cognitive-Propositionalism:  A theory of doctrine often associated with 
Evangelicalism that considers doctrines as timeless propositional truth 
claims.

Correspondence Theory of Truth:  The theory of truth that considers 
proposition as true if it refers accurately to a state of affairs.

Creator-Creature Distinction:  The doctrine that emphasizes the ontologi-
cal difference between God the Creator and God’s creation.

Cultural-Linguistic Model:  The postliberal theory of religion and doctrine 
in which they are understood not primarily as the dispenser of timeless 
truths or as the mediator of universal religious experience but should be 
seen as linguistically constructed culture or form of life that acts as com-
prehensive interpretive schemes.

De Facto Objection:  An objection against the truth of theism.
De Jure Objection:  An objection against the rationality or warrant of theism 

even if theism might be true.
Doxastic Experience:  The phenomenal feeling that accompanies right or 

wrong belief.
Empirical Transcendental:  James K. A. Smith’s terminology for mind-

independent reality that constrains the range of one’s interpretation of 
reality.
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Experiential Expressivism:  A theory of doctrine often associated with 
modern liberal theological traditions that consider doctrines as subjec-
tive, nondiscursive symbols that express universal religious experience or 
feeling.

Externalism:  An epistemological theory of justification or warrant that 
rejects the necessity of one’s awareness of the justificatory elements of a 
belief for its justification or warrant. Rather, a belief is justified or war-
ranted if it is produced in the right way, such as reliable processes or by 
properly functioning cognitive faculties.

Extratextuality:  A postliberal term denoting extralinguistic external reality, 
especially in regard to meaning found outside immanent cultural-linguistic 
or intratextual systems.

Facticity/Factical:  Martin Heidegger’s notion of the given pretheo-
retical, situated experience prior to and even resistant to theoretical 
conceptualization.

Family Resemblance:  Related to Ludwig Wittgenstein’s idea of language 
games, family resemblance rejects essentialist definitions and replaces 
them with similarities in kind.

Fore-Structure:  The pre-given structure of interpretation that reveals inter-
pretation is never presuppositionless.

Formal Indication:  A method of pretheoretical understanding that does not 
deliver conceptual knowledge or content of things but points to the con-
crete things themselves.

Form of Life:  Related to language games, form of life refers to the totality 
of rule-governed social acts, including language games, of particular cul-
tures. In this way, particular religions qualify as forms of life and language 
games.

FOUNDATIONALISM

Antifoundationalism:  The coherentist rejection of foundationalism and its 
basic/nonbasic belief structure. A belief is justified when it coheres with 
the wider web of beliefs.

Classical/Strong/Universal/Cartesian:  The foundationalist theory that 
endorses the justification of a belief if and only if it is self-evident, evident 
to the senses, or incorrigible.

Generic/Minimalistic:  The bare foundationalist thesis about the basic/non-
basic belief structure.

Postfoundationalism/Nonfoundationalism:  In this work, postfounda-
tionalism and nonfoundationalism are taken to be the same theory, 
although they can be distinguished based on varying definitions. Post/
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nonfoundationalism is a variation of generic foundationalism that rejects 
the one universal foundation and epistemic certainty of classical foun-
dationalism and replaces it with multiple contextual foundations due to 
various conceptual schemes. Taking conceptual schemes and epistemic 
fallibility seriously, post/nonfoundationalism promotes interdisciplinary 
and inter-contextual dialogue for the advancement of knowledge.

Immanent Critique:  A mode of non-neutral rational adjudication in which 
one hypothetically assumes the resources internal to another language 
game in order to test its categorial adequacy.

Internalism:  An epistemological theory of justification or warrant that con-
siders awareness of the justificatory element(s) of a belief as a necessary 
criterion for justification or warrant.

Intrasystematic Truth:  According to George Lindbeck, intrasystematic 
truth is more accurately a necessary condition for ontological truth, specifi-
cally regarding a statement’s overall coherence with its form of life.

Intratextuality:  A postliberal term denoting meaning generated within 
cultural-linguistic communities as its frame of reference.

Justification:  The status of a belief when it is held appropriately. A justified 
belief sometimes indicates that it is true but not necessarily so.

Know-How:  Knowledge that is not noetic but embodied and pretheoretical, 
such as kinesthetic bodily judgments, emotive judgments, and narrative, 
affective knowledge.

Know-That:  Noetic knowledge that can be pretheoretical or theoretical.
Language Game:  Ludwig Wittgenstein’s term denoting that the primary 

function of language is not to refer to external reality but to act according 
to the conventional rules of contextual communities or games. That is, the 
meaning of words is governed by how words are used in context. Each 
form of life is a language game with its own particular rules. This idea is 
motivated by Wittgenstein’s repudiation of essentialist definitions.

Lex Orendi, Lex Credendi:  Latin phrase for “the law of prayer is the law of 
belief.” That is, worship determines belief.

Metanarrative:  An ultimate narrative or worldview that purports to be 
legitimized by neutral reason. What distinguishes a metanarrative from 
other ultimate narratives is the forgetting of its own pistic, contextual 
perspectivity.

Narrative, Affective Construal:  Interpretive understanding elicited by and 
embedded in narrative and affect that lacks a truth component.

Narrative, Affective Knowledge:  Interpretive knowledge elicited by and 
embedded in narrative and affect that has a truth component.
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Noumenon:  Associated with Immanuel Kant, the noumenon is the thing-in-
itself, objective reality that is independent of sense perception.

Phenomenon:  Associated with Immanuel Kant, the phenomenon is the 
world as it appears through sense perception.

Phronesis:  Greek term for practical wisdom. A mode of non-neutral rational 
adjudication in the absence of epistemologically objective criteria.

Pistic:  Greek term for faith. Used in this work to indicate that knowledge is 
ultimately grounded in faith due to the impossibility of epistemologically 
neutral objectivism.

Present-at-Hand:  Martin Heidegger’s notion in which an object is disen-
tangled from its meaning and used through theoretical conceptualization. 
Because the primary mode of apprehending an object is through its use, 
this theoretical conceptualization of merely knowing the facts is a deriva-
tive mode of understanding.

Pretheoretical Understanding:  Embodied knowledge that differs from 
propositional or inferential knowledge. This is the primary mode of know-
ing in its frequency.

Ready-to-Hand:  Martin Heidegger’s notion in which the meaning of an 
object is apprehended immediately and pretheoretically through its use. 
This is the primary and fundamental mode of apprehending the world.

REALISM

Ontological/Metaphysical:  The theory that accepts the existence of mind-
independent reality with intrinsic properties.

Epistemological:  The theory that accepts the existence of mind-independent 
reality and its knowability.

Internal Realism:  An ontologically realist theory attributed to Hilary Put-
nam. Reality does not have intrinsic properties independent of conceptual 
schemes, and access to that reality is only possible through conceptual 
schemes.

Regulative Theory:  Postliberalism’s theory of doctrine in which the pri-
mary role of doctrine is to regulate religious speech to correspond with 
first-order religious practice. A doctrine is deemed true if it’s categorially 
adequate, intrasystematically coherent, and practiced in a way that corre-
sponds with reality.
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RELATIVISM

Benign:  James K. A. Smith’s version of relativism in which truth claims are 
understood merely as relative to a context.

Nihilistic:  The form of relativism that denies any objectivity to truth and 
assigns truth value to the claims of individuals or cultures.

Sensus Divinitatis:  Latin term for the sense of the divine. In Alvin Plant-
inga’s usage, the sensus divinitatis is a divinely designed cognitive faculty 
or disposition to form theistic belief when triggered in various ways.

Social Imaginary:  Charles Taylor’s term for pretheoretical, inarticulate, and 
largely unstructured understanding, which acts as the interpretive scheme 
that makes reality coherent and meaningful.

Sub specie aeternitatis:  Latin term denoting epistemic neutrality or “God’s 
view of the world,” the idea that one has achieved a perspectiveless view 
of reality.

Sui generis:  Latin term denoting uniqueness.
Tacit Knowledge:  Michael Polanyi’s term for pretheoretical, primordial 

knowledge that guides and makes theoretical knowledge possible. It is 
gleaned not so much through propositional instruction but through embod-
ied apprenticeship and mimesis.

Theoretical Knowledge:  Inferential knowledge.
Thrownness:  Martin Heidegger’s notion that persons find themselves in 

their particular situations, having been handed over to it, which elicits the 
task of a response that is authentic to their selves.

Transcendental Argument:  An argument introduced by Kant and popular-
ized by presuppositional apologetics that argues for a particular reality, 
such as rationality for Kant or objective morality for presuppositionalists, 
by inquiring into the necessary precondition for the existence of that real-
ity, such as the categories of understanding or God. While similar to an 
immanent critique, transcendental arguments can use resources external to 
the language game in question.

Triperspectival:  John Frame’s theory that a whole can be understood by 
looking at its three integrated perspectives: normative, situational, and 
existential perspectives. The triadic relationship presupposes their interde-
pendence, such that correct and fuller knowledge is only possible when all 
three are integrated and not merely balanced. In this work, the triperspec-
tival integration of orthodoxy, orthopathos, and orthopraxis is encouraged 
for achieving holistic knowledge and correspondent truth.

Warrant:  The quality or quantity that turns mere belief into knowledge.
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