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HE PURPOSE of this essay is to discuss the relation
between Thomas Aquinas’ account of religious and
theological truth and a “ postliberal ” one such as that

sketched in George Lindbeck’s The Nature of Doctrine. Most
reviewers assume that Lindbeck’s approach is on this point in-
compatible with the mainstream of the tradition, and Colman
O’Neill, writing in The Thomist symposium on Lindbeck’s
book, thinks it contradicts Aquinas in particular. This paper
presents the case to the contrary. After outlining O’'Neill’s
problem, it argues that he misreads Lindbeck and, at greater
length, that Aquinas’s views on truth are, as Lindbeck affirms,
compatible with postliberal emphases.

I

O’Neill’s basic problem with Lindbeck’s *cultural Iin-
guistic” understanding of truth is that Lindbeck “ would
clearly have us purify [Christian] language by ridding it of
extra-linguistic accretions—in particular the intrusion of refer-
ence to objective reality. In the end the only thing that mat-
ters is seriptural discourse verified by action.” * Lindbeck may
not intend this “ purification,” * but whatever the intention, his

1Colman E. O'Neill, “The Rule Theory of Doctrine and Propositional
Truth,” The Thomist 49 (1985), p. 422.

280 Lindbeck writes: “The great strength of a cognitive-propositional
theory of religion is that . .. it admits the possibility of [ontological] truth
claims, and a crucial theological challenge to a cultural-linguistic approach
is whether it also can do so0.” The Nature of Docirine: Religion and Theology
in a Postliberal Age (hereafter ND), (Philadelphia, 1984), pp. 63-4.
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view of religious truth entails a radical rejection of any claim
that Christian beliefs are ontologically true, in other words,
that they refer or correspond to reality.

The reason for this putative entailment lies in Lindbeck’s
manifest contention (to be explained below) that truth claims
in any religion, including Christianity, are subject to a two-
fold criterion of coherence: they must fit with the wider lin-
guistic (especially scriptural) paradigms of the religion, and
also with a range of practices appropriate to the belief the
truth of which is being claimed. But, says O’Neill, Christian
beliefs are not true because they cohere with anything, they
are true (like all true propositions) “ because of their refer-
ence to the real.”® By introducing an irreducible element of
coherence into his interpretation of Christian truth claims,
Lindbeck inevitably “ attaches to the term °propositional
truth ’ a purely pragmatic signification,” so that “a quite pre-
cise philosophical option has been made in favor of the moral
or pragmatic definition of truth.”* O’Neill’s point is that
“ ontological ” or “ propositional ” truth has here been equated
with nothing more than the conformity of one’s life to the pat-
terns narrated in the biblical story (O’Neill’s “ seriptural dis-
course verified by action ), such that “ no claims to objective
truth ” need be made for the story or any associated beliefs.
This, O’Neill alleges, is a “novel definition of ontological
truth.” ¢ We ought to reject this novelty in favor of the under-
standing of Christian beliefs and their truth articulated by
Thomas Aquinas, where it is firmly maintained against “ the
moral or pragmatic definition of truth” that “ propositions
are true because of their reference to the real.”

In order to understand the issues raised by O’Neill’s criti-
cism, it is important to bear in mind the distinction—often
made but often overlooked as well—between truth and justi-

8 O’Neill, ““ Propositional Truth,” p. 430.
4 O’Neill, “ Propositional Truth,” p. 429.
5 O’Neill, “ Propositional Truth,” p. 420.
6 O’Neill, “ Propositional Truth,” p. 431.
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fication. The very issue of what it means to say that proposi-
tions are true can be distinguished from the issue of how one
justifies, warrants, or tests the truth of propositions. So, for
example, one might maintain that 1n regard to propositions,
“true” should be defined as “ corresponds to reality,” or per-
haps “fitly expresses experience,” or perhaps “is incorporated
into an appropriate form of life.” By contrast, one might main-
tain that propositions are “justified” (to mention a few fa-
miliar examples) when they are logically tied to self-evident
truths, when they are supported by experiences of one kind
or another, or when they cohere with other assumptions or be-
liefs. In making sense of theological and philosophical ac-
counts of truth, it is useful to distinguish in this fashion be-
tween the way truth is defined and the way truth claims (how-
ever defined) are justified; this is especially so since the two
might vary independently of one another, such that a given
definition of truth might not necessarily be correlated with any
single view of justification.”

If truth and justification are thus differentiated, it turns out
that O’Neill’s objection is not to Lindbeck’s definition of truth
per se, since Lindbeck says he wants te allow for the claim
upon which O’Neill insists, namely that Christian beliefs are
ontologically true or correspond to reality. Rather, his objec-
tion appears to be aimed at Lindbeck’s account of justification:
since Lindbeck maintains that the truth of Christian beliefs
must be warranted by their coherence with a wider range of
beliefs and appropriate practices, it is simply impossible, so
O’Neill seems to suppose, for him to maintain that these same
beliefs are ontologically or objectively true. In other words,

7It can be argued, of course, that the definitions of “truth® and of
“ justification ” should not be different, so that, e.g., in the final analysis
truth simply is justification. This is the view of many pragmatists, and of
some contemporary anti-realist philosophers (such as Michael Dummett) who
would not classify themselves as pragmatists. But this is not to deny the
importance of the distinction (in fact these writers ordinarily insist on it),
it is to make a claim about how the two should properly be related. My
purpose is to see how Lindbeck and Aquinas construe this relation.
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Lindbeck’s coherentist account of justification cannot be re-
conciled with @ definition of truth as correspondence.

In this way, O’Neill’s objection is more radical than the
charge of ““fideism ” which is often brought against Lindbeck
by theologians with strong revisionist commitments. While
also aiming primarily at Lindbeck’s account of justification,
critics like David Tracy and James Gustafson do not seem to
question whether Lindbeck can even make ontological truth
claims consistently, but whether there is any point in making
them unless one is prepared to defend them on “ public”
grounds which are in some sense universal.® Since Lindbeck’s
account of justification sharply curtails the possibility of this
kind of “ public ” defense of Christian beliefs, these writers ob-
ject that Christian or other religious truth claims must on his
account remain fundamentaly unpersuasive.

I will here attend mainly to O’Neill’s more radical objection
that a view like Lindbeck’s makes it impossible to hold that
Christian beliefs are ontologically true, with the accompanying
claim that this view is an eminently dispensable novelty. It
will be useful first to make some observations on why Lind-
beck maintains his twofold criterion of linguistic and performa-
tive coherence, and on how he relates that criterion to the issue
of ontological truth. The purpose here is simply to suggest
that his view is a plausible and consistent account of the con-
viction that Christian beliefs can be ontologically true. After
these preliminaries, it will be argued at greater length that his
account of truth is not at all novel in substance, however {resh
the perspective from which it is articulated. Thomas Aquinas
also maintains that utterances of Christian belief are ontologi-
cally true only if they cohere with specific linguistic and prac-
tical paradigms internal to the religion itself, and indeed that
this coherence is an adequate justification of their ontological

& 8ee David Tracy, “Lindbeck’s New Program for Theology: A Reflee-
tion,” The Thomist 49 (1985), pp. 460-72; James M. Gustafson, “ The Sec-
tarian Temptation: Reflections on Theology, the Church, and the University,”
Proceedings of the Catholic Theological Society 40 (1985), pp. 83-94.
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truth. In order to see how the understandings of religious
truth in Lindbeck and Aquinas share at least this fundamental
feature, it will be necessary to look at the view of epistemic
justification ingredient in Thomas’ account of faith, and to see
how he relates this view to ontological truth claims. Within
the confines of a single article, it will not be possible to address
in detail the distinctively revisionist objection to Lindbeck;
this will have to be a matter for another day. But it can at
least be shown that if Lindbeck is a fideist or irrationalist on
truth, so is Thomas Aquinas, with whom such labels are not
usually associated.

II

In The Nature of Doctrine, Lindbeck uses the word “ truth ”
in three explicitly distinguished senses: he speaks of categorial
truth, intrasystematic truth, and ontological truth. An ade-
quate reading of Lindbeck hinges on tracing the connections
between these senses of “ true,” but that is not always easy to
do. Part of the reason for this is that his discussion of truth
is imbedded in a treatment of a broader issue, centering on the
complex question of which theory of religion is best able to
account for the claims to unsurpassability made by many reli-
gions, while also maximizing the possibilities of nonproselytiz-
ing inter-religious dialogue and the salvation of persons outside
a given religion.® Despite these difficulties, the best way to
understand Lindbeck’s view of the nature and justification of
religious (especially Christian) truth claims is to see how he
distinguishes and relates these three senses or kinds of
“truth.”

Of all the elements in Lindbeck’s discussion of religious
truth, none Is more standard and widely familiar than his

9 Cf. ND, pp. 46-7. While the rationale for treating the problem of reli-
gious truth in this particular context is substantial, it has the unfortunate
result of locating the discussion of categorial truth (pp. 47-52) in a dif-
ferent stretch of text from that of intrasystematic and ontological truth (pp.
63-9). This makes it hard to see the crucial role of categorial truth in the
overall view Lindbeck outlines.
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definition of “ ontological truth” (for which the phrase “ prop-
ositional truth > is in most contexts a synonym). When Lind-
beck speaks of “ontological truth,” he means “ that truth of
correspondence to reality which, according to epistemological
realists, is attributable to first-order propositions.”*® This
“ correspondence to reality ” is attributable not only to first-
order propositions, but also, indeed primarily, to the human
being as a whole. Thus Lindbeck speaks of the way in which
“human beings linguistically exhibit their truth or falsity, their
correspondence or Jack of correspondence to the Ultimate
Mystery.” ** This correspondence of the whole self to reality
necessarily includes a “ mental isomorphism of the knowing
and the known ” by means of propositions, for which Lindbeck
employs the medieval expression adaequatio mentis ad rem.**
This definition of “ontological truth ” is clearly quite close to
some traditional characterizations of “truth” as an adae-
quatio, correspondentia or conformitas of the mind and reality.
According to Thomas Aquinas, for example, “ truth is defined
by the conformity (conformitatem) of the intellect and reality
(ret) ”** The general notion of conformitas can be extended
to apply to the specific relation between the mind and the di-
vine reality. Thus Lindbeck mamtaing that the relation of the
self to God “can . .. be pictured in epistemologically realist
fashion as involving a correspondence of the mind to divine

10 ND, p. 64.

11 ND, p. 69.

12 ND, p. 65. The language of “isomorphism ” is Lonergan’s; cf. ND, p.
47.

18 Summa Theologiae I, 16, 2, v (This and all other translations from the
Latin are my own). 8. Thomee Aguinatis Summa Theologiae, ed. Peter
Caramello (4 vols, Turin & Rome, 1948-52). I will cite the Summa The-
ologice by part number only (I, I-II, II-II, or III} followed by question,
article, and location within the article. Cf. also de Veritate (de Ver.) 1, 1,
r: “ All knowledge (cognitio) is completed by the assimilation of the knower
to the reality known . . . The first relation of being to the intelleet is that
being corresponds to the intellect. This correspondence is called the equation
of reality and the intellect (adaequatio rei et intellectus), and in this the
notion of the true is formally completed.” 8. Thomae Aquinatis Quaesiiones
Disputatae, ed. Raymond Spiazzi ef al., 2 vols.,, (Turin, 1949}, Vol. 1.
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reality.” ** All kinds of questions can of course be raised about
how this notion of correspondence or adaeguatio should be un-
derstood more precisely, and about whether this notion can
support a feasible account of human knowing. But the ques-
tion raised by O’Neill and others is simply whether Lindbeck’s
overall view of truth can possibly include this notion, which
seems to express a basic Christian conviction that in some
deep sense, the faith is true to reality. Clearly the crucial issue
is not, as O’Neill suggests, what Lindbeck means when he
speaks of “ontological truth ”; his definition of this term is
anything but novel. The key issue for Lindbeck is rather to
specify the conditions under which propositions can be onto-
Jogically true, and the mind conformed to reality, in the reli-
gious domain. This requires clarification of further senses of
the term “truth.”

On Lindbeck’s account, “ categorial truth ” is one indispens-
able pre-condition for ontological truth. Categorial truth is
essentially the fitness or adequacy of an ordered set of cate-
gories to describe reality. *“ Adequate categories are those
which can be made to apply to what is taken to be real, and
which therefore make possible, though they do not guarantee,
propositional, practical, and symbolic truth. A religion that is
thought of as having such categories can be said to be ‘cate-
gorially true.””*® Categorial truth can thus be described as
potential ontological truth, and a religion (or other compre-
hensive worldview) has this kind of truth when its “ cate-
gories ” are capable of being used to describe what is ultimate-
Iy real. By “ categories,” Lindbeck appears to mean not only
the vocabulary of a religion, but its syntax as well, that is, the

14 ND, p. 66. It is essential to note that I will not be discussing in this
article what this correspondence of the mind to divine reality is like, i.e., the
manner in and extent to which it obfains. Lindbeck articulates the “how”
of this correspondence by employing Aquinas’s distinetion between the modus
stgnificandi and the res significata of terms, but my present concern is only
with whether any correspondence obtains for Lindbeck and Aquinas, and on
what grounds.

15 ND, p. 48.
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paradigmatic or normative patterns according to which the
terms in the vocabulary are combined.*® In Christianity, as to
some degree in other world religions, these normative patterns
have reached a high level of fixity by being “ paradigmatically
encoded ” in a canon of sacred texts.”™ Understood as this
capability to refer to what is in fact ultimately real, categorial
truth characterizes (or, of course, fails to characterize) a reli-
gion or other semiotic system, especially in its textually en-
coded form, quite apart from the way the system is used in
practice. In at least this respect, the “ truth ™ of a religion be-
longs to the language itself of the religion and is not affected
by appropriate or inappropriate performance on the part of the
speakers of the language. In Lindbeck’s “cartographic simile,”
the categorial truth of a religion is something like the relation
of a more or less adequate map to the space it depicts. A map
of the way from Northfield to Jerusalem can be ““accurate . . .
in itself ”; it does not become a map of that particular space
only when someone actually uses it to find her way to Jeru-
salem.*® But the fact that a map is accurate in itself does not
ensure that anyone will actually use it so as to succeed in find-
ing Jerusalem, a point to which I shall return momentarily.
Understood in this way, categorial truth is clearly a neces-
sary but not sufficient condition for ontological truth. It is a
necessary condition, in that the mind cannot be conformed to
reality by means of propositions unless the categories or idiom
of the sentences in which the propositions are uttered are them-
selves suited to describe reality. If a religion has suitable or
adequate categories, it is possible to state propositions in that
religion which are ontologically true. But in most religions, in-
cluding Christianity, the categorial idiom includes irreducibly
particular aspects, such as realistic narratives, which are taken

16 Cf. Tbid., where Lindbeck begins his characterization of “ categorial
truth ¥ by saying that “ attention . . . focuses on the categories (or ‘gram-
mar’ or ‘rules of the game’) in terms of which [ontological] truth claims
are made and expressive symbolisms employed.”

17 Cf. ND, p. 116.

18 ND, p. 51.
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to be essential to any description of what is in fact ultimately
real. For example, “many Christians have maintained that
the stories about Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and Jesus are part of
the referential meaning of the word ‘ God’ as this is used in
biblical religion and have therefore concluded that philosophers
and others who do not advert to these narratives mean some-
thing else by * God.” ”** Given the irreducible particularity in-
gredient in their categorial schemes, different religions may
be fundamentally incommensurable, even though they may
overlap to some degree at a relatively high level of generality.
The story of Jesus’ death and resurrection in Christianity, and
the story of the inevitably triumphant struggle of the prole-
tariat in classical Marxism cannot, as descriptions of what is
ultimately real, be translated into cne another, any more than
“redder” in the scheme of colors can be transiated by
“larger” in the scheme of sizes.”® In light of this incommen-
surability, Lindbeck argues, it is logically possible “ that there
is only one religion which has the concepts and categories to
refer to the religious object, i.e., to whatever in fact is more
important than everything else in the universe. This religion
would then be the only one in which any form of propositional,
and conceivably also expressive, religious truth or falsity could
be present.” #* On this account, ontological truth claims formu-
lated in a religious or other categorial idiom which lacked the
categories essential to describe reality would not strictly speak-
ing be false, but meaningless. One cannot make either true or
false statements about reality if one lacks the categories to de-
scribe it in the first place. Compared to the categorially true
religion, ““other religions [to the degree they lack the appro-
priate categories] might then be called categorially false, but
propositionally and expressively they would be neither true
nor false. They would be religiously meaningless just as talk

19ND, p. 48. It is at just this point that Lindbeck cites in support of his
view an important Thomistic text (II-II, 2, 2, ad 3) to which I shall return.

20 Wor this latter example as an illustration of categorial incommensur-
ability, ef. ND, p. 48.

21 ND, p. 50.
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about light and heavy things is meaningless if one lacks the
concept ‘ weight.”” #* Thus, assuming that the Christian reli-
gion is in fact categorially true, Lindbeck’s view of truth, far
from casting the truth of Christian belief in doubt, seems to
suggest an extraordinarily strong version of the claim that
Christianity is ontologically true: ontological truth in any
other religion or worldview is not even conceivable. Of course,
most religions include the formal claim that their idiom is
categorially true in Lindbeck’s sense. How one might justify
such a claim in the case of Christianity is an issue to which I
will briefly return later.

Yet, while it is a necessary condition, categorial truth is not
a sufficient condition for ontological truth. In order for reli-
gious utterances to conform the mind to reality (and thus have
ontological or propositional truth), they must not only use
the right categories, but must also use these categories in the
right ways; they must have what Lindbeck calls ““intrasys-
tematic truth.” This is where Lindbeck introduces a twofold
(that is, linguistic and practical) criterion of coherence, to
which T have already alluded, as a necessary condition for
religious truth. “ Utterances are intrasystematically true when
they cohere with the total relevant context, which in the case
of a religion when viewed in cultural-linguistic terms, is not
only other utterances but also the correlative forms of life.” #
Religious utterances have intrasystematic truth, not only when
they fit with the linguistic paradigms by which the religion in-
dicates how its categories should be combined, but also when
they are made in the context of practices which the religion
sees as appropriate to that kind of utterance. Lindbeck ex-
plains what the force is of his appeal to “intrasystematic
truth,” and of the distinction between its linguistic and prac-
tical aspects, by using an illustration which has become some-
what notoricus. “The crusader’s battle cry ° Christus est
Dominus, ” he says, “1is false when used to authorize cleaving

22 Thid.
28 ND, p. 64.
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the skull of the infidel (even though the same words in other
contexts may be a true utterance).”** As used by the cru-
sader, “Christus est Dominus” has partial intrasystematic
truth, since it coheres with the Christian linguistic paradigms
for the use of the categories ““ Christus” and “ Dominus” (un-
like, for example, “ Petrus est Dominus” or ““ Iudas est Domi-
nus”’) . But it does not have sufficient intrasystematic truth,
since the actions of the crusader do not cohere with the range
of practices which the religion defines as appropriate to such
an utterance. Therefore, on the lips of the crusader, “ Chris-
tus est Dominus ™ is “false.”

Characteristic as it is of his notion of intrasystematic truth,
this last remark seems to be at the heart of many reservations
about Lindbeck’s overall account of religious truth. These ob-
jections result, I think, largely from misunderstandings of the
point of Lindbeck’s appeal to practical coherence as a eriterion
for the truth of religious statements. Such misunderstandings
are clearly due in part to the highly compressed and program-
matic (indeed, sometimes runic) character of Lindbeck’s dis-
cussion of truth. But part of the problem also lies with the fail-
ure of many interpreters and critics to trace with adequate
care the relationship of intrasystematic truth, especially in its
practical aspect, to categorial truth and ontological truth.
O’Neill, for example, seems disturbed more than anything else
by Lindbeck’s claim that it is possible for the utterance,
*“ Christus est Dominus,” to be false, and that the practices
correlated with the use of this sentence necessarily contribute
to its truth or falsity. This is equivalent, O’Neill apparently
believes, to claiming that the very reality of Christ’s Lordship
depends upon the practices and dispositions of believers, a
claim manifestly incompatible with the conviction (to use
Lindbeck’s own words) that ““ Christ’s Lordship is objectively
real no matter what the faith or unfaith of those who hear or
say the words.” # It is in this sense, according to O’Neill, that

2¢ Thid.
26 ND, p. 66. See O'Neill’s discussion of this remark in “ Propositional
Truth,” p. 431,
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Lindbeck has reduced the meaning of the term “true” in
Christian theology to “scriptural discourse verified by action,”
without any ontological reference.

But the reason O’Neill reads Lindbeck in a way so starkly
at odds with the latter’s stated aims is that he fails to see the
basic point of Lindbeck’s discussion of intrasystematic truth,
as distinguished from categorial and ontological truth. The
point of introducing the notion of intrasystematic truth is not,
as O’Neill supposes, to state the basic meaning of the term
“true” in the religious domain. That has already been ac-
complished in Lindbeck’s discussion of ontological truth as
correspondence to reality. The point is rather to clarify one of
the essential eriteria of truth in the religious domain. When
Lindbeck uses the crusader’s “ Christus est Dominus” to illus-
trate this eriterion, the issue is not at all whether * Christ’s
Lordship is objectively real,” or correlatively whether sent-
ences in Christian discourse (for example, “ Christus est
Dominus ) can be ontologically true. On the contrary, the
basic aim of his entire “ Excursus on Religion and Truth ” is
to account for the legitimacy of such claims to propostional
truth, in a way congruent with his cultural-linguistic approach
to religion. Thus the issue here is not whether there are (onto-
logically) true propositions, but what the conditions are under
which one can state a sentence which is a true proposition. In
Christianity (and other religions as well) , Lindbeck maintains,
one such condition is the intrasystematic coherence of state-
ments with a range of appropriate practices.

The sense in which coherence with appropriate practices
functions as a condition for religious truth on Lindbeck’s ac-
count is not at all mysterious. The problem with the crusader’s
use of the sentence, “ Christus est Dominus,” is simply that,
uttered as a warrant for splitting people’s heads open, it lacks
the meaning which the religion insists it must have if it is to
be a true proposition, one which corresponds to reality. By us-
ing “ Dominus” in this context, the crusader shows that what
he means by the term is a medieval knight errant, much like
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himself. But according to the normative patterns of Christian
speech and action, Christ is not that kind of Lord; when the
predicate “ Dominus” has that meaning, it is not applicable
to the subject “ Christus,” that is, « Christus est Dominus”
becomes intrasystematically false. Lindbeck clearly if briefly
states that the intrasystematic falsity of the crusader’s battle
cry lies precisely in the meaning the utterance has in this prac-
tical context. “ When thus employed, it contradicts the Chris-
tian understanding of Lordship as embodying, for example,
suffering servanthood.” 2®¢ Moreover, because the utterance is
intrasystematically false in this sense, it cannot be ontological-
ly true or conform the mind to reality; it has failed one of the
tests that determine, within Christian discourse, when utter-
ances have ontological truth. On the lips of the skull cleaving
crusader, Lindbeck argues, “ Christus est Dominus” is pre-
cisely not an ontologically true proposition from which the
crusader draws inappropriate practical conclusions. This is
one of the primary differences between his own account of reli-
gious truth and the views he labels “ propositionalist.” In
agreement with the mainstream of modern Anglo-American
philosophy (especially under the influence of Wittgenstein),
Lindbeck holds that the meaning of a term must be ascertained
from the way it is used, which requires attention to what Lind-
beck calls “the total relevant context,” practical as well as
linguistic. The propositionalist fails to note the importance of
practice for meaning, especially in religion, and so makes the
misleading decision that the crusader’s cry is ontologically
true. Lindbeck’s account of intrasystematic truth is designed
to avoid this problem. But linguistic and practical coherence
are not barriers to ontological truth; by establishing when
utterances have appropriate meanings, they are conditions
for it.

To summarize; 1) Categorial truth is a necessary but not
sufficient condition for ontological truth. It is a necessary con-
dition because reference to reality requires the right categories,

26 ND, p. 64.
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ones which are at least in some degree adequate to that reality.
It is not a suflicient condition, because having the right cate-
gories is no guarantee that they will be rightly used in any
given utterance. 2) Intrasystematic truth is also a necessary
but not sufficient condition for ontological truth. It is a nec-
essary condition because in any coherent network of belief,
categories can only refer to reality when they are rightly used,
that is, when their meaning is consistent with the shape and
requirements of the wider network of belief. It is not a suffi-
cient condition, because internally consistent utterances can
be made in a system of belief which lacks categories adequate
to refer to reality. 8) Categorial and intrasystematic truth
together are the necessary and sufficient conditions of ontologi-
cal truth. Lindbeck is quite clear about this. “ An intrasys-
tematically true statement is ontologically false—or, more ac-
curately, meaningless—if it is part of a system that lacks the
concepts or categories to refer to the relevant realities, but it
is ontologically true if it is part of a system that is itself cate-
gorially true (adequate).”?” If the Christian categories are
true and they are used in a way which coheres with the lin-
guistic and practical paradigms of the religion, the sentence
thereby uttered succeeds in referring to and describing that
which is in fact the most important thing in the universe—the
God who is the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ (however in-
adequate and merely analogical the description may be to its
transcendent referent). The proposition thus expressed en-
genders a genuine adaequatio mentis ad rem, what Lindbeck

21 ND, p. 64-5. Lindbeck here describes this relationship in terms of nec-
essary and sufficient conditions. It is important to stress that this remark
states the truth conditions for “ordinary religious language,” which Lind-
beck sharply distinguishes from both ¢ technical theology ¥ and * official
doctrine ”; the former is first-order speech, while the latter two are (in
different ways) essentially second-order speech (cf. ND, p. 69). The condi-
tions under which “ technical theology ” might have ontological truth on an
account like Lindbeck’s are more complex, and there is not room to go into
them here. However, I think Lindbeck’s own remarks on this issue some-
times sound a good deal more restrictive than the logic of his account re-
quires (e.g., ND, pp. 106-7).



AQUINAS AS POSTLIBERAL THEOLOGIAN 367

calls a “ mental isomorphism of the knowing and the known,”
which is no less real for being “ part and parcel of a wider
[practical] conformity of the self to God.” *®

Understood in this way, Lindbeck’s argument meets O’Neill’s
radical objection squarely. His account of religious truth does
not at all exclude the claim that Christian beliefs are ontologi-
cally true. On the contrary, religious propositions are true “ be-
cause of their reference to the real” (to use O’Neill’s phrase) ;
on Lindbeck’s account, this is precisely what it means to say
that & religious proposition is “true.” But Lindbeck is also
concerned to give an account, consistent with his larger view
of religion, doctrine, and theology, of the conditions under
which true propositions can be uttered in the religious domain,
and specifically in Christianity. In other words, he wants to
give an account not only of the éruth of Christian beliefs
(““ correspondence to reality ”) but also of their justification
(adequate categories used in ways that are intrasystematically
true) . O’Neill fails to observe this distinction. Consequently,
he takes Lindbeck’s discussion of categorial and intrasys-
tematic truth as a purposeful reduction of the meaning of
“true” in a religious context to “scriptural discourse verified
by action,” rather than what it really is—an account of the
conditions under which religious ubterances succeed in con-
forming the mind to objective reality.*

28D, p. 65. The kind of argument presented by Lindbeck needs to he
developed further at this point. It needs to be made more clear how, given
a definition of truth as correspondence, adequate categories and intrasys-
tematic coherence are mot only necessary, but sufficient conditions for the
truth of religious utterances in this sense. But it seems crucial to the kind
of position articulated by Lindbeck to hold that this is in fact the case,
such that if these conditions are known to be met, no further step is neces-
sary in order to ascertain that a given utterance is true (in particular, the
step required by the now widely rejected foundationalist claim that in order
to make true statements about the world, there can and must be privileged
representations, or states of affairs to which we have unmediated access,
which alone are sufficient to guarantee the correspondence of mind and lan-
guage with reality). As we will see (below, note 49), Aquinas makes a move
similar to Lindbeck’s at this point, on more explicitly theological grounds.

29In my analysis of Lindbeck, I have been using  justification,”  cri-
teria,” and “conditions ” for truth as, if not identical in meaning, mutually
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Lindbeck’s compact treatment of these issues raises a num-
ber of important questions, one of which is that posed by
Tracy and Gustafson, to which I alluded earlier. To these and
other theologians of revisionist or liberal disposition, Lind-
beck’s account of the justification (as distinguished from the
truth) of Christian beliefs is bound to seem like a flagrant
evasion. To say that we are justified in holding a given proposi-
tion to be (ontologically) true because it coheres with the
norms of Christian belief and practice 15, so the objection goes,
to beg the decisive question: how can these norms themselves
be justified? Lindbeck is fully aware of this challenge, and The
Nature of Doctrine culminates with his response to it,** but
here I can only draw attention to a few central points. The
problem can be seen as that of explicating how the whole in-
ternally normed scheme of belief and practice called “ Chris-
tianity > can be justified. Lindbeck’s argument, in brief, is that
if individual utterances within the comprehensive scheme are
justified by their coherence with internal criteria, then the
scheme as a whole must include criteria of its own truth; if
the justification of Christian belief (or other kinds of belef
about ultimate meaning and value) is coberentist on the micro
level, it is holistic on the macro level. This is just the point at
which, for writers like Tracy and Gustafson, Lindbeck’s ac-
count of justification seems to degenerate into fideism and rela-
tivism. But the charge of fideism seems rooted in the assump-
tion that basic Christian beliefs (and thereby the Christian
scheme as a whole) can only be justified adequately by an ap-
peal to criteria of truth which are “ public,” in the sense that
they are significantly if not wholly external to Christianity (or

implicative in practice; when a belief meets the categorial and intrasystem-
atic conditions for truth, the criteria have been satisfied which justify hold-
ing that belief. I think this use of the terms reflects the logie of Lindbeck’s
argument (and, I will argue, of Thomas’s), but the conditions which when
met make a belief true, and what gives one the right to hold a belief (ie.,
justifies it), might be different, and in some theories of truth they clearly
are.

30 Cf. ND, pp. 128-35 for Lindbeck’s discussion (under the rubric “ Intel-
ligibility as Skill ).
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any other comprehensive but community—specific network of
belief) , and are at least implicitly universal, that is, shared at
some level by all rational people. Lindbeck finds this assump-
tion unpersuasive: “ The issue is not whether there are uni-
versal norms of reasonableness, but whether these can be
formulated in some neutral, framework—independent lan-
guage.” ** In agreement with Wittgenstein, Kuhn, Mitchell,
and others, Lindbeck maintains that we can identify some of
the universal norms easily enough (he devotes particular at-
tention to the notion of “ assimilative power ”), but we cannot
apply them to make decisions about truth between compre-
hensive systems of belief the way we regularly apply various
criteria to make decisions within such schemes. The reason for
this is that each religion or worldview will shape and fill in
such norms in its own way, so that each will have its own
materially specific notions of what constitutes adequate and
appropriate “ assimilative power” (for example). This means,
in turn, that a shared norm or value like “ assimilative power ”
only becomes materially definite enough to guide clear deci-
stons about truth when it becomes concretely the assimilative
power of (for example) Christianity, that is, when it is no
longer a norm external to a given system of belief and prac-
tice, but internal to it.%?

The persuasiveness of Lindbeck’s suggestions about justifi-
cation, and of their relation to his correspondence notion of
truth, can only be addressed by a much more extensive explo-
ration of the issues involved. I shall, in the remainder of this
paper, look simply at O’Neill’s charge of novelty. Lindbeck
suggests that his account of truth and justification is deeply

31 ND, p. 130.

32 For more detajled discussions of this holist aspect of justification, both
as an alternative to the questionable search for unmiversal ecriteria and an
effective reply to the charge of relativism, see William C. Placher, “ Revision-
ist and Postliberal Theologies and the Public Character of Theology,” The
Thomist 49 (1985), pp. 302-416, especially Placher’s argument that Lindbeck
is in some ways more “public” than (e.g.) Tracy; see also Ronald F. Thie-
mann, Revelation and Theology, (Notre Dame, IN, 1984), pp. 72-91,
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consistent with a range of traditional theological views, not
least that of Thomas Aquinas, a suggestion O’Neill several
times repudiates. By testing Lindbeck’s suggestion in regard
to Aquinas, a further investigation of some central problems
about theological truth and justification will be possible, and
perhaps more light will be shed on Lindbeck’s own position.

oI

As I have already mentioned, Aquinas defines truth as a
correspondentia. or adaequatio of the mind and reality, a
definition with which Lindbeck explicitly agrees. My concern
bere is not with this definition of truth, nor with the ways
Aquinas develops and qualifies it when he discusses the limited
correspondence that can obtain between our minds and lan-
guage and divine reality. Rather, the question I will consider
1s how Aquinas understands the justification of Christian be-
liefs, given this definition of truth. To put the question in
Lindbeck’s terms, in the religious domain, under what condi-
tions for Aquinas can one assert a proposition which is true,
that is, which conforms the mind to reality? The decisive
issue is whether Thomas utilizes something like Lindbeck’s
criteria. of linguistic and practical coherence when he deals
with questions of justification. Such questions come up regu-
larly in Thomas’ discussion of faith, although of course not
exclusively there. The lineaments of Thomas’ account of faith
are reasonably familiar, and will not be treated systematically
here, but some preliminary comments will help illuminate the
bearing of his discussion specifically on the justification of
Christian belief.

Recasting the language of Heb. 11:1, Thomas defines faith
as the “ disposition (habitus) of the mind by which eternal
life is begun in us, and which leads the intellect to assent to
what is not seen.” ¥ By saying that through faith eternal life
is begun in us, Thomas issues a reminder. Faith is one of the
theological virtues, one of the divinely given dispositions which

83 ILIL, 4, 1, .
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“have God for their object in that we are rightly ordered
towards God by them.”** As this definition further indicates,
the act which the habit or disposition of faith enables us to
perform is a certain kind of intellectual assent; faith is rooted
in the intellect, although it has a complex relation to the will
as well. Thus “faith® designates the intellectual side of a
rightly ordered human relation to God. By describing more
precisely the sense in which God is the “object” of faith,
Thomas amplifies his characterization of the rightly ordered
relation of the human being to God.

It 1s essential, Thomas argues, to distinguish from the outset
two different ways in which God is the object of faith: he is
both faith’s material object and its formal object. Like any
cognitive habit, faith not only knows various things, but knows
them in a distinctive way. These are what Thomas speaks of
as, respectively, the material and formal “ objects ” of a given
cognitive habit. So faith embraces both “what is known,
which is as it were the material object, and that through which
it is kmown, which is the formal object (formalis ratio
obiecti) .” ** Thomas uses a variety of examples to explain this
distinction between “ what” is known and “that through
which ” it is known. Perhaps the clearest of those first occurs
is a context closely related to the present discussion of faith,
namely the development of the notion of sacra doctring in the
opening question of the Summa Theologize. * The unity of a
power and habit must be discerned with regard to the object,”
Thomas remarks, “ but not the object materially considered,
rather with regard to a formal aspect (rationem) of the object.
For example, a man, a donkey, and a stone all share in the
formal aspect of being colored, which is the object of sight.” *¢

8¢ T.1T, 62, 1, 1.

ssTI-I1, 1, 1, r.

361, 1, 3, r; Cf. I, 59, 4, r. When he distinguishes the formal and mate-
rial objects of faith in the passage I am now econsidering (II-IL, 1, 1, r),
Thomas uses a different and more complex example, according to which the
middle term of a demonstration in Aristotelian sciemce is a formal object in
relation the conclusion of the demonstration, which is a material object; this
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Just as the “formal object” of the visual power is color, so
the “formal object”™ of any cognitive power or habit is the
particular aspect under which it considers or apprehends
things, and which is common to everything the power or habit
is capable of apprehending. By contrast the “ material ob-
ject ” of vision could be anything at all, as long as it shares
the common feature (viz., being colored) in virtue of which
things are apprehended by that power; the same holds for the
material object of any cognitive power or habit. This implies
that the various powers and habits are defined and distin-
guished from one another by their formal objects rather than
their material objects; it is not what they consider, but the
way they consider it, which is decisive.*” The reason for this is
obvious: not only can a single power or habit consider a vir-
tually endless supply of material objects, but a single material
object (such as the donkey of Thomas’s illustration) can be
considered in a variety of ways (not only as having color, but
as something to be ridden, something to laugh at, and so
forth) .*®

How then is God the formal object of faith, as “ that which
is colored ” is of sight? God is the “first truth,” replies
Aquinas, and it is in this distinctive respect that God is faith’s

is because the middle term is the medium (i.e., the means) by which the con-
clusion is known. Cf. I-II, 54, 2, ad 2, for a more detailed development of
this example, also T, 1, 1, ad 2. This will become important later on, when
Thomas distinguishes between different means by which we can hold beliefs
about God. In reading these passages, I have benefitted from the discussion
of Thomas on formal objects in Michel Corbin, Le chemin de la théologie
ckez Thomas d’Aquin, (Paris, 1974), especially pp. 735-8.

37Cf. I, 1, 7, r: “ Properly speaking, the aspect (ratione) under which all
things are referred to a power or habit is designated as the object of that
power or habit.” Cf. also I, 77, 3, r.

88 Thomas’s talk of “formal object” and “ material object” may easily
sound puzzling to modern ears, since we tend to use “object” as roughly
equivalent to “particular,” so that “material object” sounds redundant and
“formal object” suggests some separate and obscure particular alongside it.
As the foregoing discussion indicates, Thomas uses “obiectum ” in a much
broader sense, which typically has the force of “subject matter” or “con-
tent.”
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formal object. “ The formal object of faith is nothing other
than the first truth (veritas prima), for the faith about which
we are speaking does not assent to something except because
it has been revealed by God (a Deo revelatum) .” ** I will deal
with the crucial link between prima veritas and a Deo revela-
tum momentarily. First, it is important to see that by char-
acterizing God as prima veritas, Thomas means that the divine
intellect is the measure or standard of all truth. Ultimately, to
be “true ” is to be in harmony or agreement with God’s crea-
tive knowledge.* Since God as prima veritas is the formal ob-
ject of faith, whatever faith apprehends is necessarily in accord
with God’s own definitive knowledge; faith is distinguished
from other intellectual dispositions by considering things under
the aspect of their agreement with the prima veritas** Conse-
quently, it is impossible for faith to involve an admixture of
falsity; this would be inconsistent with the very notion of faith
as defined by its formal object.** Any number of things might
count as material objects of faith. Not only God himself, but
creabed realities in their relation to God can “come under”
faith.* But they do so only insofar as they fit with the cri-

801111, 1,1, r.

40 “If we are speaking about the fruth insofar as it is in things, then all
things are ‘true’ by one first truth, to which every single thing is likened
according to its own being (entitatem)” (I, 16, 6, r)}. Cf. S. Thomae Aqui-
notis Iiber de Veritate Catholicae Fidei conira errores Infidelium sew
“ Summa contra Gentiles ” (hereafter 8CG), ed. C. Pera et. al, 3 vols.,
(Turin, 1961), I, 62, (#519): “Divine truth is the standard (mensure) of
all truth . . . The truth of a thing is measured (mensuratur) by the divine
intellect, which is the cause of things.”

41 Faith is also distinguished by the fact that its formal object is at once
certain and non visum, a point I will take up later.

2 Cf. II-I1, 1, 8, r: “The formal object of faith is the first truth. Thus
nothing can come under faith except insofar as it stands under the first
truth. But nothing false can stand there, just as non-being eannot have a
place under being, nor evil under good.” Cf. de Ver. 14, 8, 1.

43 “If we consider the material objects to which faith assents, it is mnot
only God himself, but many other things as well. Nevertheless, these only
come under faith insofar as they are ordered to God in some way” (II-II, 1,
1, 1),
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terion which constitutes faith’s formal object, namely God as
prima veritas.

By itself the motion of the “first truth ” lacks any definite
content, and so is of no use for distinguishing what genuinely
belongs to faith from what does not. But as the linking of
veritas prime vo a Deo revelatum already suggests, Thomas
ascribes a quite specific content to the formal object of faith:
the creeds, understood as a summary of Scripture. In order
to make this connection between the weritas prima and the
creeds, Thomas first argues that the formal object of faith
must be linguistic in character. This is due to the nature of
our knowing, as suggested by the principle, ““ things known are
in the knower in a way appropriate to the knower.” We only
know things “ by composing and dividing,” that is, by form-
ing propositions about them. Thus a distinction must be
made: the formal object of faith, the prima veritas, can be
considered in two ways. “In one way, from the side of the
reality believed in (ex parte ipsius rei creditae) ; in this way
the object of faith is something simple (incomplexum) , name-
ly the very reality concerning which we have faith. In an-
other way from the side of the believer (ex parte credentis) ; in
this respect the object of faith is something composite (com-
plexum) , in the form of a proposition (enuntiabilis).” ** Only
that can be prima veritas for us (ex parte credentis) which is
linguistically embodied. As a result, the formal object of faith
takes the shape for us of an assortment of mutually fit propo-

41111, 1, 2, r. O’Neill cites II-I1, 1, 2 ad 2 against Lindbeck, apparently
as a Thomistic rejoinder to his own mistaken assumption that Lindbeck
denies any correspomdence between the intellect and reality in faith (cf.
“ Propositional Truth,” p. 434) : “The act of the believer does not terminate
in the proposition (enuntiabile), but in the reality. For we do not form
propositions except in order that through them we may have knowledge
(cognitionem) ; just as this applies in demonstrative science (scieniia), so
also it applies in faith.,” But O’Neill’s own discussion, with its sharp dis-
tinctions between thought and language and between the dynamism of the
judgment towards reality and the imperfection of concepts, seems to over-
look the central point of this remark: the mind can correspond to reality
only by linguistic means,
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sitions, which Thomas calls the articles of faith.* Thomas dis-
tinguishes fourteen such articles, allowing for differences in
numbering, and groups them under two headings that together
encompass all that the believer longs to see and enjoy in
eternal life, of which faith is the beginning: * some [of the mat-
ters of Christian faith] pertain to the divine majesty, some per-
tain to the mystery of the humanity of Christ.”*® The articles
of faith in turn function as the linguistic embodiment of faith’s
formal object only insofar as they express the central content
of Scripture, which is itself the regula fidei.*” Thus the “ob-
ject ™ or subject matter of faith, precisely on its formal side,
has a definite and distinctive content: God the prima veritas,
as revealed in the language of Scripture and creed.

Thomas’s account of the object of faith bears directly on
questions regarding the justification of Christian belief. In fact
it suggests a view of epistemic justification in the religious
domain which is not inconsistent with Lindbeck’s appeal to the
criterion of linguistic coherence within a religion.*®* As we have

45 “ Matters of Christian faith (credibilie fidei Christiance) are said to
be distinguished into articles insofar as they are divided into certain parts
having a mutual fitness” (II-II, 1, 6, r). Here again Thomas underlines
the point that while the formal object of faith is indeed God himself as first
truth, it is only by linguistic means that God can actually be first truth in
our thinking and knowing: “ The formal object of faith can be taken in two
senses ” (II-II, 1, 6, ad 2 cf. II-I1, 1, 2, r). And: “it is from our side .. .
that a distinction of articles of faith is made.”

46 IT-1T, 1, 8, r. Thomas’s different way of distinguishing the prima credi-
bilie in I1-IT, 1, 7, v (*“ that God exists and has providence over human salva-
tion ) seems to be the equivalent of this in content and function.

47 On Scripture as the rule of faith, ef. In 6 Tim. 1, (#237): “The teach-
ing of the apostles and prophets is said to be canonical because it is a
kind of rule for our intellect” (8. Thomae Aquinatis super Epistolas S.
Pauli Lecture, 2 vols., [Turin, 19531, Vol. 2). Cf. also II-II, 1, 9, ob 1.
While insisting on the need for a creedal summary, Thomas agrees in reply
that the creed “is mnot something added to holy Scrpiture, but rather is
taken from Secripture.” Like the other theological virtues, faith is marked
by the fact that “virtues of this kind are transmitted (traduntur) by di-
vine revelation alone in holy Seripture ” (I-II, 62, 1, r).

48] am for the moment concerned omnly with the issue of linguistic or
propositional coherence; the issue of practical or performative coherence will
be treated separately.
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seen, Thomas says that the material object of faith (i.e., what
is known in faith) is God, and any created reality in relation
to God. Given the dependence of our knowledge upon lan-
guage for Thomas, our access to God and to creatures in rela-
tion to God must be through assent to propositions about God
and creatures. But Christian faith only affirms propositions
about God and creatures when these propositions are in ac-
cord with faith’s formal object, namely the language of Serip-
ture and the creeds understood as the self-communication of
God, the prima veritas. This suggests that for Thomas coher-
ence or agreement with the linguistic paradigms of the reli-
gion, especially key ones enunciated in the creeds, is for Chris-
tians a necessary condition for any sentence about God or
creatures in relation to God being a true proposition (however
difficult and complex it might be to confirm or deny this co-
herence in practice) . Moreover, it seems that for Thomas this
coherence of propositions with one another is not simply a
sine qua non, but at least on the linguistic side is a sufficient
condition for the truth of what Christians believe about God
and creatures; any proposition which “comes under” or ac-
cords with Seripture and creed cannot be false, but must rather
be true (given Thomas’s acceptance of the excluded middle
with regard to truth, i.e., of bivalence). That is, since God as
prima veritas is the source and measure of all truth, and since
God’s self-revelation in Scripture and creed is the linguistic
embodiment of his own being as prima wveritas, whatever
propositions cohere with Seripture and creed must be true, that
is, must correspond to reality.*®* So it seems plausible to sug-
gest that for Thomas, the criterion of truth for Christian be-
liefs is their coherence with other beliefs, especially certain
central ones (when complemented by coherence with appro-
priate practice, as we shall see) ; Christian beliefs are justified
in other words, by meeting this criterion of coherence. In-

49 If this reading of Thomas is correct, then he has at least this explicitly
theological way of dealing with an issue which, we have mentioned, is not

fully resolved by Lindbeck, namely, how intrasystematic coheremce is suffi-
cient to yield ontological correspondence (cf. note 28).
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deed, it seems as though this is the only way Christian beliefs
can be justified, since faith alone, understood as the disposi-
tion to affirm propositions about God and creatures which
cohere with Scripture and creed, is the virtue by which the
intellect is “ rightly ordered” to God—ithat is, which entails
the correspondentia by which truth is defined.** My proposal
then is that for Thomas, Christianity is a complex and varie-
gated network or web of belief, in which the truth of any one
aspect is measured by its coherence with the others. The unit
of correspondance would thus not be the isolated proposition,
but the whole web of belief; in order for any one proposition to
engender the adaequatio mentis ad rem, one would have to be-
lieve, at least implicitly, a vast number of others as well.

One initial test for this coherentist reading of Aquinas is to
consider some possible counter-examples. Two cases would
seem to count very strongly against this reading if Thomas al-
lows for them: 1) accepting some central Christian beliefs but
denying others; 2) accepting one central Christian belief with-
out reference to others, because that belief seems justified on
independent grounds. But if Thomas denies that any adae-
quatio mentis ad rem can be achieved under these conditions,
then the claim that for him Christian beliefs are justified
by their coherence with other beliefs would be greatly
strengthened.

1) Discussing the question of who has faith and who does
not, Thomas asks whether a person (whom he calls haereticus)
who does not believe one article of faith can really believe any
of the others, even after the fashion of unformed faith (faith
not conjoined with love for that which is believed, to which I
will return) . The answer is no. “ The heretic who denies (dis-
credit) one article of faith does not have the habit of faith,
either formed or unformed.” " In order to explain why,

50 Cf. I-II, 62, 1, r and above, note 34,

51 [I-I1, 5, 3, r. Ignorance, confusion, perplexity and so forth do not count
as heresy for Aquinas, but only the willful and persistent denial, from
within the commurity, of central Christian beliefs. Cf. de Malo 8, 1, ad 7
(Quaestiones Disputatae, Vol. 2).
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Thomas makes a now familiar appeal. “ The formal object of
faith is the first truth, according as it is made manifest in the
holy Secriptures and the doctrine of the Church.” ** Precisely
because the “object” which gives faith its distinctive char-
acter takes the form of a network of interrelated propositions,
it is impossible to believe some of these propositions in isola-
tion from the others. The central tenets of the faith are avail-
able as a coherent whole (and as such the regulae for believing
other things) or not at all. Thomas is quite clear that affirming
some of the articles of faith apart from others decisively
changes the epistemic status of the articles which one does
affirm. ““Someone who is an unbeliever with regard to one ar-
ticle does not have faith with regard to the others, but a kind
of opinion in accordance with his own will.” *®* And Thomas is
also quite clear that propositions about God affirmed under
these conditions (without what Lindbeck would call intrasys-
tematic truth) are incapable of bringing about any adaequatio
mentis ad rem, even when the sentences used are identical
with articles of faith. On the contrary: “ A person is maximal-
ly separated from God by unbelief (infidelitatem) , because he
does not have true knowledge (cogitionem) of God. Through
false cognition about him one does not draw near to him, but
rather is more greatly separated from him.”** 'The reason
Thomas gives is crucial to understanding his view of justifica-
tion and truth in the religious domain. “It cannot be that
someone who has a false opinion about God knows (cognoscat)
him in any respect at all (quantum ad quid) , because what he
or she thereby imagines (opinatur) is not God.” ** The person
whose discourse does not cohere with the broader norms of

52 Thid.

53 Ibid. Cf. also de Oaritate 18, ad 6 (Quaestiones Disputate, Vol. 2).

5¢ II-I1, 10, 3, r. The infidelitas of which Thomas speaks here includes
haeresis in the sense of I1-11, 5, 3, r; cf, II-IT, 11, 1.

55 I1-I1, 10, 3, r. Cf. II-II, 5, 3, ad 2: “ Faith adheres to all the articles
of faith by one means (propter unum medium), that is, by the first truth
proposed to us in the Scriptures, rightly understood in accordance with the
doctrine of the Church. Therefore someone who does not rely on this means
(ab hoc medio decidit) entirely lacks faith.”
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Christian belief is not even talking about God, and so cannot
possibly know or refer to him. In order to understand what
Thomas is getting at here, a close look at the second proposed
counter-example is needed.

2) In several discussions of the act of faith Thomas con-
siders the case of the person who affirms certain statements
about God which Christians also hold, not because these state-
ments cohere with the description of God articulated in Scrip-
ture and the creeds, but because they are justified by a demon-
strative argument. Acts like habits are distinguished and de-
fined by their objects, Thomas argues, so the complete act of
faith will have three aspects, each ““ having 2 different relation
to the object of faith.”®® Considered simply as an act of the
intellect, faith has a twofold relation to its object. With re-
gard to its material object, the act of faith is credere Deum,
“to hold beliefs about God.” > With regard to its formal ob-
ject, the act of faith is eredere Deo, ““ to believe God.” This is
the act by which one adheres to the first truth as manifested
in Scripture and creed, “in order that on account of it one
may assent to that which is believed.” *®* When the intellect
in the act of faith is considered as moved by the will, a third
aspect emerges: credere i Deum, to love the self-revealing
first truth and to desire union with him as the goal of one’s
existence.” Given these distinctions, the question for present

56 IT-IT, 2, 2, ad 1. On the necessity of all three aspects for the complete
act of faith, see In III Sent. 23, 2, 2, ii, ad 1 (#150), (8. Thomae Aquinatis
Seriptum super Sententiis Mogistri Petri Lombardi, ed. P. Mandonnet and
M. F. Moos, 4 vols.,, [Paris, 1929-47]); de Ver. 14, 7, ad 7.

57 On the correlation of materiale obiectum fidei and credere Deum, cf.
I1.11, 2, 2, r. The phrase credere Deum in Thomas is hard to translate well.
It is often rendered “ to believe that there is a God.” While it captures an
essential concern Thomas bhas here, this is much too narrow, since credere
Deum is correlated with the material object of faith, which includes not
only a wide number of affirmationg about God, but about creatures in rela-
tion to God as well.

58 J1-11, 2, 2, 1.

59T have so far bracketed the role of the will in faith, although it is of
course crucial in Thomas’s wider account. It will come up at several points
below.
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purposes concerns the epistemic status of a person (such as a
pre-Christian philosopher) who holds beliefs about God (in
particular, the belief that there is a God) on the basis of a
demonstrative argument, but without reference to Scripture
and creed. Is someone who believes God exists under these
conditions justified in so doing, with a resulting correspondence
of mind and reality?

Thomas takes up this question when he considers an objec-
tion which argues that credere Deum should not be considered
a part of the distinctive act of Christian faith. After all, people
without Christian faith also hold beliefs about God; for ex-
ample, “to believe that God exists is something unbelievers
also do.” * And sometimes unbelievers have good reasons, in
the form of demonstrative arguments, for believing that God
exists.® But Thomas rejects this whole line of reasoning, be-
cause it is based on a false assumption. Unbelievers, even
those with demonstrative arguments, do not in fact believe
that God exists, or hold any other beliefs about God which
Christians hold: “ nec vere Deum credunt.” > This is obvious-
ly not a remark about the psychology of the unbeliever; noth-
ing prevents the unbeliever from uttering sentences in which
“God ” is the subject, and from aflirming that these sentences
are true. It is rather a remark about epistemic justification.
Unbelievers do not really (vere) believe that God exists, or

60 I1-11, 2, 2, ob 3.

61In the passage I am here considering (II-I1, 2, 2, ob 3 and ad 3),
Thomas does not refer specifically to the unbeliever who has a demonstra-
tive argument for God’s existence, but simply to the infidelis in general.
However, parallel discussions in Thomas of the threefold act of faith indicate
that it is precisely the claim to demonstrate God’s existence which is
Thomag’s primary concern when he considers credere Deum outside of faith.
Cf. In 4 Rom. 1, (#327): “If someone believes that God exists by various
human reasons and natural indications (signe), he or she is not yet said
to have faith” (Super Hpistolas Pauli, Vol. 1). When the act of faith is
considered in the Seriptum super Sententiis, the objection just outlined is
stated this way: “ That God exists is proven demonstratively by philosophers.
Therefore to believe that God exists is not part of the act of faith” (In
III Sent. 23, 2, 2, ii. ob 2 [#131]).

62 I1-11, 2, 2, ad 3.
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whatever else they may say about God, precisely because
“they do not believe that God exists under those conditions
which faith determines (determinet).”® 'The “conditions”
of which Thomas speaks here are simply all the other inter-
connected beliefs which constitute that Scriptural and creedal
network of belief by which faith is defined (and to which the
act of faith is related as credere Deo) .** The problem with the
unbeliever’s credere is that it takes place apart from credere
Deo, and thus apart from the web of belief in which it prop-
erly belongs, fitness with which establishes the truth of beliefs
about God. There is a lack of necessary coherence with other
beliefs in the unbeliever’s credere, and this entails that persons
without faith are not in fact justified in believing that God
exists (as Thomas puts is, they do “not really believe” it),
no matter how strong the grounds they may have for holding
the belief. Thus the credere Deum of the believer and the un-
believer are not the same act, as the objection supposes, but
differ in kind. “Unbelievers do mnot believe that God exists
(credere Dewm) in the sense in which (sub eq ratione) this is
part of the act of faith.”*

The relation between coherence and correspondence in
Thomas’s account of religious truth is particularly clear at this
point. At least with regard to God, correspondence is the re-
sult of coherence; a given utterance about God (e.g., “ God
exists ) only engenders an adequatio mentis ad rem when the
person who makes it holds a number of other specifically Chris-
tian beliefs about God. Where this kind of coherence between
beliefs is absent (i.e., apart from “the conditions faith de-

63 Jhid.

6¢ Thig is explicitly stated at In III Sent. 23, 2, 2, ii, ad 2 [#151], in
connection with the explicit denial that there is genuine credere Deum with
someone who has a demonstration of God’s existence outside of faith: “ Al-
though the existence of God by itself (simpliciter) can be demonstrated,
that God is three in one, and other things of this kind which faith ascribes
to God (im Deo credit), cannot be demonstrated. But it is in accordance
with these things that it is an act of faith to believe that God exists (credere
Deum).”

65 1111, 2, 2, ad 3.
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fines ”) there is no correspondence at all—even for the person
whose assertion that God exists is the conclusion of a sound
argument. Thomas makes this claim about the connection be-
tween coherence and correspondence by introducing a tech-
nical Aristotelian point regarding the knowledge of “ simple”
things: “In simple things any failure of knowledge (defectus
cognitionis) is in fact a total lack of knowledge.” *® God is
“simple ” for Aquinas in that he transcends the metaphysical
distinctions which apply to created realities (especially mate-
rial ones), and which structure all of our knowledge. This is
true in particular of the distinction between an individual sub-
stance and its essence: “In simple substances the thing (res)
and its essence are the same.” ** The notion that in “ simple
things ” the essence is the particular leads Thomas to reflect
on our ordinary knowledge of essences, which forms an analogy

66 Ihid. It might be argued here and in regard to what follows that
Thomas’s appeal to conditions of coherence for knowledge of God is dependent
on and motivated by a prior commitment to a motion of metaphysical sim-
plicity. If this notion is rejected as implausible or incoherent (as it often
is), then it would seem that the need to talk about conditions of ccherence
would be obviated. I think, on the conmtrary, that his use of the notion of
simplicity here and elsewhere is dependent on and determined by his theo-
logical commitments, so that in this case he employs the notion of simplicity
because he thinks the mind’s correspondence with God takes place only
“under the conditions faith defines,” and not wvice versa. It would take a
complicated textual argument to establish and explicate this claim about the
function of appeals to simplicity in Aquinas, but two points may be men-
tioned here. 1) Thomas’s use of Aristotle in II-IT, 2, 2, ad 3, as is usually
the case in directly theological contexts, seems to be primarily illustrative
rather than justificatory. 2) When applied to God, “simple” is not prim-
arily a metaphysical description for Aquinas, but rather a metalingunistic
stipulation rooted in the convietion of God’s transcendence. It serves to
qualify the application of all creaturely discourse to God, who is, so the
faith maintains, the beginning and end of creatures but not himself a erea-
ture (cf. I, 2, pro.). On this point David Burrell’s textual arguments seem
persuagive; cf. his Aquinas: God and Action, (Notre Dame, 1979). If this
is correct, then it would be beside the point to reject Thomas’s appeals to
divine simplicity because they seem metaphysically unpersuasive.

67 In 9 Met. 11, (#1907), (8. Thomae Aquinatis in duodecim Libros Meta-
physicorum Aristotelis Hxpositio, ed. M.-R. Cathala and R. M. Spiazzi,
[Turin, 1964]).
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for the knowledge of ““ simple things.” For Thomas, either we
have the idea of *“ homo ” as “ animal rationale” or we do not
have it; there is no partial grasp of essences. Similarly there is
no partial knowledge of simple things; “ For the mind to grasp
(attingere) them and speak about them constitutes truth, but
not to grasp these simple things is to be entirely ignorant of
them.” ¢ In this our knowledge of ““stmple things ” is quite
different from our knowledge of the “composite ” objects of
our sense experience. “ Whoever does not grasp the essence of
a simple thing does not know it at all; it is impossible to know
one thing about it, and not to know something else, since it is
not a composite reality.” *°

We cannot know God’s essence, but Thomas thinks these
ideas about the knowledge of “simple things ” can be used to
explicate the way in which the intellect comes to correspond to
God in faith. The transcendent prima weritas has revealed
himself, not simply in a concept or in isolated, atomic proposi-
tions, but in a complex body of propositions which are mutual-
ly necessary for the knowledge of him. These propositions are
related i & manner analogous to the relation between the
components of a definition; if one component is missing, the
definition is not grasped, or perhaps something else is defined.
Someone who could say in all seriousness, “ My pig is a per-
son” would show thereby that he or she had simply not
grasped the meaning of “ person.” " Even less, Thomas argues,
does someone who says “ God exists ” but does not affirm im-
plicitly or explicitly that “God became incarnate in Jesus
Christ ” grasp the reality of God.™ This lack of coherence, the

68 In 9 Met. 11, (#1905). The analogy, is should be stressed, is between
our grasp of the meaning of a definition and our grasp of the reality of a
transcendent “simple thing” through whatever propositions constitute a
minimally adequate description of if. In both cases there is an adequatio
mentis: to the essence expressed by the definition, and to the “ simple thing ”
described by manifold propositions.

69 In 9 Met. 11, (#1905).

70 Thomas uses a similar example in SCG 111, 118 (# 2904).

71 Qr, in regard to the Old Testament, who does not say *“ God will be-
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defectus cognitionis of which Thomas speaks in II-11, 2, 2, ad
3, entails not a partial, but a total lack of correspondence be-
tween the mind and God. “ God is maximally simple. There-
fore whoever is mistaken about God does not know (cognoscit)
God. For example, someone who believes that God is a body
does not know God in any way, but apprehends something else
in place of God.” ™

It will be recalled that Lindbeck appeals to the Thomistic
passage I have been analyzing here as a precedent for his own
account of intrasystematic truth.” Lindbeck claims that the
meaning of religious utterances is determined by the “total
relevant context,” necessarily including the speaker’s other
utterances and beliefs, so that a person who believes that God
exists without believing (for example) that this God has be-
come incarnate in Jesus Christ does not mean by “ God ” what
Christians mean, and so cannot refer to the self-manifesting
prima veritas who is the Christian God. Lindbeck’s claim
seems to sum up very nicely the force of Thomas’s argument
in II-I1, 2, 2, ad 8. Indeed Aquinas says as much when he
opens the discussion there by maintaining that the unbeliever’s
credere does not take place *“ sub ea ratione ” of the believer—
one does not mean the same thing as the other when they “ be-
lieve that there is a God.”

So far the discussion of Thomas has focused entirely on
linguistic coherence as a necessary condition for ontological
truth. There are also parallels in Thomas to what Lindbeck
regards as the complementary condition of practical coherence,
that of the fitness of religious language with appropriate prac-
tices, The parallel, while it could be developed at length, is
an obvious one. Recall that for Thomas, the complete act of
faith engages the will as well as the intellect; the aspect of
credere in Deum is integral to the act itself. But credere in

come inearnate.”” On the different senses in which faith in Jesus Christ is
necessary for right speech about God before and after his coming, ef, JI-IT,
2,7, r.

72 SCG 111, 118 (#2904).

73 Cf. above, note 19,
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Deum means precisely to believe out of caritas, out of that love
which returns to God his own friendship toward us and is
rooted in God’s gift of himself to us. “ Credere in Deum ex-
hibits the ordering of faith to its end, which happens through
love (per caritatem).” ™ As an aspect of the act of faith,
credere in Deum describes the will moving the intellect to as-
sent to the articles, and to whatever coheres with the articles.
The will moves the intellect to assent because it clings to the
prima veritas manifested in the articles and presented to it by
the intellect as the ultimately fulfilling goal of the whole
human being.” The divine gift of caritas, moreover, is the su-
preme virtue, which orders all of our inward and cutward acts
towards the realization of beautitudo in union with the very
God who is manifested in the articles of faith. So for Thomas
the faith by which the intellect is conformed to reality is impos-
sible without the disposition to act in ways appropriate to what
is believed. ““ Our mind is borne towards God alone as its end
. .. To believe in God (credere in Dewm) as one’s end is dis-
tinctive (proprium) to faith formed by love. Faith formed in
this way is the principle of all good works, and to that extent
‘to believe ’ is itself called the work of God.” "

4In 4 Rom. 1, (#327). Cf. also II-I1, 1, 9, ob 3. On carites as mutual
love founded on God’s sharing of his own blessedness with us, cf. II-II, 23,
1, r; I-11, 65, 5, r.

5 Cf. In 11 Heb. 1, (#553): “The first truth is the object of faith, in
which indeed the aim (finis) of the will consists, namely blessedness”
(Super Epistolas Pauli, Vol. 2). On the prima wveritas as both finis and
obiectum, cf. Benoit Duroux, La psychologie de la foi chez Saint Thomas
@’ Aquin, (Paris, 1962), pp. 45-6.

76 In 6 Ioammem 3 (#901), (8. Thomae Aquinatis Super Hvangelium S.
TIoanwnis Lectura, ed. Raphael Cai [Turin, 1952]). The role of caritas in the
act of faith is complicated by Thomas’s use of the standard medieval notion
of “unformed faith,” i.e., of faith without caritas. The passage just cited
from the lecture on John might suggest that for Thomas only the utterances
and act of formed faith involve a conformity of the mind to divine reality,
and that unformed faith fails to engender any such conformity. But Thomas
does in fact hold that fides informis involves a genuine adeeguatio mentis
ad rem. Formed and unformed faith are numerically the same habitus, such
that there is mo specifically cognitive difference between them: “The dis-
tinction between formed and unformed faith has to do with what pertains
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Faith for Aquinas is thus more than intellectual assent based
on the intrasystematic coherence of explicit beliefs; it requires
a specific practical and dispositional context as well. The con-

to the will, that is, to love (caritatem), and not with what pertains to the
intellect ” (II-I1, 4, 4, ).

Tt might seem as though Thomas’s ascription of a genuine correspondence
between the intellect and God even to fides informis is evidence that Thomas
rejects a view like Lindbeck’s, in which utterances using Christian cate-
gories must meet conditions of practical coherence in order to be true (ef.
O’Neill’s brief remarks in “ Propositional Truth,” pp. 431-2). But here it is
necessary to distinguish different ways in which speech and practice can
cohere (or fail to cohere). Lindbeck’s crusader does not have what Thomas
would call unformed faith; his act and utterance are better analyzed in
terms of infidelitas, Thomas’s account of which we have already discussed.
The person who has unformed faith grasps the practical norms and para-
digms of the Christian religion, which means that he grasps the way a com-
plex range of practices and beliefs is supposed to fit together. Bui he him-
self fails, perhaps dramatically, to conform to these norms or apply them
to himself in specific cases, and so is aware of a distressing gap between
the practical requirements of the faith and the shape of his own life. Thus,
to use Thomas’s examples, that person has unformed faith who grasps with
the clarity of faith that adultery is a mortal sin, but nonetheless commits
adultery, or who rightly believes that there is forgiveness of sins in the
church, but fails to grasp that this applies in his own case, and so despairs
of his own salvation (ef. II-II, 20, 2, r). Thomas explicitly contrasts such
cagses of unformed faith with infideli¢as. The person in infidelitas does not
grasp the practical structure of the religion while failing to conform to ifs
paradigms, but rather substitutes a paradigm of his own devising, “a kind
of opinion in accordance with his own will” (II-II, 5, 3, r; cf. above, note
53; cf. also II-IT, 44, 1, r.).

Thus for Thomas, fides informis and infidelitas are two fundamentally dif-
ferent ways in which our practices and dispositions can fail to fit with the
norms and paradigms of the universe deseribed by the creed; the former
does not preclude a genuine adaequatio mentis ad rem, but the latter does.
Lindbeck makes a cognate distinction: some practices render the religious
utterances associated with them false (thus the crusader), but a great deal
of practical deficiency is compatible with ontologically true uses of Chris-
tian language. “ Even mature Christians,” Lindbeck writes, have only begun
“to speak the Christian language ” rightly and to be conformed to Christ in
word and deed; “they have not yet learned to love God above all things and
their neighbors as themselves, for this is what comes at the end of the road
in eschatological fulfillment” (ND, p. 60). The parallel between Aquinas
and Lindbeck regarding two different ways that practice can affect the truth
of religious utterances is, to be sure, a formal one. Lindbeck’s account does
not require him to accept Thomas’s distinction between fides formata and
informis in detail.
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formity of the intellect to God through a network of proposi-
tions is, to use Lindbeck’s phrase, ““ part and parcel of a wider
conformity of the self to God,” in which through caritas ““ our
mind is borne towards God alone as its end.” " It seems that
for Aquinas religious utterances (credere Deum) become prop-
ositions conforming the mind to God under two conditions.
They must cohere with the wider linguistic context defined by
Scripture and the creeds (credere Deo) , and they must cohere
with a range of appropriate practices (credere in Dewm).
These two conditions are not only necessary, but together are
sufficient; when they are met the act of faith is complete, the
mind is rightly ordered—that is, corresponds—to the divine
reality, insofar as that is possible in this life.

v

Despite the fact that a coherentist reading of Aquinas on
the justification of Christian beliefs appears to have substan-
tial textual support, this reading faces an obvious difficulty:
Thomas sometimes seems to reject it outright. Especially
puzzling for this coherentist reading is Thomas’s frequent in-
sistence that a person cannot at the same time have both faith
and knowledge (scientia) concerning a given reality. “ There
cannot be faith and knowledge concerning the same thing.” ™
Fides and scientia are different mental acts for Thomas be-
cause they affirm a given proposition by different means, and
thus have different formal objects. But Thomas insists that the
two acts are not only different, they are incompatible. Scientia
oceurs when we affirm propositions to be true on the basis of
principles whose truth is self-evident to us (principia per se
nota, as Thomas calls them). When this happens, both the
principles and the conclusions are said to be “seen” (visum),
and to compel the mind’s assent.” Faith lacks this “ vision ”

77 ND, 65 {cf. above, note 28).

78 JT-IT, 1, 5, r. More precisely, ““ the same person cannot have faith and
knowledge (scientia) concerning the same thing” (II-1I, 2, 3, ad 2).

79 Of. I1I-I1, 1, 5, r: “ All scientio comes through certain principles which
arve self-evident (per aligue principic per se nota), and consequently are
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of what it affirms. Yet what it affirms is certain, being rooted
in the prima veritas, so ““faith is a mean between knowledge
and opinion,” having the certainty of scientia but, like opinio,
lacking the compelling character of self-evidence®* Now,
Thomas clearly supposes that it is possible to have scientia
(by way of demonstrative arguments) concerning at least some
of those propositions which the believer affirms by adhering to
God’s self-revelation in Scripture and the creeds. Since he in-
sists that one cannot have both scientia and fides concerning
the same proposition, the availability of demonstrative argu-
ments leads Thomas to distinguish between those beliefs about
God  (“material objects” correlated with credere Dewm)
which are articles of faith in the strict sense, because they can-
not be demonstrated, and those which are articles of {aith only
in a limited sense, because they can be demonstrated (such as
God’s existence and unity). Indeed, Thomas underlines the
point that regarding these latter beliefs one can have wisio in
this life (since that is what scientia involves), even though
most people may be limited to faith: “It can happen that
what is seen or known by one person, even in this life (in statu
viae) , is believed by another, who does not know (nowvit) it
demonstratively.” ® One can hold these beliefs because one
clings to God revealing himself (credere Deo), or because one
has a demonstration based on (for example) putatively self-
evident principles of Aristotelian logic and physics, but one
cannot, it seems, do both.

Thomas’s disjunction between fides and scientia has sug-
gested to numerous commentators that the justification of any
specific Christian belief in Thomas has nothing to do with
linguistic and practical coherence with the wider web of Chris-

seen (wisa). Therefore whatever things are known (scite) are seen in some
way (aliqguo modo).” As will become clear later on, the qualification aliquo
modo is erucial here. Cf. also II-II, 1, 4, r: “Those things are said to be
seen which by themselves move our intellect or sense to know them (ad sui
cognitionem).”’

80 IT-I1, 1, 2, s¢; cf. II-11, 1, 5, ad 4; II-IT, 2, 1, r.

8111-I1, 1, 5, r; cf. IT-II, 5, 1, r; de Ver. 14, 10, 1.
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tian belief. Indeed, the possibility that this might be the case
is usually not even considered. With regard to those beliefs
not explicitly excluded by Thomas from scientia, the ultimate
and proper criterion of truth is often assumed to be the avail-
ability of syllogistic argument based on principles naturally
evident to the mind. Where a valid argument of this kind
(e.g., for God’s existence) is grasped, there is necessarily an
adaequatio mentis ad rem, regardless of whether the person
who grasps the argument shares in the wider network of belief
and practice (as, e.g., the pre-Christian philosophers who made
such arguments did not.)** Gilson speaks for a host of others
when he says concerning those Christian beliefs which are
“ purely rational ” that, “ since these do not presuppose faith,
they can be extracted from their theological context and
judged, from the point of view of natural reason, as purely
philosophical conclusions. This is an extremely important
point in that it enables us to understand how strictly meta-
physical knowledge can be included mn a theological structure
without losing its purely philosophical nature.” ®* Not only is
the justification of Christian beliefs by “ natural reason”
(viz., Aristotelian syllogisms) independent of the specifically
Christian context of those beliefs, it is qualitatively superior
bo any justification those beliefs can have through faith. The
believer (or, presumably, the unbeliever) who has a demon-
strative argument for (e.g.) God’s existence has grasped the
truth of that belief in a better way than is available by faith,
so that (allowing for occasional relapses) he or she can leave
faith behind, at least where that particular belief is concerned.
So Gilson glosses Thomas’s disjunction of fides and scientia in
this way: “ Abstractly and absolutely speaking, where reason

82 After all, so the argument goes, Thomasg frequently concedes claims like,
“Some things which are part of the faith (in fide continenter) have been
proven demonstratively by philosophers, for example that God exists, that
God is one, and other things of this kind ” (IL-II, 1, 5, ob 3; cf. II-I1, 1, 8,
ob 1).

83 Etienne Gilson, The Christian Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas, tr.
L. K. Shook, (New York, 1956), p. 9.



390 BRUCE D. MARSHALL

is able to understand, faith has no further role to play.” * All
of this seems diametrically opposed to the coherentist reading
of the credere Deo suggested by passages such as those In
which Thomas denies that the unbeliever with demonstration
in hand really believes that God exists. Can a coherentist read-
ing of the credere Deo be reconciled with Thomas’s disjunction
between fides and scientia?

To begin with, Thomas significantly qualifies the notion of
scientia by distinguishing between scientia before and after
faith. This distinction is central, for example, to the way
Thomas handles the question whether having reasons for what
one believes reduces the “merit” of faith. Faith is meritori-
ous for Thomas on account of the role the will plays in it, lead-
ing the intellect to accept a network of propositions which are
not evident to the intellect. If someone requires convincing
reasons before that person is willing to believe, his act of belief
lacks merit, just because ““ he or she would not be readily will-
ing to believe (or would not be willing at all) unless a com-
pelling argument (ratio humana) were introduced.”*® But
when a person seeks the support of ratio humana after faith,
not in order to believe, but because he or she clings to the self-
revealing God, then the merit of faith is increased. “ For when
someone 1s readily willing to believe, he or she loves the truth
which is believed, meditates on it, and embraces any reasons
which can be discovered for it.” *°

Two things are suggested by these remarks. First, fides and
scientio regarding a given article of faith (that is, one of the
preambles) do not absolutely exclude one another; there is a
sense i which they are compatible. To be sure, “ demonstra-
tive reasons ” after faith  diminish the sense in which faith is
present (diminuant rationem fidet), because they cause what
is proposed for belief to be evident (apparens),” and the
formal object which defines faith is the prima veritas precisely

8¢ Gilson, St. Thomas Aquinas, p. 17.

85 I1-11, 2, 10, .
86 Thid.
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as non vise.*” But while the relation of the intellect to one of
the preambles is changed by having a demonstration after
faith (we will see how shortly), the will’s adherence to the
prima veritas remains what it was in faith prior to the demon-
stration. And so the will continues to dispose the intellect to
believe all the articles (including the preambles) simply be-
cause they are the self-disclosure of the prima veritas, even
when the believer has a demonstration—quite apart from the
fact that the demonstration might always turn out to be
flawed. ““ Demonstrative reasons . . . do not diminish the sense
in which love is present (rationem caritatis), and in love the
will is ready to believe these things even if they were not evi-
dent (st non apparerent).” **

Second, the distinction between the application of ratio
humana before and after faith indicates that the epistemic
force of demonstrative syllogisms is significantly different in
the two different contexts. So Thomas says that in relation to
God, scientia is only possible after faith. “ It is necessary that
all who learn [from God] believe, in order that they may attain
perfect knowledge (scientiam).”® 'The perfecta scientia of
which Thomas speaks here is the vision of God, the unsurpass-
able and absolutely fulfilling conformity of mind to reality.
According to Thomas’s definition, faith is the beginning of the
journey by which this supreme correspondentia is realized; by
faith “eternal life is begun in wus.” If faith is the necessary
beginning of the process which ends in complete scientia, then
there simply is no scientia Dei, no correspondence of the mind
to God, outside of faith. “In order that a person may attain
to the perfect vision of blessedness, it is required (praeexigi-
tur) that he believe God (credat Deo), just as a disciple be-
lieves the master who teaches him.” *° The reason why genuine

87 IT-I1, 2, 10, ad 2; on prima veritas as mon vise and faith as mon ap-
parentium ; cf. 1T-11, 4, 1, r.

88 11-11, 2, 10, ad 2.

89 11-11, 2, 3, r.

90 Thid. Cf. In de Trin. 3, 1, r, where the point is made even more clearly.
“ Since the aim of human life is blessedness, which consists in the full knowl-
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scientia regarding God can only come after faith is by now
familiar: only the believer means by “ God ” what one must
mean in order to refer to God at all. Thus Thomas insists, for
example, that the unity of God must be reckoned among the
articles of faith, even though it has repeatedly been demon-
strated by philosophers. Faith defines the “ conditions under
which ” one can “truly believe ” that God is one. “We hold
many beliefs about God by faith which philosophers are not
able to investigate by natural reason, for example concerning
his providence and ommnipotence, and that he alone is to be
worshipped. But all these things are included under the article
concerning God’s unity.”** This is not to deny that a person
outside faith can have a formally valid argument, based on
valid principles, which concludes with the proposition, “ God
is one.” The meaning this proposition can have “under the
conditions ” of natural reason 1s, however, quite Hmited. T. C.
O’Brien puts the point nicely. *The only natural theology
possible epistemologically is a metaphysics that can attain an
oblique, inferential knowledge of °the principle of its subject,’
a knowledge, ie., of the dependence of being on a unique
gsource.” *> But the Christian who confesses that God is one,
with or without & demonstration, is never speaking of a re-
mote and opaque unitary source of being. The Christian and
the philosopher both say “ God is one,” but because they do
so under different “ conditions,” they in fact hold different be-
liefs about God.”® Clearly, the implication is that while the

edge (cognitione) of divine things, in order for human life to be directed
towards blessedness, it is necessary from the very beginning (statim «
principio) to have faith in those divine things which one expeets to know
fully when this ultimate perfection is reached” (Sancti Thomae de Aquino
Expositio super Librum Boethii de Trinitate, ed. Bruno Decker, [Leiden,
1955]). Cf. also SOG III, 152, (+# 3245).

91 IT-11, 1, 8, ad 1.

92T, C. O’Brien, Faith, in: St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologice, 60
vols. (London, 1974), vol. 31, p. 44, note 1.

98 Thig difference is already adumbrated in the distinction between
philosophy and sacre docirine which opens the Summa Theologiae. There
can be theologia in both philosophy and secra dociring, indeed in some cases
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philosopher’s demonstration outside of faith is formally valid,
in the philosopher’s own hands it is incapable of yielding any
adaequatio mentis ad rem with regard to God. In the hands of
the believer, the same demonstration can indeed yield adae-
quatio mentis ad rem, but it can do so only because it takes
place in the wider context of faith. It appears that Thomas’s
disjunction of fides and scientia does mot imply that scientia
regarding God is possible independently of faith, that is, apart
from conditions of coherence defined by faith.

However, the fact remains that scientia is a different sort of
mental act from fides. The distinguishing feature of scientia
also seems to make it a kind of knowledge which is superior to
fides: it is based on “ vision ” or self-evidence, while faith is
not. If my reading of Thomas up to this point is basically cor-
rect, then it will clearly be impossible for the believer who has
demonstrations for the preambles simply to leave faith behind,
as a reading like Gilson’s suggests; the efficacy of the believer’s
demonstration in conforming his or her mind to reality de-
pends upon its place in the whole Christian web of belief. But
does the believer who has a demonstration of one of the articles
nonetheless know God in a higher or better way (at least with
respect to that article) than the believer who lacks such a
demonstration?

Here again, Thomas qualifies the disjuction between fides
and scientia by introducing a crucial distinction. To have
scientia is to be certain of what one affirms, specifically of the
conclusion of an argument.”* In scientia, certainty comes from

both may make the same statements about God (“de eisdem rebus . . .
tractant”’). But they do so in different ways and on different grounds,
philosophy “by the light of natural reason,” sacra doctring “by the light
of divine revelation.” As a result, the two statements differ in kind (have
different formal objects); even when they use the same words, philosophy
and sacra doctring are not saying the same thing. “ The theology which be-
longs to sacred doctrine is of a different genus from that theology which is
proposed as a part of philosophy ” (I, 1, 1, ad 2).

9¢In the broadest sense for Thomas to be certain of what one believes is
simply to be firmly convinced of it. “ Certainty is nothing other than the
adherence (determinatio) of the intellect to one thing ™ (In IIT Sent. 23, 2,
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“vision,” that is, from the compelling clarity with which
human reason grasps self-evident principles (principia per se
nota) and follows a valid logical form to reach a conclusion on
the basis of those principles. Fides is distinguished from scien-
tia, precisely because it lacks this “ vision,” yet Thomas insists
that fides is more certain than scientia, not less. “ A person is
much more certain about what he hears from God, who can-
not be deceived, than about what he sees by his own reason,
which can be deceived.” *® Properly speaking (simpliciter, as
Thomas says) , faith is a higher form of cognition than scientia,
because faith apprehends the prima verifas itself. In God’s
self-revelation, we apprehend the source and measure of all
truth, which as such is intrinsically absolutely certain, and so
is capable of producing the greatest certainty that any intellect
can possibly attain®® There is also a derivative and secondary
sense (secundum quid, in Thomas’s phrase) in which scientia
is a higher form of cognition than faith. As we have seen, the
formal object which defines scientia (principia per se nota,
gathered through sense experience) is more evident to the

2, iii, sol. [#155]1). In this general sense certainty is quite compatible with
mistaken belief; “ Certainty of adberence . . . belongs not only to true faith,
but also to false faith.” Quodlibetum VI, 4, 1, r (8. Thomae Aquinatis
Quaestiones Quodlibetales, ed. R. Spiazzi, [Turin, 1956]). This does mnot
mean, of course, that beliefs held in fides vera or in scientic might turn out
to be false, but rather that certainty in this sense is not the criterion for
determining whether a belief is held in fides vere or scientia.

95 JI-II, 4, 8, ad 2. Remarks of this kind about the fallibility of human
reason, which Thomas often makes when contrasting a belief about God held
by supernatural faith with the same belief held by demonstrative argument,
indicate that while in principle scientia is based on a kind of vision, in prae-
tice that vision may prove extraordinarily difficult to obtain. Thus, “The
habit of faith . . . is indeed more capable of bringing about [assent] than
a demonstration. Even if the demonstration does not yield a false conclu-
sion, nevertheless people often mistakenly suppose something to be demon-
strated which is not” (In de Trin. 3, 1, ad 4).

96 “ That is said to be more certain which has a more certain cause.”
Therefore faith is more certain than the intellectual virtues (intellectus,
scientia, and sepientia, as distinguished from the dona Spiritus Sancti of the
same names), “because faith relies on divine truth, but these three virtues
rely on human reason” (II-11, 4, 8, 1),
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mind in its current state than the self-manifested prima
veritas, which infinitely exceeds our intellectual capacities.”
Thomas nicely summarizes the distinct senses in which fides
and scientia can each be said to be “higher ” than the other
when he says, “ Objectively, fides is more excellent than sci-
entia, since its object is the first truth. But scientia involves a
more perfect manner of knowing (modum cognoscends).”*®
It appears that the only form of knowledge qualitatively
superior to faith would be one which like faith had the prima
veritas as its object, but which apprehended the prime veritas
in its intrinsic self-evidence, so that the prima veritas itself
became the content of a visio. At first glance Thomas appears
to ascribe such a form of knowledge to the believer who
demonstrates the preambles, when he speaks of those truths
about God which can be “seen . . . even in this life.” ** But
the only form of knowledge in which faith is actually surpassed
and the prima wveritas becomes self-evident is the beatific
vision itself.’ Syllogistic demonstrations do not cause the
existence or unity of God to be “seen ” in this sense at all, but
only in the sense that these beliefs, already certain for us on
account of God’s self-revelation, become tied in a logically
tight way to beliefs arising from our experience of the natural
world, beliefs which Thomas thinks are undeniable for us.**

97 “In another way,” Thomas writes, “certainty can be considered sub-
jectively (ew parte subiecii); in this sense that is said to be more certain
which the human intellect grasps more fully” (II-II, 4, 8, r). The greater
subjective certainty of the principles of scientiz, however, is due to the
weakness of our intellect: “Nothing prevents that which is more certain by
nature from being less certain to us, on account of the weakness (debili-
tatem) of our intellect™ (I, 1, 5,ad 1).

98 I-11, 67,3, ad 1.

99 Cf. above, note 81.

100 As we have seen, the beatific vision is the goal of faith, the end of the
journey which begins (and must begin} with faith. Only when the goal of
beatitudo is reached does there arise a vision in which faith is no longer
necessary (Cf. I-II, 67,3, 1; I, 58,7, ad 3).

101 Cf, II-II, 180, 5, r: “In no way is our contemplation in the present
life able to attain fo the vision of God’s essence.” Cf. also I, 12, 11; I-II,
5, 3. Thomas is also explicit that scientie through demonstrations does not
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Making these connections does not bring the believer any
closer to the prima veritas than she or he would be without the
demonstrations; only the vision of God in eternity can do that.
Secientia is not necessary in order to attain the visio Dei, which
is begun in this life by faith, and would seem to make no con-
tribution to attaining it. Fides formata is sufficient, to which
God in all believers adds his own gifts of intellectus, scientia,
and sapientia, sealing the certainty of faith in preparation for
its perfection in the visio Deit*** On Thomas’s own account, he
enjoys no greater intellectual correspondentia with God, ceteris
paribus, than does the unlettered charwoman who cleans up
after him, even at those points where his correspondentia differs
from hers because he has demonstrative arguments.

This does not preclude the claim that there is a sense in
which scientia after faith is a higher form of cognition than
faith itself. In order to understand this, it is necessary to con-
sider three aspects of cognition, according to which cognitive
acts and habits can be distinguished, related, and graded.
Cognition can be considered with regard to its subject matter
or content (ex parte obiecti), with regard to the means by

bring the wvisio Dei (and thus beotitudo) which is the goal of faith; cf. I-
11, 3, 6; I, 12, 12; SCG III, 39, (#2167). Interpreters of Aquinas regularly
overlock this important point. In a recent article, for example, Nicholas Wol-
terstorff rightly argues that Thomas’s account of the justification of reli-
gious belief should not be confused with later “evidentialist” accounts (of
which he takes Locke to be typical); believers do mnot need * evidence”
(specifically, demonstrative arguments) as a condition for holding beliefs
about God. But despite Thomas’s explicit denials, Wolterstorfi assumes that
when someone does have such “evidence,” he has attained the highest pos-
sible level of human cognition, namely the vision of God. Thus, he claims, if
the arguments for God’s existence turned out to be unsound, the result would
be that the believer’s “longing to ‘see’ the truth about God will lack ful-
fillment in his earthly existemce” (* The Migration of Theistic Arguments:
From Natural Theology to Evidentialist Apologetics,” Robert Audi & Wil-
liam J. Wainwright, eds., Rationality, Religious Belief, and Moral Commit-
ment, [Ithaca, NY, 19861, p. 80; cf. pp. 71-5). Thomas differs from *evi-
dentialism ” a good deal more dramatically than Wolterstorfi allows.

102 On the dona Spiritus Sancti and the certainty of faith, ef. II-II, 8, 8,
ad 3. On the difference between infused and acquired scientia, cf. II-II, 9, 1,
ad 1.
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which the content is known or affirmed (ex parte medii), and
with regard to the epistemic condition of the subject who
knows (ew parte subiecti) *** The highest form of cognition,
by which all others are measured, is the vision of God in
patria. Here God as first truth is both the content and the
means of cognition; in the visio Dei we will know Ged directly
through his own essence. As a result the prima veritas will be
utterly self-evident to us. We will be in a subjective condition
of absolute certainty about the content of our knowledge, since
our intellect will be moved by the intrinsic clarity and lumi-
nosity of the prima veritas itself. Faith too has the prima
veritas not only for its subject matter, but also for its means.
“Faith . . . relies upon divine truth as the means (medio).” ***
As we have seen, this makes faith simpliciter the highest form
of cognition we can have in wvig; it has “the more certain
cause.” But the prima veritas is the medium of faith indirect-
ly, through its linguistic self-manifestation, rather than direct-
ly, through its essence. In its linguistic form, the prima veritas
is not self-evident to the intellect, and so does not compel the
intellect to accept the content of faith. It is instead the graced
will which moves the intellect. Thus the believer is in a sub-
jective condition of certainty produced by the prima wveritas,
without the self-evidence the prima veritas will have for her
or him in patria. Scientia of the preambles also has God as
its subject matter, and like faith is dependent on language.
But the means by which scientia assents to the preambles (e.g.,
“ Deus est”) 1is principles which impress us as undeniable in
the course of our experience of the natural world (such as
“everything which is moved is moved by another” in the
prima via) . These principles are capable of moving the intel-
lect to certainty about what it affirms, although the subjective
condition of certainty generated by our interaction with the

ws I-IT, 67, 3, r. Here “content ” is equivalent to “material object,” and
“means ” to “ formal object.”

104111, 1, 1, r. This reliance upon God’s self-revelation as the measure
of truth is, of course, credere Deo. Cf. above, note 36.
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natural world is tenuous and evanescent compared with that
produced by the prima veritas itself. Thus the sense in which
scientia of the preambles is a higher form of cognition than
faith in them. With regard to the epistemic condition of the
subject scientia is a better analogy to the final visio than faith
is, since it involves a kind of self-evidence, while faith does
not. Scientia of the preambles provides the believer with a
faint taste of what it will be like for the mind to be over-
whelmed by the intrinsic light and self-evidence of the prima
veritas. So Thomas describes the believer’s quest for scientia
of the preambles as an experience of joy, rooted in love for the
truth believed.’ But faith is the better analogy with regard
to the medium, since we believe in via by the same means
through which we shall know in patria, when the prima veritas
becomes self-evident to us. Thus scientia is a limited analogy
to the final visio, and not at all a partial possession of it, nor
an advance towards it, which can only come by means of the
prima veritas itself.

A contemporary parallel to the Thomistic preambles may
help to clarify the respective senses in which fides and scientia
can each be considered the higher form of knowledge. One can
accept the truth of the proposition, “Jesus of Nazareth
existed,” because it is imbedded in the web of belief articulated
in Scripture and creed (faith in the proper sense of credere
Deo), and one can also accept it on historical grounds (sci-
entio—assuming that Jesus’ existence is historically “demon-
strable ) ** A believing historian is likely to be pleased at
historical evidence that Jesus existed, in a way that a non-
believer, qua historian, might not be. Further, the community
needs competent historians and philosophers, even though only
a few of its members will ever become expert in these crafts.
But having historical knowledge does not make the believer

105 Cf. IT-IT, 2, 10, r.

106 It is important to recall that we continue to deal with scientie after
faith, so that what one means by “ Jesus ” is the proposition “ Jesus existed ”
necessarily includes descriptions like “is God incarnate” and “is my re-
deemer.” For these there can be no historical demonstration.
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more certain of Jesus” existence than he or she already is in
faith. Nor would it seem to contribute to the fulfillment for
which the believer hopes, where “we shall be like him, for we
shall see him as he is” (I Jn. 8:2). That future vision per-
fects the relation to Jesus Christ begun by faith, but it super-
cedes any merely historical knowledge of Jesus that we may
have *’

Thomas’s disjunction between fides and scientia of the pre-
ambles does not, it seems, have the implications that standard
readings find in it. In fact the two are finally incompatible
only along a very narrow front. They differ because they have
different formal objects, that is, they hold beliefs by different
means. But this does not itself make them incompatible. It is
quite possible, Thomas says, for a person to hold the same be-
lief by two formally different means.**® Fides and scientic are
incompatible insofar as the way certainty arises in each case
excludes the simultaneous presence of the other. In faith cer-
tainty arises from the graced will moving the intellect; in sci-
entia self-evident principles move the intellect to certainty
without the direct action of the will. The will cannot both act
and not act at the same time regarding the same belief, so to
that extent fides and scientia are incompatible. But the will
clinging to the first truth continues to support the intellect
even when the latter has scientia; in faith a person is continual-
ly “ready to believe” even those things which are demon-
strated, and it requires no new act of will to believe should the
demonstrations lose their power to convince.**

107 This is not, of course, to be confused with the view that faith has no
interest in whether Jesus of Nazareth actually existed, or in historical facts
more generally (as Tillich, for example, is sometimes taken to have held).
The point is rather that faith does not require technical historical grounds
in order to be certain of Jesus’ existence, yet it will nevertheless naturally
seek such grounds.

108 “It is possible for one person to know (cognoscere) the same conelu-
sion by a probable means and by a demonstrative means,” ie., to have both
opinion and knowledge about the same thing at the same time (I-II, 67,
3,1).

109 Cf, TI-I1, 2, 10 ad 2 and above, note 88.



400 BRUCE D. MARSHALL

To recall the language I have used to interpret both Lind-
beck and Aquinas, in faith one holds beliefs about God and
creatures (credere Dewm) precisely because they cohere with
the wider web of Christian belief, and especially with those
central, often credally articulated beliefs which structure and
define a Christian understanding of reality (credere Deo) .
When the believer acquires scientia at one or another point
within the web of belief, even at that point she or he continues
to hold the belief in question only ¢nsofar as it coheres with the
wider network of belief, including much which cannot be
demonstrated. Only in this way does any sentence have a
definite meaning in virtue of which any adaequatio mentis ad
rem s possible. However, the believer who has scientia does
not accept certain propositions (for example, “ God exists,”
“ Jesus existed,”) only because of their place in the pattern of
central Christian beliefs, but also because they cohere with
other beliefs which seem persuasive to us, although they are
not distinctively Christian ones (for example, about the nature
of motion or the history of early first century Palestine). To
attain scientia of this kind is not to attain a higher relation-
ship with the object of one’s belief, much less to leave the net-
work of Christian belief behind or to provide an external
foundation for it. To seek scientia in Thomas’s sense is to
practice what ILindbeck calls “intratextual theology,” in
which one “redescribes reality within the scriptural frame-
work rather than translating Secripture into extrascriptural
categories. It is the text, so to speak, which absorbs the world,
rather than the world the text.” '™ Scientia aims to establish
that what we think we (and others) know fits with the net-
work of belief articulated in Scripture and creed (and not the
reverse) , which is to say that what we think we know has a
place in the one real world of the God who makes himself
manifest to us through Secripture and creed. When we seek
scientia, in other words, we try to “ take every thought cap-
tive to obey Christ” (II Cor. 10:5). Thomas is quite clear

110 ¥D, p. 118,
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about this. His commentary on this Pauline epigram consists
of a single sentence: “This happens when a person subjects
(supponit) what he knows (scit) entirely to the ministry of
Christ and of faith.” **

As with Lindbeck, so also with Thomas, I have attended to
the justification of Christian belief at the micro level rather
than the macro level. But if, as I have argued, Thomas sees
Christianity as a complex network of beliefs and practices in
which any one belief can only be understood and affirmed in
its connection with a variety of other beliefs and practices, it
is to be expected that he will see the justification of the entire
Christian scheme holistically. Here I will simply mention one
important respect in which this is so. The Christian web of
belief is comprehensive for Thomas; there is no practice or
proposition which cannot be understood and evaluated in
Christian terms. As we have just observed in the case of sci-
entia, this is a complex and on-going process, in which the be-
liever must come to grips with powerful claims to truth from
other communities of belief and practice. But the comprehen-
sive character of Christian belief implies that there 1s no ex-
ternal standard of truth, no independent vantage point, from
which the truth or falsity of the Christian scheme as a whole
could be decisively assessed. On the contrary, it is part of the
logic of Christian belief for Thomas to see the ultimate criteria
of truth as intermal to the Christian scheme. So he says that
sacra doctrina, oriented around the articles of faith, is the high-
est wisdom; “it does not pertain to it to prove the principles
of the other sciences, but solely to assess (tudicare) them, for
whatever in other sciences is found to be opposed to the truth
of this science is entirely rejected as false.” ™** In Thomas’

111 I 10 IT Cor. 1, (# 352). Super Epistolas Pauli, Vol. 2,

127, 1, 6, ad 2. The student of sacra doctrine simply strives for a con-
ceptually precise and argumentatively explicit form of the sapientia given
to all believers as a donum Spiritus Sencti (cf, I, 1, 6, ad 3). So Thomas
says that “the person who knows that which is the highest cause simply
speaking (simpliciter), namely God, is said to be wisest of all (sapiens

simpliciter), since he is able to assess and to order all things according to
divine rules ” (II-II, 45, 1, r).
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day, the prime candidate for an external standard of truth
was the philosophy of Aristotle. But Thomas’s treatment of
Aristotle is in fact a powerful example of how a significantly
different system of belief can be put to theological use by be-
ing understood and evaluated in Christian terms, or to use
Lindbeck’s language, by being drawn into the biblical world.
In particular the epistemic status of Aristotle’s philosophy is
transformed by its assimilation into a Christian understanding
of the world. Confronted with the demonstrative arguments of
the philosophers, “ Sacra doctrina uses authorities of this kind
as extrinsic and probable arguments.” ¥

In order to be fully convincing, the reading of Thomas on
the truth and justification of Christian belief that I have out-
lined here would have to be tested against a wealth of relevant
Thomistic texts. Indeed, there are few areas of Thomas’
thought which do not bear in some way on this nest of issues.**
There is also a wide range of interpretations of Thomas which
needs to be taken into account; here I have been able to deal
directly only with the sort of reading proposed by O’Neill.
And the argument presented here raises numercus questions
about the persuasiveness of the position that I have main-
tained Lindbeck and Aquinas basically share, however differ-
ently they articulate it. But I have attempted to show at least
that Lindbeck’s proposal about religious and theological truth
is neither implausible nor novel.**®

1131, 1, 8, ad 2. This change in the epistemic status of *“ natural reason”
and “philosophical authorities ” is here described by Thomas precisely in
terms of II Cor. 10:5.

114 For an argument that Thomas’s Christology evinces the pattern of in-
trasystematic coherence as the primary condition for ontological correspond-
ence, c¢f. Bruce D. Marshall, Christology in Conflict: The Identity of a Sa-
viour in Rahner and Barth, (Oxford, 1987), pp. 176-89.

115 In addition to George Lindbeck, whose response to this article follows,
I would like to thank Kathryn Tanner and Frederick Stoutland for their
very helpful comments on earlier drafts.



RESPONSE TO BRUCE MARSHALL
GEoOrGE LINDBECK

There is an abundance of riches in Bruce Marshall’s essay.
He makes me understand both myself and Aquinas better than
I had done before; and, interestingly, it is chiefly by his
exegesis of St. Thomas that he does this. If T had referred more
to the Thomistic ideas he elucidates when I was writing Nature
of Doctrine, it would have been a better book.

What he calls the ““somewhat notorious” example of the
crusader’s Christus est Dominus is a good case in point. It
would have helped if T had made clear that I was thinking in
medieval fashion of a an individual utterance, the product of
a particular second act of the intellect, the act of composing
and dividing, of judging such and such to be the case. In
Aquinas’ intellectual setting, judgments, not sentences in ab-
straction from acts of aflirmation, were propositions capable
of being true or false. Many of my readers had a more modern
or “Platonic” understanding of propositions, and therefore
missed the force of the example as Marshall so carefully and
rightly explains it.

Among his contributions, the major one, however, is system-
atically to introduce into the discussion the distinetion be-
tween the “truth ™ and “ justification” of beliefs or proposi-
tions. Once the point is made, it is evident that © alethiology ”
and “ epistemology ” (to mention a cognate, though not iden-
tical distinction) are, at least in some contexts, partially inde-
pendent variables. There is no one-to-one relation between
different meanings or theories of truth and the various views as
to how we know such and such is true. It was my failure to
make this point explicit which confused Fr. Colman O’Neill, of
blessed memory, as well as a good many other readers (as
Bruce Marshall quite rightly notes, though, with excessive
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kindness to me, he blames the readers rather than the author
for the misunderstanding) .

Once clarfiied, as it has been done by Mr. Marshall, the issue
turns on whether a classical “ correspondence ” theory of truth
can be combined with, to employ O’Neill’s terminology, the
use of “coherentist” and “pragmatist ¥ epistemological cri-
teria in justifying beliefs. I am not sure that this is possible
for those who exclude any reference to an ideal observer or
knower (whether real or hypothetical) when defining truth,
but for any theist for whom God is prima veritas, as he was for
Aquinas, the answer is clearly in the affirmative. In God, and
only in God, are knowledge and reality, not only in correspond-
ence, but directly known to correspond. Only in him do truth
and knowledge of truth, alethiology and epistemology, coin-
cide. In human knowledge in via, in contrast, there is always
a gap. Qur beliefs may correspond to reality, but we are jus-
tified in holding that they do so, not by directly seeing the
correspondence, but by some other means. That those other
means might in part or whole be coherentist or pragmatist can-
not be excluded a priort.

It is true that in the case of an Aristotelian such as Aquinas,
coherence and practise are not explicitly accorded major roles
in the epistemological justification of natural knowledge or
scientia, yet even here they are not excluded. Nothing can
qualify as an item of knowledge unless it coheres with all other
scientia, and right practice (ie., tralning in virtue) is indis-
pensible for ethical knowledge. Nor need one cease to be an
Aristotelian, as far as I can see, if one accepts the contem-
porary commonplace that sense experience itself is heavily de-
pendent on linguistic and non-linguistic practices which are in
part acquired through variable forms of acculturation and not
simply through the actualization of genetically encoded prop-
ensities, One could stili, despite this increased emphasis on
practice and on coherence with webs of belief, be able to affirm
in good Aristotelian fashion that the knowledge naturally ac-
cessible to rational animals such as we are is primarily justified
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by reference to sense experience in conjunction with principles
per se nota (as philosophers such as Hilary Putnam or Philip
Alston seem to me in effect to do) .

Mr. Marshall’s thesis, needless to say, is not in the least de-
pendent on this suggestion that a “ cultural-linguistic” ac-
count of natural knowledge (which would have place for a
“ descriptive metaphysics,” to use Strawson’s term) is com-
patible with Aquinas’ Aristotelianism. His concern, like mine
in Nature of Doctrine, is with religious knowledge, the knowl-
edge of faith. Here Aquinas is unequivocal: sense experience
in conjunction with self-evident principles plays no role in the
justification of religious beliefs. Christians, to be sure, affirm
by faith that what is naturally knowable does not contradict
faith, and they may spend much time, as Aquinas did, in show-
ing by means of reason that this is the case; but this coherence
with natural knowledge, as Marshall reminds us, is at most
supplementary and non-necessary. The necessary and sufficient
publicly accessible criteria for what is true in the realm of
faith are entirely what we would now icall coherentist and prag-
matic. Once stated, it is hard to see how this could be denied.
The beauty of Marshall’s piece is that he has had the wit to see
this point, and document it felicitously.

In rereading that documentation under Mr, Marshall’s guid-
ance, I have found myself thinking that my “ cultural-lin-
guistic” account of religious belief is in part a clumsy rendi-
tion in modern philosophical and sociological idioms of what
Aquinas often said more fully and more precisely long ago. I
mean this quite literally. It is not simply that some of the
contemporary intellectual developments on which I have
drawn happen to converge with some Thomistic ideas, but
rather that my utilization of the contemporary developments
has been heavily influenced by the reading and teaching of St.
Thomas that I have done since my undergraduate days four
decades ago. Aquinas was a constant, even if background, pres-
ence while I wrote Nature of Doctrine. I intended what I
wrote to be read in a way congruent with the interpretation
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of him which Marshall here presents. Thus by showing how
St. Thomas can be understood in a way consistent with Nature
of Doctrine, Bruce Marshall has explained the view of truth
which T had in mind better than I explained it myself. Authors
are rarely blessed with such readers, and I am not only grate-
ful but delighted with the result.
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N HIS BOOK, Hediegger and Aquinas: An Essay on Ouver-
coming Metaphysics, John D. Caputo recommends a
“ deconstruction ” of Aquinas’ philosophical theology in
order to let the true element of his thought, mysticism, come
to the fore. Caputo argues persuasively that Aquinas’ thought,
expressed as it is in the garb of metaphysics, cannot escape
Heidegger’s critique of metaphysics as “ onto-theo-logical ”.
Aquinas, no more than any other thinker of the West, has
succeeded in avoiding this forgottenness. Those Thomists who
have tried to argue that Aquinas is an exception to this cri-
tique, Caputo contends, have not succeeded in presenting their
case. The verdict of Heidegger stands. The only recourse left
is that of deconstruction, which Caputo presents as gaining
rather than losing the true Aquinas precisely because decon-
struction allows us to move from the said (the metaphysical
dimension) to the unsaid (the mystical dimension) of Aquinas’
thought. The unsaid is the kernel, the center around which
whatever Aquinas says moves. It is the true dimension which
his thinking really seeks: union with God, in which both the
union and God are themselves ineffable.*

There is, however, a disturbing problem which I find with
Caputo’s conclusion. This problem does not have to do with
his contention that the true kernel of St. Thomas’ thought is
mystical. Rather, the problem concerns what is being disen-

1 See John D. Caputo, Heidegger and Aquinas: An Hssay on Owvercoming
Metaphysics (N.Y.: Fordham University Press, 1982), pp. 211 & 247-8.
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gaged and put out of play in the deconstruction, namely:
philosophical theology.? What are the implications of such a
move? Are they desirable for theology? Ought we and can we,
as Caputo suggests, disengage and leave behind St. Thomas’
philosophical theology because metaphysical without there
being any true loss? Might we be facing an impoverishment of
another kind: in a more “ radical ” seeking of the divine might
we not be losing something in a forgetfulness of ourselves as,
after all, only human? Is not this something precisely the
realm of the humanitas of the homo hwmanus, which Hei-
degger’s thinking seeks to point out and draw us closer to,
where humanitas refers to our necessary relation to Being,
from which relation we as humans cannot detach ourselves so
long as we are “ auf die Erde ” ?

The Problematic

In beginning cur inquiry I would like to distinguish three
different regions of human engagement in which the over-
lapping of one onto the other is not always easy to discern:
philosophy, philosophical theology and mysticism. I want to
say “philosophical theology ” and not simply “ theology ” be-
cause I think that it is not possible to theologize without at
the same time also philosophizing. I think St. Thomas thought
this as well. That is why his theology was always philosophi-
cal, in dialogue with the philosophers: Aristotle, the Platonists,
Maimonides and the Arabs. In saying this, however, I do not
mean to say that philosophy and theology are the same.

Now the alternative which Caputo would have us embrace,
because presumably not onto-theo-logical, is that of a “reli-

2 See Caputo, op. cif., 11 & 283.

8¢ Die Wahrheit des Seins denken, heisst zugleich die humanitas des
homo humenus denken ” (“Brief iiber den Humanismus,” in Wegmarken
(Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1978), p. 349). This Latin
expression is also used by St. Thomas in De ente et essentia, III, to designate
the formal principle (ratiomality) by which the whole (an individual human
being) becomes a whole. Also see In Met., VII, Lect. 5, nn. 1378-1380.
























































































































































































































































































































































































































