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Abstract
The idea that the mind, i.e., common sense, is not an inherent hu-
man structure but a cultural system, has become a general assump-
tion taken for granted by many. Richard Rorty’s post-Philosophical 
culture serves as an illustrative example. One of the most renowned 
representatives of the radical critique of the mind, i.e., of common 
sense, is the cultural anthropologist Clifford Geertz. He believes that 
we are in need of an ethnography based on the “thick description.” 
Geertz’s insights have strongly influenced the postliberal theologians. 
Consequently, the centre of the theology—the faith—has once 
again been obscured. Therefore, this article seeks to emphasize 
the importance of faith, based on Josef Pieper’s sagacious insights.

I
Although the concept of the mind (νους, ratio, Vernunft), along with 
other prominent philosophical concepts, does not have a singular 
meaning of a terminus tehnicus, it undoubtedly referred to things which 
are not given to bodily experience, whereas the reason, i.e., “common 
sense” (sensus communis), was related to a sort of principle of knowing 
that which is external. This dual mode became central to Kant’s phi-
losophy, which clearly indicated the difference between mind (Vernunft) 
and reason (Verstand). After Kant and Hegel, and under the influence 
of Dilthey’s philosophy, the mind began to be understood mainly as 
the historical mind. Under the influence of Cassirer’s “correction” of 
Kant (critique of pure reason has become a critique of culture), Ryle’s 
criticism of the Cartesian cogito, psychoanalytic analysis of unconscious 
processes, the “deconstruction” of the mind/reason was conducted in 
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various humanities. Finally, mind started to be understood as some 
kind of cultural system. As emphasized by Terry Eagleton, the culture 
has become “transcendental”—“the condition of possibility of all 
phenomena . . . some sacred domain beyond their orbit.” (Eagleton 
2014, 191) In other words: “Culture is a secular name for God.”1 Such 
understanding no longer pertains to the “intellectual elites,” but has 
become a general assumption which the majority takes for granted. 
An illustrative example is Richard Rorty with his project of the post-
Philosophical culture.2 However, theology, e.g., postliberal theology, 
was most influenced by Clifford Geertz. In the introductory chapter 
(“Theory, Ecumenism, and Culture: The Proposal in Context”) of his 
book The Nature of Doctrine (1984), George Lindbeck—one of the 
most notable figures of postliberal theology—lists a series of authors 
who influenced the “cultural-linguistic” approach to religions. Namely, 
they are Max Weber, Émile Durkheim, Ludwig Wittgenstein, Peter 
Winch, Peter Berger, Ninian Smart, William Christian, and Clifford 
Geertz. However, the idea that Geertz is in fact the key figure, follow-
ing a comprehensive reading of the work, of course, is indicated in the 
last chapter (“Toward a Postliberal Theology”) which, uncharacteristic 
of Lindbeck’s book, features numerous quotations from Geertz’s The 
Interpretation of Cultures (1973). Hans Frei also relies heavily on Geertz, 
whose perception of ethnography—i.e., cultural anthropology—is seen 
by Frei as being closer to Weber than Durkheim (Frei 1993, 100).3

II.
Contrary to—to name the renowned anthropologists—Edward Burnett 
Tylor,4 Lewis Henry Morgan,5 Franz Boas,6 and Bronislaw Malinowsky,7 
as well as to Claude Lévi-Strauss, whose ethnographic work strived to 
prove the fundamental logic of all thinking (deep structure of the human 
mind), common to both savage and tame thought,8 Geertz ironically 
observes that anthropologists (as Lévi-Strauss himself once was) are 
tempted to leave libraries and lecture halls, where it is difficult to 
remember that man’s mind is not pure light, into the field where that 
is impossible to forget. Even if there are no longer many true savages, 
there are many remarkably unusual people for every doctrine of man 
which sees him as the bearer of changeless truths of reason—an original 
logic which comes from the structure of the mind—to appear as pure 
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oddity, an academic curiosity. Is Lévi-Strauss, as he seems to claim 
within the pages of The Savage Mind (La pensée sauvage, 1962), writ-
ing an introduction to a future anthropology? Or is he, as an uprooted 
neolithic intelligence cast away on a reservation,9 combining remnants 
of old traditions in a futile attempt to revive the primitive faith whose 
moral beauty is still visible, but which has long lost its relevance and 
credibility? Finally, as much as he is supported by the symbolic logic, 
matrix algebra, and structural linguistics, can we (after all that took 
place in 1762) still believe in the power of reason?—all those questions 
are posed by Geertz (Geertz 1973, 358–59).

In Geertz’s opinion, “common sense” consists of the description 
of things for which he claims that it strikes at their heart; it is some-
thing similar to a natural opponent of refined stories, phantasmagoric 
retellings of dreams and myths; as a frame and a kind of thought, it is 
totalising (no religion is more dogmatic, no science more ambitious, 
no philosophy more general). Its tonalities are different, as are the 
arguments it refers to, but like them—and like art and ideology—it 
pretends to overcome the illusions and reach the truth, or—as we 
usually put it—the things as they are (Geertz 1983, 84). “Common 
sense” is not that which the mind cleared of hypocrisy comes to 
know spontaneously: it is what the mind filled with presuppositions 
concludes—Geertz asserts (Geertz 1983, 84). Further, “common 
sense” can be characterized transculturally only by isolating what we 
might call stylistic features, which give it its “peculiar stamp.” Geertz 
thus attributes to “common sense,” as a ubiquitous cultural form, five 
somewhat unstable, as he says, quasi-qualities: naturalness (it does not 
imply philosophical naturalism, but a simple acceptance of peculiar 
stories); practicalness (not a narrow pragmatic sense of usefulness, but 
a broader, folk-philosophical wisdom), thinness (the world is what a 
completely awake, uncomplicated person thinks it is; the facts of life 
lie scattered on the surface, not craftily hidden in the depths), imme-
thodicalness and accessibleness (an assumption, the insistence that any 
person with reasonably intact abilities can understand “common-sense 
conclusions,” and not only understand them, but even embrace them, 
when they are enough unequivocally stated) (Geertz 1983, 85–91).

There is, says Geertz, an “ingenerate order capable of being empiri-
cally uncovered and conceptually formulated.” This cannot be done 
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either by cataloguing its content, or by sketching a logical structure 
which it has, because it does not exist, or by summing up real con-
clusion which it always draws, because they do not exist. Instead, we 
can evoke its generally accepted tone and nature, build a catalogue of 
metaphorical predicates “near-notions”—such as “thinness”—in order 
to remind people of that which they already know. We consider science, 
art, ideology, law, religion, technology, mathematics, and even ethics 
and epistemology to be such genuine genres of cultural expression 
that they instigate us to question to what extent other people possess 
them, what form they have, and given their form, what light they 
cast on our versions of them. Yet, that is still not the truth of “com-
mon sense.” “Common sense” is that which seems to remain in us 
after all those more articulated sorts of symbol-systems have depleted 
their tasks, that which remains of reason when its more sophisticated 
achievements are put aside (Geertz 1983, 92).

Obviously, Geertz rejected what the philosophical tradition called 
sensus communis—and not only in the sense of theoretical judgement 
(a sort of mechanics of human thought which goes beyond time, 
place, and culture), but also in terms of a sense for common good. 
In that sense, Geertz takes after John Locke, Claude Helvétius, and 
their direct followers, all the way to Marvin Harris,10 whose opinions 
intertwined with contemporary philosophy and sociology which often 
see rationality, objectivity, and truth as local sociocultural norms, as 
conventions embraced and enforced by special groups.11

III.
Strongly encouraged by Geertz’s radical criticism of the “common 
sense,” postliberal theologians developed their theological “project” 
by incorporating reason into language and the culture of community, 
contrary to the liberal placement of rationality within the individual 
thinking entity. In his work The Nature of Doctrine, George Lindbeck 
offers, as an alternative to the “cognitive” approach (wherein doctrines 
function as informative propositions and truthful claims on objective 
realities, a sort of isomorphism of the structure of knowing and the 
structure of that which is being known) and the “experiential-expressive” 
approach (wherein doctrines are interpreted as non-informative and 
non-discursive symbols of inner feelings, attitudes, and existential 
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orientations). Namely, that is the “cultural-linguistic” approach to 
religions. According to such an approach, religions are interpreted as 
“comprehensive interpretive schemes”—usually “embodied” in myths 
or narratives and largely ritualised—which structure human experi-
ence and our understanding of self and the world (Lindbeck 1984, 
32). Understanding, emphasizes Lindbeck, is not located outside 
the semiotic system, but it is imminent, construed through specific 
language. Thus, the corresponding interpretation of the word “God” 
depends on how that particular word functions within a given religion. 
Theological description is intrasemiotic (Lindbeck 1984, 114).

Although the postliberal theologians’ insights have largely con-
tributed to the interreligious and ecumenical dialogue, biblical herme-
neutics, and somewhat to, I believe, the understanding of the New 
Testament message central appeal: Μετάνοήσατε (Acts 2:37; cf. Mt 
3:2, 4:17; Mk 1:4, :15; Lk 3:3, 5:32),12 they have set aside that which 
was in New Testament texts closely connected to the “change of mind” 
(μετάνοια), and that is: faith (πίστις). Namely, instead of bringing 
to the centre the “positum” (M. Heidegger) of theology—faith13—
enchanted by the siren call of the radical criticism of the mind, i.e., 
the reason, they took the ethnography as the new “maid” of theology 
(ancilla theologiae), as interpreted by Geertz. Once again—as with 
philosophy—the “maid” in fact became the mistress and obscured 
the central point. Namely, Gerhard Ebeling justly claimed that what 
constitutes a Christian is faith in Jesus Christ. The task of Christology 
is therefore to explain what “I believe in Jesus” means. It is surprising, 
Ebeling notes, that this very question was not posed directly in the 
traditional Christology. Also, nothing important has changed in the 
reformation Christological theological tradition. Faith experienced the 
dogmatic treatment only “in the locus on iustificatio sola fide.” That is 
when the distinction appeared between a fides generalis in the noetic 
sense and a fides specialis in the soteriological sense (fides iustificans), 
but the connection between the two and the point of their divergence 
was not questioned enough (Ebeling 1963, 210–13).

Jesus and faith, Ebeling points out, go together: the sola fide cor-
responds with the solus Christus (Ebeling 1963, 204). In his article “Was 
heißt Glauben?,” G. Ebeling supplements the philological analysis of 
the word “häämin” (which is rarely used in Old Testament) and the 
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root “pist-” (which in the classic Greek had a peripheral and unspe-
cific use in the religious field, whereas it became a central notion in 
the New Testament) with the phenomenological analysis, as outlined 
by the following theses: 1) Faith is not an individual act, but a stable 
foundation of existence outside ourselves. (Religion is not an activity 
alongside other activities, and it is therefore impossible to localize it 
within the activities of the soul as a knowledge, desire or feeling. It is 
not a separate view, but it presents all views. It withstands the radi-
cally raised question on the foundation of existence, which is open to 
future and which provides the courage to live. The question on the 
foundation of existence is raised radically only when it is acknowledged 
that neither man himself nor anything available to him can present 
an existential foundation, but that the foundation of existence is that 
which is located outside of man and that which is available to him. 
Therefore, faith is directed toward God. It presents the only man-
ner of approaching God. The abandonment of oneself is the only 
way to believe. Faith is true only when it is directed toward God. 2) 
The fundamental relationship in faith is not directed at the contents of 
faith, but on that which faith itself encourages. (If faith is perceived as 
a blind acceptance of dogmatical statements, it becomes a caricature. 
Consequently, faith leads to a division rather than to integrity and 
salvation. As a personal act, faith corresponds to the word, and thus 
opens toward the future and the inspiration of the word. The New 
Testament points to Jesus as the one who inspires the word through 
faith by being, as the witness of faith, the permanent source of faith. 
Faith is only true in the encounter with Jesus, since to believe in Jesus 
in fact means to believe in God: Jn 12:44. Faith in God is related to 
the world because the world in its true secularity came from God.) 
3) Faith is not a prerequisite to be fulfilled, but a fulfilment itself. (Faith 
does not constitute looking. It is marked under the instance of “not 
yet.” But this “not yet” does not weaken the meaning of faith; it rises 
on the backdrop of arrogant resistance. This “not yet” is only the 
other side of the “already.” Faith is not a substitute of some kind. 
It is an insight into a higher safety, into a richer life. Faith presents 
safety in the midst of mortal controversy of life. Faith is coming-into-
action (In-Aktion-Treten), and thus participates in the omnipotence 
of God: Mk 9:23. Faith “enflames” faith. It is inseparable from the 
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gifts of faith such as joy, peace, and freedom.) 4) Faith evolves through 
concrete searching for faith. (Faith is not abstract. It is not a religious 
idea. It is a concrete belief. Only in that way does one become a true 
witness of faith.) 5) Faith can neither be denied nor proven by reason 
or experience: the only objection to faith is unbelief, and the only proof 
of faith is faith itself (Faith is an event which the reason and feeling 
can only follow with a certain sense of detachment. They can be of a 
certain service to faith, but they can also cause it a lot of confusion, 
depending on whether they are kept within their own boundaries) 
(Ebeling 1975, 225–35).

However, I am of opinion that Ebeling also did not properly 
understand what it means to believe. To him, Jesus is only someone 
who believes, not someone who knows. Hence, Ebeling’s understand-
ing of faith appears similar to that of Karl Jaspers. Useful guidelines 
for the consideration of faith were, I believe, given by Josef Pieper in 
his work of modest size, Über den Glauben (1962).

IV
In his late, post-war phase, Jaspers addressed his entire philosophy as 
the “philosophical faith,” thus striving to offer a “thirdway” between 
the “exclusivity” of the religious faith and empirical sciences. It presents 
one of his key concepts, to which he dedicated the following work: Der 
philosophische Glaube (1948). Since the object cognition of science does 
not enable us to reach transcendence, the only way to reach transcen-
dence, according to Jaspers, is by means of “philosophical faith.” That 
is why the “philosophical faith,” which appears before the experience of 
the absence of cognition, presents true philosophizing. “Philosophical 
faith” is not mere content, nor is it limited to the very act of a subject. 
It is obtained through the experience of the “encompassing” (das 
Umgreifende) in one’s own existence. The encompassing “that is I” as 
a man, is at the same time being encompassed by the “encompassing 
that is being”—the world and transcendence. This “encompassing” of 
transcendence, due to failure of every finite expression and thought, 
is illuminated only trough faith. Thus, the “philosophical faith” be-
comes an act of philosophizing existence wherein it becomes aware of 
the transcendence. Faith, not object cognition, gives the existentially 
vital answers. “Philosophical faith” does not insist on the fixation of 
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one’s own assumptions, therefore it cannot became a confession. Its 
thought is not a dogma. “Philosophical faith” meets its “divinity” as 
a free existence. Albeit not a confessional religion, the “philosophi-
cal faith” can be formed into philosophical contents of faith. The 
contents of “philosophical faith” do not come from knowledge; they 
“bear” the existence which believes in a philosophical way. The first 
and fundamental content is the claim that “God is.” “God” is not a 
personal being, but a name for the personal aspect of transcendence. 
To reach “God,” it is necessary to free oneself from all assumptions and 
authorities, and to surpass categorization. Only in such certainty can 
we “try” transcendence as a true reality which remains inconceivable. 
The code “God” encourages internal action. Everyone seeks “God” on 
their own. “God” as the fundamental code of transcendence, a “relevant 
name” for the “encompassing of all encompassing” (das Umgreifende 
alles Umgreifenden). The second content is that “there is an absolute 
imperative.” The absolute cannot be seized in our human history, and 
that is why it possesses the “infinite character” and cannot be expressed. 
The “absolute imperative” breaks away from the transcendence and sets 
its self before man’s survival. The third content is the claim that “man 
is final and imperfect.” There is no perfect knowledge on man, because 
he presents a freedom which evades cognition. Man’s freedom comes 
from that which is, in the language of codes, called a “relationship 
between man and God.” The fourth is the claim that “man can live in 
God’s guidance.” For Jaspers, an example of “God’s guidance” is the 
“sudden flash of certainty,” which appears after long periods of doubt 
in relation to key life issues. The fifth is the claim that the “reality of the 
world subsists ephemerally between God and existence.” This content 
refers to observation of the necessity of transcending of all being we 
come across in the world. Every being which we can know empirically, 
always features the subject-object split, and is thus never a complete 
being. The world cannot be relegated to a single principle. The world 
is a code which for the existence becomes a means of seriousening the 
transcendence. Consequently, transcendence becomes “present” in the 
world. Therefore, K. Jaspers interprets faith as the certainty of truth 
which cannot be proved as a scientific knowledge on finite things. This 
faith connects man to the “foundation of being,” it is a “substance of 
personal life,” “the initiator inside of a man,” “the origin of every true 
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philosophizing.” Its contents which are accepted as true are: “God,” 
“absolute imperative,” “imperfection of world and man,” “man can 
live in God’s guidance,” “the reality of the world subsists ephemerally 
between God and existence.”

After considering the contents of the “philosophical faith,” Pieper 
states that we become somewhat uncertain upon Jaspers’s declaration 
“that they are by no means ‘to be taken as communication of any 
content,’” because that is when “begins ‘the error in the statement of 
philosophical dogmas.’” It seems, Pieper continues, that Jaspers is thus 
preventing the object of belief from becoming imprisoned in rigid 
didactic formulae. Indeed, the object of belief cannot be “delimited 
and fixed precisely.” However, Pieper concludes, it is “scarcely possible 
to deny that in those dogmas some content is stated and communi-
cated!” When Jaspers explicitly embraces thoughts which belong to 
the corpus of Christian revelation (“we philosophize out of the biblical 
religion and there apprehend irreplaceable truths”), he—emphasizes 
Pieper—simultaneously refuses to accept those doctrines as “revela-
tion,” i.e., God’s testimony. Pieper therefore believes that the statement 
of Thomas Aquinas might apply to Jaspers—“ea quae sunt fidei ali 
modo tenet quam per fidem” (Summa theologiae II-II, 5, 3)—since 
he respects and holds much of Christian theology true, but does so 
in a manner different from that of belief. That is exactly why Jaspers 
presents “a mental type that has become prevalent [in the] Western 
world.” This type is characterized by two traits: the first is the reluctance 
to simply abandon the contents of the traditional religious faith, and 
the second is the incapacity to accept these contents “on the basis of 
belief in the revelation,” through which they became accessible to us 
in the first place (Pieper 1997, 43–45).

In his critical review on Jaspers’s “philosophical faith,” Pieper points 
out that the true understanding of faith comes about “when we pose 
the question that is decisive for all belief: ‘Who really is believed; who 
is the Someone . . . whose testimony propositions . . . I cannot prove?’” 
(Pieper 1997, 43). Therefore, the one who believes does not only deal 
with an “objective” content, as the one who knows, but primarily with 
the Someone: with a witness who guarantees the validity of the “objective” 
content and the one on whom the believer “relies.” In the strict sense 
of the word, as Pieper points out, the believer accepts an “objective” 
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content in line with someone else’s testimony (Pieper 1997, 23). It 
is unusual, Pieper continues, that in the theological discussion, the 
belief in the validity (agreement with an objective content) and trust 
(agreement with someone else) were repeatedly separated from one 
another, as if incompatible by nature.14 Naturally, the combining of 
two elements (to believe something and to believe someone) should not 
be imagined as if they were two elements joint without structure, as 
and—and. To believe something means to hold something true based 
on someone else’s testimony. The reason for believing something is 
because we believe someone. If we were to ask a true believer: “What 
do you really believe?” they should not respond in terms of content, 
but they should point at a witness and respond: “I believe what that 
person has said” (Pieper1997, 24). In that way, they would state the 
decisive and common characteristic of all individual objective contents 
they believe in. The contents we accept are “in a certain sense second-
ary” (Summa theologiae II-II, q. 11, 1).

If we were to continue with the logical consideration, notes Pieper, 
it follows that faith itself is still not “purely” realized even when one 
accepts someone else’s—someone they trust, naturally—testimony 
as true but only when they do it for no other reason but because this 
other says so. Such faith cannot exist in the relation of man to man. 
Yet, if it occurs, a certain limit is breached: something inhuman oc-
curs, something contrary the nature of the human spirit, something 
incompatible with human limitedness and human dignity. Thus, faith 
is meaningful only if there is Someone incomparably “higher,” and if 
that Someone simultaneously speaks to man in an perceptible way. 
Only in that case is the act of believing adequate both in terms of 
human limitations and of human dignity (Pieper 1997, 25).

After explaining the meaning of “moral faith” (moralische Glaube) 
(“But since the moral precept is thus at the same time my maxim (as 
reason commands that it ought to be), I will inexorably believe in the 
existence of God and a future life, and I am sure that nothing can 
make these beliefs unstable, since my moral principles themselves, 
which I cannot renounce without becoming contemptible in my 
own eyes, would thereby be subverted”) (Kant 1998, 689),15 Kant 
concluded that we can be satisfied with the moral proof from the 
practical point of view. Afterward, he continued: “Of course, no one 
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will be able to boast that he knows that there is a God and a future 
life,” only to conclude with an ironic jab: “for if he knows that, then 
he is precisely the man I have long sought” (Kant 1998, 689). Kant’s 
ironic jab points to the scandalous nature of the Gospel which claims: 
Jesus of Nazareth is the man who knows that there is a God. Moreover, 
the Gospels and Christian tradition claim that he is a God-man, that 
in Jesus of Nazareth the “content of revelation” is identical with his 
very person. The meaning of the phrase “the Word made flesh” (Καὶ 
ὁ λόγος σὰρξ ἐγένετο, Jn 1:14) consists in the fact that the content 
of God’s revelation became one with the act of pronouncing, with the 
very person who is pronouncing.16

Therefore—when God speaks to men, He does not enable them 
to know an objective, factual content; He opens His being unto them. 
We come across something similar when a man says to another: “I love 
you.” Namely, Pieper emphasizes that this statement “is not primarily 
supposed to inform another person of an objective fact separable from 
the speaker. Rather, it is a kind of self-witnessing, and the witnessed 
subject matter is given reality solely by having been spoken in such 
manner.” In accordance with attitude, the one to whom this statement 
was im-parted cannot become aware of that which was im-parted to 
him except by “taking what is said into himself ” (Pieper 1997, 52). 
This also means that, first and foremost, the act of faith represents 
volition.17 If the believer is not determined by knowledge but faith, 
Pieper wonders what in fact the one who believes wants. “What does 
volition aim at? What is its object?” The answer is: a believer’s faith 
is directed primarily at a witness. Thereby, Pieper “corrects” the “nar-
rowed” concept of volition (e.g., James Williams) we are accustomed 
to: volition is not “merely the will to act,” and it is not directed only 
toward something that should be “brought about.” Volition also fea-
tures “‘wanting,’ affirming, loving what already exists.” Love is not 
something which belongs to the concept of volition; it is the “primal 
act of the will and the immanent source of every manifestation of 
the will.” This is where the concise claim by Henry Newman comes 
from: “We believe, because we love” (Newman 2006, 163). This 
“wholly free, entirely uncoercible act of affirmation,” “this confiding, 
acknowledging, communion-seeking submission of the believer to 
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the witness whom he believes”—that is the volition element in faith 
itself (Pieper 1997, 28).

Therefore, to believe means to partake in the knowledge of the 
one who knows: that of the witness. If there is no one who knows, there 
cannot be anyone who believes. The objective content which is known, 
alongside that which is unknown to anybody, cannot represent the 
object of faith (Pieper 1997, 164; cf. Summa Theologiae III q. 36, 2 
ad 1). Wherever there is belief in a meaningful way, there is someone 
else on whom the believer “relies,” with whom he is “connected.” This 
other cannot be the one who believes. He has to know that which in 
the manner of faith is accepted as true. However, even the believer’s 
“reliance” on the witness—although by nature a free act which cannot 
be forced upon someone, even by means of argumentation—must be 
based on knowledge, the knowledge of the very believer. Namely, the 
validity of the witness must be known. This knowledge is not reached 
through faith, but by: “checking up, by sharp observation and direct 
experience” (Pieper 1997, 40).18 In a sense, the theological doctrine of 
preambula fidei speaks of that: the premises of belief are not part of that 
what the believer believes in;19 they belong to “that which he knows or 
at least must be able to know.” Belief does not presuppose knowledge 
which is believed in, but a knowledge “out of one’s own resources.” 
Thereby it should be noted that cognitio naturalis must not always 
or primarily be obtained through radical deduction. “Credibility,” 
for example, represents a person’s quality in the same manner as we 
“apprehend” other qualities of a person, as noted by Pieper, wherein 
the “syllogistic argumentation plays only the most minor part.” Such 
“intuitive” knowledge cannot be verified nor proved. Pieper gives the 
example of Socrates, who declared his possibility to “recognize a lover 
at once” (Pieper 1997, 33; cf. Platon, Lysis 204c). The answer to the 
following question—“By what signs do we recognize things of that 
sort?”—was not given by anyone, not even by Socrates, who claimed 
that this is not a question of pure impression, but of real knowledge 
which is realized in contact with reality (Pieper 1997, 33).

Hence, the act of believing aims at reality, not at a report; “‘it does 
not stop at something that is said but at something that is.’” (Pieper 
1997, 165; cf. Summa Theologiae II–II, q. 1, 2 ad 2) In a certain sense, 
the believer partakes of this reality; he “touches” it, it becomes present 
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to him—“all the more so the more he is capable of seeing” with the 
witness’s eyes and from his position, “by loving identification with the 
witness.” That is when “one sees what one believes” (Pieper 1997, 33; 
cf. Summa Theologiae II-II, q. 1, 4 ad 3) It is precisely in this context 
that the scholastic doctrine on the certainty of belief infinitely surpasses 
the certainty of knowledge and insight.

V
The question asked by Geertz, and many other contemporary thinkers 
(e.g., Richard Rorty), is: Can we still believe in the power of reason? 
Geertz’s answer is resolute: No! According to him, there is no canon, a 
set of principles for the regular use of reason. He offered a completely 
new understanding of the “common sense”: it is not that which the 
mind cleared of hypocrisy comes to know spontaneously: it is what 
the mind filled with presuppositions concludes (Geertz 1983, 84). 
“Common sense” is that which seems to remain in us after all those 
more articulated sorts of symbol-systems have depleted their tasks, that 
which remains of reason when its more sophisticated achievements 
are put aside (Geertz 1983, 92). Therefore, Geertz rejects the classic 
sense of reason. For example, for Thomas Aquinas sensus communis is 
the “inner feeling” (sensus interior) which functions as the common 
root and principle of the external senses: “Sensus interior non dicitur 
communis . . . sicut genus; sed sicut communis radix et principium 
exteriorum sensuum.” (Summa Theologiae I, q. 78, 4 ad 1)

Although the radical critique of reason is somewhat therapeutic 
(e.g., postliberal cultural-linguistic conceptualization of Christian 
doctrine is useful for ecumenical and theological purposes), it does 
not offer, from my point of view, the necessary foundation for build-
ing a culture (authors like Geertz do not pose a such question). Such 
a foundation, which can in the first instance sound Kantian, offers 
faith.20 But do not faith as Vernunftglaube or “moral faith” in the Kan-
tian sense, but the faith which is neither “rational,” nor the mystics of 
an individual identification of the spirit with God, nor the irrational 
acceptance of certain “objective contents”—but being-in-common 
with the one who knows, with the one who asserted that He is the 
truth (the unhidden, in the old Greek sense, i.e., Heideggerian sense): 
“εγο ειμι . . . ἀλήθεια” (Jn 14:8). In that sense, faith is the “advocate” 
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of the mind, that is of philosophy, if “philosophers are lovers of what 
is or of the truth”) (Plato, Republic, 501 d 1–2). In other words, in 
order to—I’ll paraphrase Kant’s famous sentence from the foreword 
to the second edition of Kritik der reinen Vernunft (1787)—“make 
room for faith,” it is not necessary to “deny knowledge” (Kant 1998, 
117)21—we need the Witness who knows God and who is at the same 
time “bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh” (Gen 2:23).

Faith as being-in-common with Jesus of Nazareth is at the same 
time the “receiving of the Spirit,” which inspires “speaking in new 
tongues” (Acts 2).22 Such speech opposes cultural norms and forces 
which are trying to classify, uniform, totalise, enslave; the speech 
in which real communication takes place. That is not the speech/
language of suture, which incessantly undermines all meaning; it is 
not the language of madness of incessant semiosis and the endless 
delay of finite meaning; it is not the speech/language of incessant re-
description of reality; it is not the speech/language of senselessness. 
Furthermore, it is not the language of realists nor of nominalists. It is 
not the language of cognitive (language to which meaning does not 
allow to form freely) nor grammatical restriction. It is not the language 
of post-Saussurean revolution—the language of suture of the linguistic 
and logic semantics, or the speculative language wherein the reflexive 
power of language is revealed to detach and observe its very self. It is 
not the language of ego cogitans, but of ego amans.23

To conclude: If the theologians want to be faithful to the Christian 
tradition and communicative concerning the contemporary theoreti-
cal mainstream, which Geertz embodies, and if they want to avoid 
fideism (credo quia absurdum), they need a new, adequate reflection 
on the classical theological formula fides quarens intellectum, viz. the 
theological doctrine of preambula fidei. For this, I think, Pieper’s inter-
pretation of faith, which is based on the theology of Thomas Aquinas 
and, I’m convinced, on biblical theology, is a good guide. I will finish 
by reminiscing of Ebeling. Ebeling asserted that Christianity owes to 
the world not only the mere concept, but faith itself (Ebeling 1961, 
116). I would like to transform his thought and assert that Christian-
ity cannot offer its faith to the world, but that the “mystical Body of 
Christ”—the community of those who become “one body” with the 
Crucified and Resurrected Jesus—can enable faith in the world. Yet, 
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I agree with Ebeling when he claims that the question “Adam, where 
art thou?” is the most radical question there is, and that the answer to 
that question—gained through faith—is the following: man’s place is 
not in himself (or in his cultural system) but in Christ (Ebeling 1961, 
116). Those who try to reach the answer to that question by means 
of the “organ” of the mind, like Hannah Arendt, must assert that that 
place is: the nowhere (Arendt 1981, 196–202). However, those who 
questioned the mind in a radical way, as Geertz, no longer ask such a 
question. For them, Adam can be situated in the Garden of Eden or 
chased away from it—in that, they see no crucial difference; they are 
interested only in the “thick” description of one and the other “state.”

Notes
1. “Like the Almighty himself, it [the culture] is both everything and nothing, 

transcendent of all particulars, the ground of all possibility. . . . Rather as God 
loves us all alike, so culture loves all our faculties alike. It looks benignly upon 
the whole of Creation, admirably free of invidious preferences. . . . Unable to 
say one thing without saying everything, culture risks being so boundlessly 
eloquent as to be speechless. It is the negation of all concrete commitments in 
the name of totality—a totality which is purely void because it is no more than 
a totalisation of negated moments. It is what we need in order to act creatively, 
yet there is a sense in which any particular action represents a falling off from it. 
As an infinity of human powers, it would seem to be ruined as soon as realised. 
Here, then, is another ground of possibility which cannot be represented in 
what it brings into being. Culture is a secular name for God.” (Eagleton 2014, 
76–77, my emphasis).

2. In his book Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (1980), R. Rorty undertakes a 
kind of “deconstruction” of the so-called epistemological project, i.e., Descartes’s, 
Locke’s, and Kant’s relegating of philosophy to epistemology. Because of them, 
R. Rorty believes, philosophy has become “the mirror of nature”—foundational 
discipline which provides the basis for various knowledge. It can do so because 
it allegedly possesses an understanding of the knowing mind. However, R. 
Rorty emphasizes that, epistemologically, it is not possible to explain why one 
conceptual scheme enables a better understanding of the world in comparison 
to another. Thus, R. Rorty brings into question the very “ideas” of the mind, 
i.e., reason; representations, and constructions of the “external.” In his efforts, 
he is considered to be a follower of Ludwig Wittgenstein, Martin Heidegger, 
and John Dewey, who—R. Rorty notes—introduced a nonepistemological, 
antifoundational “vocabulary.” Nonepistemological philosophy is in fact the 
hermeneutics which emphasizes the making of our own theories, not a discovery 
of the “objective” world. Hermeneutics is a struggle against the epistemological 
assumption that all contributions to a certain discourse are “commensurable” 
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since there is a “common ground” and advocating for “conversation” between 
diverse conceptual schemes. Culture is societas—a group of people without com-
mon goals or interests, united only by basic civility. Between the epistemological 
and hermeneutical project there is no commensuration, since each project has 
its own specific type of commensuration. Hermeneutics is a discourse on still-
incommensurable discourses and therefore presents a parasitic activity. It feeds 
on the contact of incommensurable positions (Rorty 1980, 318–65). From 
such a perspective R. Rorty writes on the post-Philosophical culture in which 
no one—or at least intellectuals—believes to possess a criterion to know real-
ity. In post-Philosophical culture neither priests, nor physicists, nor poets, nor 
politicians are “more rational,” or “more scientific,” or “deeper” than the rest. 
In such culture, there is no point in the existence of another, transdisciplinary, 
transcultural, and ahistorical criterion next to the interdisciplinary criterion 
adhered to by, e.g., good priests or physicists. In such culture, nobody is “the 
Philosopher” able to explain how certain aspects of culture relate toward reality. 
Post-Philosophical culture “strikes” both “Platonists” and “positivists” as deca-
dent. “Platonists,” who wish to see the culture defined by something “eternal,” 
do not see in it a governing principle, a centre, a structure. “Positivists,” who 
wish to see the culture defined by scientific knowledge, do not see in it a respect 
toward hard fact. In the post-Philosophical culture, reality is a chosen description. 
In it, in Nelson Goodman’s words, worlds are not made but found. In the post-
Philosophical culture, “philosophy” with its descriptions and “vocabularies” can 
answer only to questions of “alternative” vocabularies (Rorty 1982, xxxviii–xliii).

3. Otherwise, H. Frei believes that Weber’s sociology is a far more complex theo-
retical achievement than E. Durkheim’s sociology. Namely, Weber’s theory is 
not based on general and predictable causality schemes, nor on the universal 
description of the essence of religion, but primarily on intentional action, a 
describable cause which guides it (Frei 1993, 97–98).

4. E. B. Tylor believes that the processes of culture are similar in all people, regard-
less of where and when they live due to “the laws of mind” (Tylor 1871, 144).

5. Similar to Tylor’s emphasis on the mental structure of the culture, L. H. Morgan 
has asserted—by providing arguments in line with his thesis on the connection 
between systems of consanguinity and levels of cultural development—that 
the systems of consanguinity are based on “natural suggestions,” which occur 
spontaneously in the mind while using “ordinary intelligence” (Morgan 1871, 
472).

6. Although he rejected Tylor’s evolutionist approaches as unverified and unverifi-
able, F. Boas asserted in his work The Mind of Primitive Man (The Macmillan 
Company of Canada, 1911) that the functions of the human mind, whether 
in the so-called primitive society or a developed culture, are the same—which 
does not mean that mental reactions of diverse societies, if observed under the 
same conditions, do not exhibit certain differences.

7. In the introduction to his Argonauts of the Western Pacific, wherein he explains 
the subject and methods of his ethnological research, B. Malinowsky refers to 
drawing of conclusions based on the common sense (Malinowsky 1932, 13). 
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He also notes that a research can succeed only through a patient and planned 
application of numerous “rules of common sense” and “well-known scientific 
principles” (Malinowsky 1932, 14). Hence, it is obvious that B. Malinowsky 
continues to perceive “common sense” as a set of typified and indisputable 
positions.

8. Although he acknowledged the difference between a technically developed cul-
ture permeated with science and the cultures we call “primitive,” C. Lévi-Strauss 
believes that “beyond” the apparent, vast differences hides an important unity: 
an important ability of culture to oppose nature, whereby people can still live 
in nature as creatures for whom the culture has become a “second nature.” The 
difference between manners of thinking pertaining to people from the technical 
culture and those from the primitive ones is not “substantial” but “modal”; it 
resembles the difference between savage and tamed animals. In both cases, the 
content and fundamental rules are the same; they are simply used in different 
ways. Savage and tame thought are actually one and the same, although the for-
mer appears illogical or pre-logical, whereas the later appears logical. The savage 
thought is thus not the thought of a savage man, nor the thought of a primitive 
man, nor an archaic humanity, but an untamed thought, different from the 
cultivated or tamed thought primarily in its effect. The latter has appeared at 
certain points of the globe and in certain times in history. Both ways of think-
ing can coexist and permeate each other. The savage thought is simultaneously 
trying to be analytical and synthetical, to reach the end limit in both ways, yet 
remain capable of mediating between the two poles (Lévi-Strauss 1966, 219). 
The savage thought is actually logical in the same sense and in the same way as 
our tame thought, but only as our thought which seeks to know a world to which 
it simultaneously ascribes physical and semantic characteristics. That thought, 
contrary to Lucien Lévy-Bruhl’s opinion, works through reason, not through 
affectivity; it works with the help of distinctions and contrasts, not through 
mixing and participation (Lévi-Strauss 1966, 268). Moreover, the nature of 
the savage thought is timeless: it wishes to grasp the world as a synchronic and 
diachronic totality at the same time, and the knowledge it has of it is “like that 
afforded of a room by mirror fixed on opposite walls, which reflect each other (as 
well as object in the intervening space) although without being strictly parallel” 
(Lévi-Strauss 1966, 263). A multitude of images comes simultaneously to life, 
yet none of them are the same. Each image introduces us only partially to the 
decoration and furniture, but the unity is characterized by invariant proper-
ties which express one and the same truth. The savage thought, concludes C. 
Lévi-Strauss, deepens its knowledge through imagines mundi. It builds “mental 
structures” through which it understands the world because they resemble it. In 
that sense, the savage thought is an analogical thought (Lévi-Strauss 1966, 263).

9. While commenting on Lévi-Strauss’s idea of “savage thought,” Geertz em-
phasized: “What one needs, aside from obsessively detailed ethnography, is a 
neolithic intelligence.” (Geertz 1973, 357) Savage (“wild,” “undomesticated”) 
forms of thinking are primary in human mentality, according to Geertz. They 
represent that which we all have in common. In contrast, the civilized (“tamed,” 
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“domesticated”) thought patterns of contemporary science and scholarship are 
specialized productions of our own society; they are secondary, derived, and 
artificial. The best time for man was the neolithic (postagricultural, preurban) 
age (Geertz 1973, 357). Therefore, one needs to return to the state between 
the idleness of the primitive state and the insatiable ambition and egoism of 
the mechanical civilization. The social reform has the following task: to return 
to the “middle state.” The carrier of such reform is the scientifically enriched 
anthropology which “‘legitimiz[es] the principles of savage thought and restor[es] 
them to their rightful place.’” Geertz points out that perhaps more interesting 
than the “modern profession of a classical faith in ‘the perpetual and general 
voice of men’” is the question of what the outcome of “such an attempt to set 
King Reason back upon his throne in the guise of the Cerebral Savage will be 
in today’s world” (Geertz 1973, 358–59).

10. In An Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1690), Locke claimed that the 
human mind upon birth is an “empty cabinet.” Locke’s works was systemati-
cally developed by C. Helvétius in his work De l’homme (1772). Hence, Harris 
believes that it was Locke and his direct intellectual followers who opened the 
path toward the “scientific study of culture” (Harris 1968, 18).

11. The questionability of a universal rationality criteria was already implied in the 
philosophical tradition, according to P. Bourdieu, from the Kantian “transcen-
dental” universalism toward the concept of the already relativized rationality 
by Rudolf Carnap. Bourdieu himself thought that the genesis of reason and 
its normativity are construed by closure of the autonomous field upon itself, 
which is formed through the establishment of access censorship and its con-
stant application. Thus, for him, epistemological rules are in fact conventions 
established in order to regulate controversies. Specifically, the epistemic criteria 
present the “formalization of ‘rules of the game’” which must be observed in 
the field, i.e., sociological rules of interaction in the field, primarily the rules of 
argumentation or communication norms. Therefore, science, more specifically 
the legality of science, is at all times struggling within the social world and within 
the very world of science. Consequently, P. Bourdieu points out that what we 
call epistemology is always endangered by the possibility of being only a form 
of “justificatory discourse” of science or a position in a scientific field, or even a 
falsely naturalized iteration of the dominant discourse on science itself (Bourdieu 
2004, 6, 54, 83).

12. Namely, “conversion“—a certain “change of mind” (μετά-νους)—by all means 
implies the acceptance of the biblical text, which then provides the frame of 
meaning according to which we behave toward ourselves, others, and the 
world. Interestingly—two prominent philosophers “of the mind” also mention 
“conversion.” In Plato, the change, i.e., the turn (μεταβαλόντος, Resp. 473b 
6–7; μεταπέσοι αυ, c3) is thought in terms of a turn of the entire soul from 
opinion and existence toward thought and being (Resp. 515c 4–7, 516 c6). This 
turn presents the fundamental key of not only the sixth and seventh book of 
The Republic, but also of Plato’s entire philosophy. (2012, 311–12) In Timaeus 
(90a 3–4), Plato speaks of the demonic nature of mind, a kind of demonic “in 
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between.” The Platonist name for this demonic nature is eros. It is man’s task 
to, as much as a mortal can, clear himself toward the mind by leading a life 
guided by the philosophical eros, thus surpassing himself and extending toward 
the notional, opening up to it, inheriting it and embodying it (Šegedin 2012, 
376). For I. Kant, a conversion is a transition to the maxim “of its holiness”: 
turning from the love for oneself toward the moral law. The community which 
one enters through such conversion is an “ethical” community. In contrast to 
the “juridical” community—in which laws are directed toward on the visible 
legality of action, not on (inner) morality—the supreme legislator of the “ethical” 
community can only be someone in respect to whom all “true duties” must at 
the same time be presented as his commands, and who must also be the knower 
of hearts, penetrating even the innermost aspirations of others in order to let 
everyone gain as much as their actions are worth. Such supreme legislator is 
“the concept of God as a moral ruler of the world” (Kant 2009, 54, 104–09).

13. During his lecture Phänomenologie und Theologie, held in 1927 in Tübingen and 
Marburg in the following year, M. Heidegger emphasized that the “positum” of 
theology is not Christianity as an event, since theology has an internal relationship 
with Christianity, but faith which represents a manner of existence of the human 
existence (Heidegger 1976, 53). When speaking of the essence of Christianity, 
we are in fact speaking of the essence of faith—claims Ebeling (Ebeling 1961, 
20). In another place, following Isaiah 7:9, Ebeling points out that religion is 
not something which appears in the already present existence, an individual act 
based on the fact of our existence, but that in which our existence is grounded. 
The link between the act of faith and gaining of existence, between believing 
and existing, must not be interpreted as a sort of causality and consequence—as 
if the faith is a condition which needs to be met in order to gain existence. Faith 
is the renouncement of everything by means of which man strives to secure his 
own existence. It is an acknowledgement that our existence is not grounded in 
itself, but in that which is external to us and which is truly reliable (valid). Thus, 
faith is the abandonment of oneself (Sich-selbst-Verlassen). Relying upon oneself 
is the perversion of human existence. Relying on the true ground of existence 
must be characterized by faith, since it represents the relation toward the One 
who addresses us and whose addressing provides an irrefutable ground, adequate 
(since it exists within itself and provides existence) for us to ensure our existence. 
To Isaiah, faith and being are identical. Faith itself is a specific manner of being 
(Ebeling 1963, 201–46).

14. In his book Two Types of Faith (Zwei Glaubensweisen, 1950), Martin Buber pointed 
to the structural difference between the Old Testament and the Christian concept 
of faith (Buber’s work is primarily about Paul’s concept of faith): in line with 
the Old Testament it is enough to believe someone, while according to the New 
Testament it is necessary to come to know facts as true. Although I believe that 
M. Buber is wrong in relation to the Christian (Paul’s) understanding of faith, 
his differentiation between the Old Testament and New Testament concepts of 
faith outlined—of course, without invention and almost paradigmatically—the 
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theological tradition which repeatedly separated believing someone (fiducia) 
from the acceptance of facts (credo).

15. [Da aber also die sittliche Vorschrift zugleich meine Maxime ist (wie denn die 
Vernunft gebietet, daß sie es sein soll), so werde ich unausbleiblich ein Dasein 
Gottes und küftiges Leben glauben, und ich bin sicher, daß disen Glauben 
nichts wankend machen könnte, weil dadurch meine sittlichen Grundsätze selbst 
umgestürzt werden würden, denen ich nicht entsagen kann, ohne in meinen 
eigenen Augen verabscheuungswürdig zu sein.] (Kant 1956, 745–46)

16. R. Niebuhr—to refer to an illustrative example of the so-called “existentialist 
theology”—believes that defining the revelation in terms of Jesus’s persona is 
clearly misguided because the problem which then ensues cannot be solved. How 
can we, R. Niebuhr continues, experience “personal communion with the one 
who exists only in our memory and in the monuments, the books and sentences, 
which are the body of our memory? How can the letter and the document 
become a carrier of personal life unless they are part of the expressive body of 
a now living spirit?” When continuing to ask ourselves, we oftentimes say that 
the live being with which we experience communion is the Church of Jesus, 
or the spirit of the Church. The Church thus becomes the “real incarnation of 
the parson of Jesus,” wherein faith is directed toward such a community. What 
is revealed in the decisive moment of our history is therefore not Jesus, but the 
Church. Yet, there “lies disaster”—claims Niebuhr (Niebuhr 2006, 78). Niebuhr 
believes that revelation cannot be limited to the event of Jesus since that would 
imply a complete susceptibility of God. For him, revelation is a moment in our 
history through which we “know ourselves” (Niebuhr 2006, 80). The event 
of Jesus Christ is only the “guarantor” of revelation in the current moment of 
history. In other words, Jesus is the hermeneutical key of revelation in history, 
whereby every experience of revelation, for Christians, refers to the “event of 
Jesus Christ” as the grammatical and doctrinal framework for interpretation 
and understanding.

17. Among others, Pieper quotes the following sentence by Aquinas: “In cognitione 
.  .  . fidei principalitatem habet voluntas.” (Summa contra Gentes 3, 40) (Cf. 
Pieper 1997, 163).

18. The assurance of a witness’s credibility can, however, be obtained through belief 
in someone who knows the witness. Of course, in the case of the latter—the 
assurance of credibility of a witness through the act of faith—one should not 
forget that two different “contents” of faith are in question, wherein both first 
and the second act of faith (belief in a witness and belief in someone who assures 
us of a witness’s credibility) relies on two different witnesses (Pieper 1997, 32).

19. J. Ratzinger believes that the neoscholastic rationalism experienced failure 
because it wanted to reconstruct the praembula fidei with the help of a strict 
rational argument “independent of any faith,” and “pure rational certainty.” In 
that sense, J. Ratzinger continues, K. Barth was right when he separated faith 
and philosophy. But Barth was wrong, Ratzinger concludes, when he relegated 
faith to a sheer paradox which exists entirely independent of reason (Ratzinger 
2004, 136).
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20. As the necessary realization of the culture of human mind, I. Kant strived to 
offer a “reliable” ground for a new “metaphysics”: the system of a priori cogni-
tion. Upon determining the ambiguousness of Moses Mendelssohn’s concept of 
“healthy reason” (gesunden Vernunft), I. Kant offered a “more adequate” concept: 
that of “rational faith” (Vernunftglaube). He reached the concept of “rational 
faith” upon realizing that “pure mind” (reinen Vernunft)—the power which 
provides a priori principles of knowledge due to not being limited to experience, 
or to experiential objects, but whose speculative use works with the purpose of 
knowing that which cannot be given to our senses and which thus surpasses 
experience available to us—in its speculative use cannot give answers to either 
of the three essential, traditional metaphysical questions: firstly, whether man’s 
will is free, secondly, whether man’s soul is immortal, and thirdly, whether there 
is a God. Therefore, the mind essentially must presuppose God’s existence in 
order to allow for the seriousening of the highest good required by the moral law. 
I. Kant had, I believe with all due caution and being somewhat amazed by the 
complexity of his thinking, through his hermeneutical program of “translating” 
the Church belief (Kirchenglaube) into the “rational faith,” obscured the very 
belief. Therefore, apart from being responsible for the “death” of the mind, he 
is in a sense responsible for the “death” of belief, as well. Following the failed 
Enlightenment project, we have fallen into mindlessness and superstition. H. 
Frei points out that the religious theories after Kant focused on faith as a dis-
tinctive and self-conscious standpoint which cannot be relegated to anything 
else. Faith has thus become an analogue of the way in which the structure of 
reason for Kant qualifies the contact between the transcendental ego and the 
objects from the tangible world—which are not things in themselves (Ding 
an sich), but phenomena of human consciousness. Hence, the general place of 
the nineteenth-century Protestant theology became the belief that we can only 
know God through a religious relationship with him. More than anyone else, 
F. Schleiermacher formulated this view into a theological system, for which any 
theological doctrine is normative only if “encompassed” by the statements of faith 
(Glaubensaussage), i.e., a religious relationship with God (Frei 1974, 283–84).

21. [“Ich mußte also das Wissen aufheben, um zum Glauben Platz zu bekommen.”] 
(Kant 1956, 28) Arendt believes that Kant “had not made room for faith; he 
had made room for thought, and he had not ‘denied knowledge’ but separated 
knowledge from thinking” (Arendt 1981, 14).

22. Although contemporary philosophy is largely the philosophy of language, 
according to my knowledge, it did not closely consider the phenomenon of 
“xenolalia” and “glossolalia.” An exception is James K. A. Smith who considered, 
primarily “glossolalia,” as a “limit” case. Smith analyses ”glossolalia” with the 
help of Edmund Husserl’s phenomenology (differentiating between expression, 
Ausdruck, and indication, Anziegen), Derrida’s critique of Husserl’s phenom-
enology, philosophical hermeneutics of Martin Heidegger and Hans Georg 
Gadamer, and, finally, the speech-act theory by John L. Austin and John Searle. 
Smith concludes that “speaking in tongues” in fact comes from the rejection of 
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cultural norms and institutions, that “glossolalia” defies the “powers that be” 
(Smith 2010, 123–50).

23. After providing Descartes’s definition of ego (“Ego sum res cogitans, id est dubitans, 
affirmans, negans, pauca, intelligens, multa ignorans, volens, nolens, imaginans 
quoque et sentiens”), Marion emphasizes that the very ego is “the proof,” because 
there is no mention of love, and that in the Western philosophical tradition 
the ego cogito establishes itself by rejecting the erotic instance. According to this 
tradition, loving does not belong to the first mode of thought and thus does 
not determine the essence of ego. The very ability to love, Marion points out, 
represents man’s differentia specifica. Man is primarily ego amans (Marion 2007, 
6–8).
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