On Plantinga’s De Jure Objection to Religious Belief: An Evidentialist Reply

1. Introduction. There is an objection concerning the epistenstfjoation of religious beliefs that has
not been adequately rebutted, much less refufEde objection focuses on theidencesophisticated
religious believers possess with respect to proiposi expressing special religious assertionsaheat
central to a religious belief system. There amous senses dfeliefthat figure in religious practices,
but here | am interested onlylielief-that(i.e. propositional belief). Although some of mymmentary
can be applied to religious propositional beliegtdrby believers from a number of religions, | vditect
my discussion to Christian beligfsl take it that most Christians actually believegmsitions such as
those expressed by the following: “God—the all-pofwl, all-knowing, wholly good creator of the
universe—exists”, “Jesus of Nazareth was God iratain“Jesus of Nazareth was resurrected after his
death’, “I will live again after | die”, eté Let us call such propositio@hristian propositions The
objection, which | will call thesophisticates’ evidential objectipis that the total evidence, broadly
construed, possessed by sophisticated Christiart sufficient epistemically to justify their bels with
respect to Christian propositions.

In developing Reformed epistemology over the yealisn Plantinga has provided various
arguments that have convinced quite a few philosgph-especially Christian philosophers—that the
kind of objection | mention fails to be a propejeamtion to the epistemic rationality of Christiaalilef.

In this paper, | argue not only that Plantinga matsshown this, but also that, given Plantinga’sow
criteria for what counts as a proper objectiorhtoriationality of Christian belief, there is go@hson to
believe that the sophisticates’ evidential objetimproper. If | am right, then my results viratie the
interest that many fine epistemologists have hagrastling more or less head-on with various
evidentialist challenges to the rationality of gedus beliefs’

Satisfying my goal for this paper does not reqapecification of a fully articulated sophisticates
evidential objectiori. Noting some particular characteristics of theeotipn will suffice to make my
point. The salient characteristics of the objattioe expressed by the following presuppositidfisst,

although there are various standards of epistamtdication we might consider, | am interestedydnla
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modest standard: am-balancepreponderance-of-evidenstandard. Hence, the objection does not
imply anything approaching Cartesian certainty esgairement for epistemic justification. Secotie,
objection is intended to construe evidence broadiyugh to incorporate experiences of any sort,
including widely accepted sources of knowledge sagcherception, memory, testimony, introspection,
reasoning, and rational insight, as well as religiexperience (if there is good reason to thinkwHeat is
called “religious experience” counts as evidenca special kind). Third, by “sophisticated Chass”, |
mean those Christians who (a) are smart, reflecand graduate-school educated, (b) are well awfare
the problem of evil and various arguments that tagainst the truth of Christian propositions, ézi)d
have rubbed shoulders with, and are thereby wedrawf, many very smart people who either suspend
judgment on or disbelieve Christian propositioiifie relevant question, then, is this: Does tha tot
evidence (broadly construed) possessed by somtesticChristians support believing Christian
propositions? The objection is that the answéras therefore, sophisticated Christians are not
epistemically justified in believing propositiortsat figure prominently in Christian beliefs.

The objection assumes something about epistentiigation (call it theevidence-justification
principle):

evidence-justification principle: if a person S is epistemically justified in leefing a
g{?gositionp at timet, then S's total evidence, on balance, suppoats and fails to supportp-

| endorse the evidence-justification principle, atiaink that one’s having epistemic justificatifor
believingp is necessary for one’s knowing timatence, | think that having evidence is important
epistemologically. However, there are those who apparently thinkahg objection along the line of
the sophisticates’ evidential objection is misgdide irrelevant. Reformed epistemologists, fotanse,
have tended to think either that one’s having supppevidence with respect to a propositis not
necessary for one’s being epistemiclistifiedin believingp, or that one’s having supporting evidence
with respect t@ is irrelevant or unnecessary for one’s belief fhet be epistemicallyational (or to
have, as it is sometimes ppgsitive epistemic statusin espousing either of these views, Reformed

epistemologists attempt to diminish the epistemipartance of evidence The basic thrust of Reformed
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epistemology’s response to the sophisticates’ ewialeobjection, then, is this: the objection asss the
evidence-justification principle, and the evideastification principle says that one’s having eande is
necessary for one to be epistemically justifietétieving any propositiop; but, one’s having evidence
is either (a) unnecessary for one to be epistetypipatified in believingp, or (b) irrelevant to whether or
not one’s doxastic attitude towardéas positive epistemic status; hence, the objetsits to reveal any
epistemic problem for sophisticated Christians.

| grant that, if Reformed epistemologists haveegius good reason to deny the evidence-
justification principle or to believe that havingigence is epistemically irrelevant, then we haved)
reason not to take seriously the sophisticateslential objection. In this paper | take up argutadérom
the leading figure in Reformed epistemology, AliAlantinga, in order to determine whether he pravide
us with good reason to believe that the evidenstfication principle is false or irrelevant, ardus, that
the sophisticates’ evidential objection need nmtltie sophisticated Christians. | argue that tiener is
‘no’. If I am successful, then there is good nemd bad news for Christian epistemologists. Thago
news is that the epistemological options open wsGans (and, indeed, anyone) are broader than
Reformed epistemologists like Plantinga would has¢hink. The bad news is that Christian
epistemologists have some difficult work cut outtftem; for, there remains a serious objectionéo t
epistemic rationality of Christian belief.
2. Plantinga’s Project inWarranted Christian Belief. In his eminently interesting and engaging
Warranted Christian BeligfhereafterWCB), Plantinga applies his epistemic theoryafrrant to
Christian beliefs? His overall goal is to provide a model—tietended Aquinas/Calvin modeihich,
if true, demonstrates that the central claims aigBianity can be warranted (and thus epistemically
rational) for individual believers. Although | ademWCBas a work of creative genius, | have serious
doubts about the arguments Plantinga provides tivate interest in his own concept of warrant.

It will be helpful to rehearse Plantinga's treattreitwo kinds of objections to Christian beligbne
kind he calls ae jureobjection, which calls into question tapistemic rationalityof Christian beliefs;

the other he calls @e factoobjection, which directly calls into question tineth of Christian beliefs.
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Thus, ade jureobjection concludes that Christian beliefs arational (in some epistemic sense), whereas
ade factoobjection concludes or assumes that Christiarefsedire false. Now, Plantinga motivates
interest in his own epistemological theory of watrdy criticizing thede jureobjection. In its broadest
form, thede jureobjection goes like this: Regardless of whethetigtian beliefs are true or false, such
beliefs are "irrational or unreasonable or unjigtifor in some other way properly subject to inmidi
epistemic criticism" (167). Plantinga whittles guwieariousde jureobjections, settling finally on what he
takes to be the only propée jureobjection, the one that calls into questionwaerant (in Plantinga’s
sense) of Christian beliefs. Plantinga then ardlugisthere is no version of that objection thagsinot
assume the falsity of Christian beliefs. If hsugcessful, then Plantinga will have shown thatetieno
properde jurechallenge that is independent al@factochallenge. The relevant result is that therepis n
cogentde jureobjection at all to Christian beliéf. This implies, of course, that the sophisticates’
evidential objection is also no good.

| will argue not only that Plantinga has not estdi@d that altle jureobjections are dependent da
factoobjections, but also that Plantinga’s conclus®false. After showing that there are maeyjure
objections that are independentief factoobjections, | argue that the sophisticates’ evidénbjection
is ade jureobjection that possesses argument-making propetileast as good as tihe jureobjection
preferred by Plantinga. My aim is not to show tihatre is anything wrong with Plantinga’s treatmait
de jureobjections that call into question thvarrant (in Plantinga’s sense) of Christian beliefs; ratiney
aim is to provide reasons to think that the sopd@gts’ evidential objection is just as proper ajection
to the epistemic rationality of Christian belietsia the one concerning warrant. Since evidestials a
theory ofepistemic justificationnotwarrant (in Plantinga’s sense), my results provide goasoe to
think that there is a propee jureobjection to the epistemic justification of Chidgst beliefs worth taking
seriously*?
3. Plantinga onDe Jure Objections to Christian Belief. Let us first consider how Plantinga seeks to
motivate our interest in his own epistemologicaldty of warrant. The general plan seems to be this

argue that the candidatie jureobjections to the rationality of Christian belgt allimproperexcept for
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one, namely, the “Freud & Marx” objection; theneafrevealing that the Freud & Marx objection
assumes the falsity of Christian propositions, artnat there is no propde jureobjection to the
rationality of Christian belief that does not assuiime falsity of Christian propositions; finallynae we
are convinced that the Freud & Marx objection i dinly objection in town, we will have clear
motivation for taking Plantinga's proper functiaegleliabilist theory of warrant as the means of
responding to the only objection to the episterat@nality of Christian belief worthy to be taken
seriously.

Two questions are worth asking: (1) Does Plantsigaw that there is nie jureobjection that is
independent of de factoobjection? And (2) Does Plantinga show that trex& & Marx objection is the
only proper de jureobjection to the epistemic rationality of Christiaelief? Let us start to answer these
guestions by considering Plantinga's treatmentadbus putativele jurechallenges to Christian belief.
Some notable ones may be put in question-formlasver (1) Can Christian beliefs lepistemically
justified? (2) Can Christian beliefs Bdston-justifie® (3) Can Christian beliefs Baistotelian-
rational? (4) Can Christian beliefs lrgernally rational? (5) Can Christian beliefs legternally
rational? (6) Can Christian beliefs leliverances-of-reason ratiorfalNow, for each of these questions,
Plantinga provides at least one historical exartge, often, many}® This result straightforwardly
implies that theréavebeen a number of historical questions that haes lasked about the epistemic
status of Christian beliefs that do not assumddlsity of Christian propositions. Hence, ther@dnheen
a number ofle jurequestions asked in the actual world, all of whach perfectly intelligible. However,
Plantinga dismisses each of them in turn, usualhcluding that the candidate at issue "cannot édé¢h
jure question". But, surely this claim is misleadifay; those questions have, in fact, been asked, and
they arede jurequestions. What disqualifies them? Planting&®/\seems to be that, although those
guestions arde jurequestions, they are nptoper de jurequestions. But, why are they not proper?

Plantinga dismisses the objections regarding (Bt&pic justification, (2) Alston-justification, dn
(3) Aristotelian-rationality, because they aretati easy to answgf he dismisses the objections

regarding (4) internal rationality and (5) exterrationality, because there are, in fact, Christalievers
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who demonstrate that they possess such formsiohadity;*° and, he dismisses two kinds of objections
pertaining to (6) deliverances-of-reason ratiogalita) as for the kind requiring rational beliédsbeself-
evident Plantinga points out that religious beliefs aréhie same epistemological boat as historical and
scientific beliefs: since no level-headed persaquires historical or scientific beliefs to be smlfdent in
order to be epistemically good, there is no priledpeason to require religious beliefs to be seifient,
either; (b) as for the kind requirirmpnsistencyamong beliefs, Plantinga says, "Christians whoetmn
realize that they have accepted an inconsistestorefof a religious doctrine] can easily replaoatt
version by one that is not inconsistent” (115)is lipparent that Plantinga thinks that theserl#itee
objections are also much too easily answerable forbperde jureobjections. Perhaps his complaint is
plainest where he writes, after having canvassetiativede jureobjections I've already mentioned:
"As we have seen, clear and sensible formulatidhexe jurecriticism--at any rate of one that isn't just
obviously mistaken--has proven elusive" (167).nBhga’'s general complaint, then, is that the psego
de jureobjections are so easily answerable that thejuatebviously mistaken.

Now, | think that Plantinga is correct that thest@mic goodness (whatever the epistemic feature) of
Christian beliefs is not impugned by any of thepmsed objection¥. However, note that none of those
objections presupposes that Christian beliefsasef In other words, each of the putatiegure
objections is independent ofia factoobjection. As | pointed out earlier, howeverpnder for
Plantinga's theory of warrant to play a significeoie in the book, he needsla jureobjection that is
dependent on de factoobjection. To be sure, he finds one: the Freldax objection, according to
which Christian belief is the result of processed faculties that are not, in fact, aimed at truBut, why
should we accept the Freud & Marx objectionhasde jureobjection, especially in light of the fact that
Plantinga has not shown that the ottiejureobjections are independenta# factoobjections?

One attempt to answer this question has alreaely baggested: all of the initidé jureobjections
Plantinga considers haflaws For each objection, there is good reason tossgphat Christians can,
or their Christian beliefs do, satisfy the proposeglirements for rationality. However, isn't thiactly

what Plantinga wants to show about his own predestesjureobjection? That is, isn't it the case that
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Plantinga wants to show that the Freud & Marx dipecis just as flawed as the othir jurecandidates?
Why, then, prefer the Freud & Marx objection ovs bthers? Why think that the Freud & Marx
objection isthe de jureobjection, and the other candidates are not? lHex@roposal: the Freud &
Marx objection ighe de jureobjection (or, at least,@moperone) because it does not possess the bad-
argument-making properties possessed by the déhprreobjections. Recall that Plantinga condemns
such objections for being "too easy to answer'otwviously mistaken" or, as he says elsewhere, for
failing to have “much of a leg to stand on” (13%je also mentions other properties that apparently
prevent ade jureobjection from beingroper. The extended list includes lacking viability gdplacking
sensibility (169), being trivial (137), and not bgi"relevant in the sense that a negative answiéer to
would be a serious point against Christian bel{&87).

Now, Plantinga does not tell us how to sort thiotlgese various properties. Does an objection need
to haveseveralof these properties in order to count as beingapgr, or does the possession of one of
them suffice? Isbeing too easy to answer being obviously mistakenfunction of an objection's
possessing one or more of thiher properties? And what does it mean for an objadiicbe viable, or
trivial, or sensible, or not easy to answer, oefosis point against Christianity? | think we jaahnot
tell.

Nonetheless, consider the following: Plantingasdo@videanswerdo each of the supposedly
improperde jureobjections. He provides, sometimes at considernalnigth, various kinds of evidence
and reasoning in order to argue that Christian lygmod replies to each objection. Moreover, hiyea
work in the 1960s and 1970s concerning the ratiynaf religious belief was explicitly designed sbow
that there are good rebuttals to, and sometimesatains of, variouge jureobjections to religious

nn

belief. Now, if such objections were "obviouslystaken", or "too easy to answer", or "trivial","apt
relevant in the sense that a negative answer éoftivould be a serious point against Christianitig&n
why did Plantinga spill so much ink on them? Wingeed, does he take the effort to reply to such

objections inWCB?
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Supposing that there are philosophically satigfyanswers to these questions, | remain puzzled by
some of Plantinga's claims about the Freud & Mdjedion. For instance, he implies that the
Freud/Marx objection ifutile: "We can . . . see the futility of the [Freud &kk] complaint”, he says,
"once we see how theistic belief might have walréif8). In other words, Plantinga is going toyide
an answer to the Freud & Marx objection that shthvesfutility of that objection. To my ears, thsusids
just like the method he uses against thrdes@ireobjections that he thinks are improper. Agaicphfess
that | do not know how to rank the bad-argumentin@gbroperties that Plantinga mentions. However,
an objection'deing futilesure seems at least as bad as those other badeargmaking properties.
Perhaps, though, the fact that it takes many ptgsisow the futility of the Freud & Marx objection
suggests another candidate for a criteritthre de jureobjection takes monaork to rebut than any of the
others.

| doubt that there is a principled reason to thlesRreud & Marx objection to be the only proger
jure objection. Nonetheless, Plantinga clearly hpsaatical reason to favor it: the Freud & Marx
objection is the one for which his own theory ofriaat is relevant, and his main purpos&\i€Bis to
show how Christian beliefs can have warrant. Qfrse, from the fact that Plantinga hgsractical
reason to privilege the Freud & Marx objectiorddies not follow that we have a goggistemiaeason
to do so. Even if we take the relevant criteriond propede jureobjection to be one that takes a lot of
effort to rebut, the sophisticates’ evidential ahign, which calls into question tlepistemic justification
of Christian belief, sure seems to do the job.

Lest we draw this conclusion too hastily, howeves,should consider Plantinga’s other arguments
for the conclusion that there is no proper objectimthe epistemic justification of Christian bélidhose
arguments depend on his treatment of epistemidigagion.

4. Plantinga On Epistemic Justification. Plantinga's commentary on epistemic justificatiocukses on
what he calls thelassical picturewhich, he says, forms the basic epistemologreah&éwork that most
of us have. This classical picture,abaissical packageas he also calls it, is comprised by three el¢saien

(i) adeontologicaliew of epistemic justificationii) evidentialismand (iii) classicalfoundationalism
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In this section, | will take up Plantinga's treatmef each element. After rehearsing his conceptio
each element, | will explain why his commentarysféo show that there is no worthy objection to the
epistemic justification of Christian belief.

It is clear enough that Plantinga hears the warstifjcation" primarily as expressing a
deontological concei.e., a concept involving the notion of what anghtto do, or whatlutiesone
has). Treating John Locke as the source of thesidal and modern deontological view of epistemic
justification, Plantinga says of Locke's view:

In particular, you are obliged to give assent dalthat for which you have good reasons, good
evidence: you are to accept a proposition onlyisf probable with respect to what is certain
for you. ... You govern your assent "right,"da&ys, and you place it as you "should" if you
believe or disbelieve as reason directs you. Agdu don't do that, then you transgress against
your own lights. One who governs his opinion thauacting in accord with duty, is within his
rights, is flouting no obligation, is not blamewyt is, in a wordjustified (87)
Plantinga provides what | take to be a satisfy@gy to an objection, based on Locke's deontoldgica
view of epistemic justification, to the rationalio§ Christian belief? Surely, Plantinga is correct that
Christians (even sophisticated ones) can be deagtallly justified in believing "the great thing§tbe
gospel" (i.e., Christian propositions).

But what ofevidentialisi? Plantinga writes Evidentialismis the claim that religious belief is
rationally acceptable only if there are good arguismiéor it" (82)*° It is hard to evaluate this claim,
because there is ambiguity in the locution "theeegmod arguments for it". Interpreting the looatin
some ways would imply that some leading, self-ainoed evidentialists are not, in fact, evidenttafi

In order to avoid this result, it is better to dicterize evidentialism as follows:

Evidentialism: a person S is epistemically justified in belrey&a propositiom at timet iff p is
supported by S's total evidence.&t

Notice that Evidentialism implies the evidencefisation principle | mentioned earlier.

As | will explain in section 5, Plantinga's objects to evidentialism are cogent only on the
assumption that evidentialism implies either thpeeson's belief is epistemically justified onlyhft
personis aware of good arguments for the propositiofielsel, or that a person's belief can be justified

only if that person makesc@nsciougpsychological inferenckom some premises to the proposition
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believed. Now, it seems to me that some epistegigitbhave assumed such requirements, and Plantinga
iS correct in pointing out that they are too stengy His own examples concerning the experiercas t
give rise to memorial beliefs provide very goodsass to think that some versions of evidentialisiven
requirements that are too strict. However, fromfdrct that Plantinga has shown that some particula
species of evidentialism is mistaken, it does ottbiv that all versions of evidentialism are mistak
Moreover, there are many evidentialists who, rigtdlmy mind, construe evidence much more broadly
than Plantinga do€$. To be fair, | want to point out that Plantingakitly directs his criticism of
evidentialism to its role in what he catllassical foundationalisitmore on that shortly), and he
acknowledges other views of, and about, evidentigdlf However, it is curious that he neither raides
jure objections to Christian belief from the perspexsiof those variations, nor does he explain how
Christians can deal with such objectiéhs.
I now turn to Plantinga's treatmentadhssical foundationalisr(or, CF), which Plantinga defines as
follows:
(CF) A belief is acceptable for a person if (and afijlyt is either properly basic (i.e., self-
evident, incorrigible, or evident to the sensedffiat person), or believed on the evidential basis
of propositions that are acceptable and that stiipdeductively, inductively, or abductivefy.
(85)
Plantinga objects to (CF) for the reason that theeeplenty of beliefs, which we, in fact, holdttkeem
to be perfectly acceptable from the epistemic pointiew but which do not meet the conditions for
acceptable belief expressed by (CF):
| believe that | had cornflakes for breakfast, timgtwife was amused at some little stupidity of
mine, that there really are such 'external objest$tees and squirrels, and that the world was
not created ten minutes ago with all its dusty Isp@alpparent memories, crumbling mountains,
and deeply carved canyons. These things, accotdiclgssical foundationalism, are not
properly basic; they must be believed on the etidebasis of propositions that are self-evident
or evident to the senses (in Locke's restrictedejenr incorrigible for me. Furthermore, they
must be probable and seen to be probable with eeperopositions of that sort: there must
be good arguments, deductive, inductive, or abdeidt these conclusions from those kinds of
propositions.
If there is any lesson at all to be learnetnfthe history of modern philosophy from
Descartes through Hume (and Reid), it is that fidiefscannotbe seen to be supported by, to

be probable with respect to beliefs that meet thestcal conditions for being properly basic.
(WCB 98)

10
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Even if we find objectionable all the theoriesepistemic justification posited by the early modern
philosophers, it is worth noting that it is notaditclear that (CF) rules out our being epistentycal
justified in believing propositions about the extrphysical world and the past. For starterse mioat
some of Plantinga's commentary does not apply E).(€or instance, he says that, according to iclalss
foundationalism, the propositions in question "mesprobable and seen to be probable”. But, thisic
goes beyond what (CF) says. To say that the targebsitions must be "seen to be probable" iBitp
a higher-order "seeing" condition on epistemicificsttion. However, (CF) does not itself imply $ua
higher-order requirement, and for good reasonlassical foundationalist can plausibly hold thatsach
higher-order "seeing" condition is necessary ireotd explain how the target proposition gets its
justification?®

A judicious assessment of (CF) depends cruciallwbat plausible options there are for analyzing
the locutionbelieved on the evidential basis of propositiora Hre acceptable As | will explain in
section 5, Plantinga's arguments against the clgsickage are successful only on the assumybtain t
the locution implies @onscious inferencitom a basic proposition to the target propositibtere | will
note that, if that is the way we are to understaedocution, then Plantinga is correct. Thereraamy
kinds of propositions that all we non-skeptics dexfitly believe can be epistemically justified €,
although it is hard to see how that can be trueeimust make a conscious inference to them fronemor
basic propositions we believe.

However, even if Plantinga has shown ttlassicalfoundationalism yields counterintuitive results,
it does not follow thaall versions of foundationalism are incorrect. Momwnany contemporary
foundationalists arenodest foundationalistgot classical foundationalists. Modest foundaicsts tend
to deny that properly basic beliefs must be eifl@#frevident or incorrigible or evident to the sexifor
the believer. On many versions of modest foundatism, ordinary memorial beliefs and sensory lielie
can be both psychologically basic and epistemiga#iified for believers! Plantinga's criticisms of

classical foundationalism clearly do not applyuotsversions of foundationalisff.
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What is most troubling about Plantinga's treatnudrthe de jureobjection based on epistemic
justification is not that he relates epistemicificsttion to evidentialism (for | think that epistéc
justification is, in fact, concerned with evidehfiactors), but rather that he explicitly relates
evidentialism to @eontologicalview of epistemic justification. Plantinga writes

Locke's thought initiates the classical packagedemntialism, deontologism, and classical
foundationalism. It is according to the first téhat Christian belief requires evidence; that is,
Christian believers are within their intellectu@hts and conforming to intellectual duty, only if
they have evidence for that belief. It is accogdim the third that the evidence must trace back,
finally, to what is certain for them: what is selfident or incorrigible or evident to the senses.
This connection between justification and evidelmas been at the center of the whole
justificationist tradition in Western epistemolodtyhas been of particular importance for
subsequent thought about tie jurequestion for Christian belief. According to tlvadition,
thede jurequestion is really the question whether Chrishehef is rationally justified--that is,
whether believers are justified in holding theskefi® and whether they are conforming to
intellectual duty in holding them. (88)
Note how Plantinga runs evidentialism and deonistagogether: "It is according to [evidentialismda
deontologism] that Christian belief requires eviderthat is, Christian believers are within their
intellectual rights and conforming to intellectaity, only if they have evidence for that belie8].
Plantinga provides some historical corroboratiniglewce from W.K. Clifford and William James, both
of whom did run evidentialism and deontologism tbge. Plantinga follows his discussion of Clifford
and James by pointing out their influence on coptenary philosophers: "the last half-century haensa
host of evidentialist objectors to Christian beltbinkers who hold both that this sort of beliéft is to
be rational, must be accepted on the basis of pitiaal evidence, and that the evidence is insigiffit"
(89)* Note that there are two very different generstiés under discussion here: (1) whether or not we
have adutyto believe according to our evidence; and (2) Wwaebr not wéavesufficient evidence to be
epistemically justified in our beliefs. Althouglthink Plantinga is correct that Clifford and James
conflate evidentialism and deontologism, his cominadaout the more recent evidentialist objectors to
Christian belief (quoted above) does not imply emgdtment to deontologism at all. Moreover, one may
object that a person has insufficient evidenceetefustemically justified in believing a propositio

without thereby implying that that person has wetbany duty whatsoever. It may well be that the

classical packagicludes a deontological view of epistemic justfion, but it does not follow that an
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evidentialist or a foundationalist is committedatdeontological view of epistemic justificatidh Indeed,
even among those who think that there are somestioxduties, most deny that duties are constitutive
epistemic justificatiori*

My conclusion is, by now, a familiar one. AlthouBlantinga exposes important flaws in some
influential views of evidentialism, he does notrétgy show that a propele jureobjection cannot focus
on the quality okvidenceChristians possess with respect to their religlmlgefs; and, since there are
leading, non-classical views of epistemic justifica that have evidence as the salient feature, his
treatment of the classical package fails to mogivas claim thathe de jureobjection is not about
epistemic justification.

5. The Master Argument: Proper Basicality. There is a particular epistemological argumeat ktas
provided Plantinga with considerable mileage olientears. The argument has been useful in both his
early and recent attempts to defend the rationafitheistic belief, in his objections to what lagés to

be evidentialism, and (most significantly for maieam epistemology) in his claim that his own cqce
of warrant is the property "enough of which distirgnes knowledge from mere true belief" (153).
Plantinga's master argument is roughly this: tleeeseveral kinds of beliefs we humans have tigat a
not believed on the basis of evidence but whiclinugtively consider to be perfectly acceptablenfro

the epistemic point of view; moreover, thene perfectly acceptable from the epistemic pointiefw
hence, evidentialism is false. The key questioantis this: does Plantinga provide good reasdhink
that evidentialism is false?

In WCB Plantinga provides several variations and comarnezd on the master argument. He
typically supports the argument by comparing theistliefs with perceptual beliefs, memorial bedief
and apriori beliefs. For instance, he says thatetls a way in which

thesensus divinitatisesembles perception, memory, anplriori belief. Consider the first. |
look out into the backyard; | see that the coggttililies are in bloom. | don't note that I am
being appeared to a certain complicated way (tlyagxperience is of a certain complicated
character) and then make an argument from my tsgpegared to in that way to the conclusion
that in fact there are coral tiger lilies in blotmere. . . . It is rather that upon being appe&wed

in that way (and given my previous training), tledidf that the coral tiger lilies are in bloom
spontaneously arises in me. This belief will oadily bebasig in the sense that it is not
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accepted on the evidential basis of other promsti The same goes for memory. You ask me
what | had for breakfast; | think for a moment dinein remember: pancakes with blueberries. |
don't argue from the fact thatséemso me that | remember having pancakes for bretaidas
the conclusion that | did; rather, you ask me whwetd for breakfast, and the answer simply
comes to mind. Or considarpriori belief. | don't infer from other things that, fexample,
modus ponens a valid form of argument: | just see thasisb and, in facthustbe so. All of
these, we might say, are starting points for thou@ut (on the model) the same goes for the
sense of divinity. It isn't a matter of makinguak and dirty inference from the grandeur of
the mountains or the beauty of the flower or the @u the treetops to the existence of God,;
instead, a belief about God spontaneously aris#®ose circumstances, the circumstances that
trigger the operation of theensus divinitatis This belief is another of those starting pofiots
thought; it too is basic in the sense that theefelin question are not accepted on the evidential
basis of other beliefs. (176)
Based on the passage, an argument against evigantimuld go as follows: Perceptual beliefs,
memorial beliefs, and apriori beliefs can be epistally justified for a person even if they are not
believed on the evidential basis of other proposgj but, evidentialism requires that epistemically
justified beliefs be believed on the evidentialibaé other propositions; so, evidentialism is éals
The argument involves two salient claims: (1)deenot typically infer sensory, memorial, or
apriori beliefs from any propositional evidencegd48) sensory, memorial, and apriori beliefs
spontaneously arise in us as a result of parti@dperiences. | am inclined to think that Plareimng
right about both claims. What we want to know fsetier those claims imply that evidentialism iséal
(1) seems right. In any case, we ramdysciouslyinfer a proposition from another proposition ablooiv
things seem to us. Note, however, that therevewmemays an evidentialist might respond to (1). Qg
is to claim that, although we do not typically makeonscious inference from our sensory or memorial
apriori evidence to our beliefs, we nonethel@ssonsciouslynake such inferencés.This is, of course,
an empirical claim, and we must await results femence to settle the issue. However, the evidksiti
has another reply: the crucial issue for eviddistiais not whether one makes an inference, consao
not, from believed propositions to the target psspon; rather, the crucial issue is whether otetsl
evidence with respect to a proposition supporfsits to support that proposition. Evidentialidny,

itself, implies neither deontologism nor the makaign inference from propositions about one's

evidence to a target propositith.
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Nevertheless, there is a different criticism ia tieighborhood that would, if correct, make trouble
for the general evidentialist thesis, a criticigrattis implicit, if not fully explicit, in other EBsages in
which Plantinga discusses proper basicality. Qharsfor instance, a passage fradCBin which
Plantinga criticizes William Alston’s “ground” viewf epistemic rationality:

Consider memory. You remember what you had fochurentil soup and a doughnut. This
belief isn't based on propositional evidence. Won't infer it from other things you know or
believe, such things, perhaps, as your knowledaeytbu always have a doughnut and lentil
soup for lunch, or your knowledge that it is nowly after lunchtime and there are doughnut
crumbs on your desk and an empty plastic soupatisfour trash. . . . Butit also isn't based on
an experience. At any rate, it is clear that mgnbaliefs are not based on anything like
sensuougxperience or phenomenal imagery. There beegy bit of such imagery present (a
fragmentary and partial image of a doughnut orwl bperhaps), but you certainly don't form
the beliefon the basis afhat image. It is clear that you could remembigheut having that
imagery—or, indeed, any other imagery . . . . I®oitnagery isn't necessary. Itis also
insufficient; you could also have that imagery withremembering. The reason is that the
imagery that goes witimaginingthat you had a doughnut and lentil soup for lurch,
entertaining the propositiothat you did, is indistinguishable (at least in awyn case) from the
imagery that goes wittememberinghat you had a doughnut and lentil soup for lundnd

even if you do have fairly explicit imagery in caamtion with this memory, you surely don't
know that it wadentil soup on the basis of that imagery; the image &dtly clear, detailed,
and explicit enough to enable you to distinguidhain, for example, imagery of pea soup, or
bean soup, or many other kinds of soup.

Accordingly, it isn't that you know it was lensibupon the basis dhis experience; you
don't form the belief that it was lentil soup wittat experience as ground. (The image seems to
be more like a disposable decoration.) Instead,sypmply remember, simply form that belief.
Or perhaps more accurately, that belief is fornmegou: you don't yourself, so to speak, take
much of a hand in forming it.

The same goes (though perhaps more controvejdiatlg priori belief. | believe the
propositionNecessarily, if all men are mortal and Socratea iman, then Socrates is mortal.
Now there is, indeed, a sort of imagery connectith this belief when | entertain it—perhaps
something like a fragmentary image of the releamglish sentence written on a blackboard as
in a logic class. But surely the belief isn't feuon thebasisof that imagery; that imagery
isn't anything like groundfor it; it doesn't stand to that imagery in angithlike the way in
which my belief that the snow in my backyard is tingl stands to the visual imagery | now
enjoy. (105-106)

To his familiar point that we do not typically getmemory belief via a conscious inference from
propositions about how things seem to us, Plantirega adds a stronger claim: "But it also isnddabon
an experience" (105-106). This gives us the séad objection to even the general version of
evidentialism: if we can have epistemically justif beliefs that are not related in any epistenay vo
an experience, then it is hard to find any priredpleason for maintaining that all epistemicallstified

beliefs are those supported by evidence; for gfdhis no experience at all that gives rise toli@th¢hen
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it seems that there is no evidence either; ariieife is no evidence, then obviously there is ndesce
supporting such beliefs.
However, it is clear enough that Plantinga dodgsewlly think that any epistemically rational ted$
are unrelated to experience. Notice that the seatsubsequent to "But it also isn't based on an
experience" is this: "At any rate, it is cleartth@emory beliefs are not based on anything $&asuous
experience or phenomenal imagery" (106). Let usdpeful here: it is one thing to say that a mgmor
belief is not based on an experience, but it isrg different thing to say that a memory beliefat
based on sensuous experience or phenomenal imagkmtinga's argument in the passage about the
epistemic status of memory and apriori beliefs girgasons to think only that such beliefs are aset
on sensuous experience or phenomenal imagery. ayevell be right about that claim (or, it may well
be that such beliefs need not be formed on the lodsiuch experience), but he does not show, nes do
he believe, that experience plays no role in datenm the epistemic status of memory and apriori
beliefs. In order to get clear on this matter,sidar one more passage, where Plantinga compares th
epistemic status of religious beliefs to percepbadiefs, memory beliefs, and apriori beliefs:
In a certain sense, there isn't anything to ganaamy of the three cases. You don't accept
memory and obvioua priori beliefs on the basis of other beliefs; but yow ésk the detailed
phenomenological basis, the rich and highly ardited sensuous imagery that is involved in
perception. What you do have in all three casasdgher kind of phenomenal evidence, what |
have been callingoxasticevidence. (In WPF | callediinpulsionalevidence.) There is a
certain kind of phenomenology that distinguisheteaining a proposition you believe from
one you do not: the former simply seems rightrestir natural, approved—the experience isn't
easy to describe (WPF, 190ff.) You have this dog&vidence in all three sorts of cases (as,
indeed, in any case of belief), and you have ngtkise to go on. But you dontedanything
else to go on: it is not as if things would be &ettrom an epistemic point of view, if you
believed, say? + 1 = 3 or that you had oatmeal for breakfast this morminghe evidential
basis of other propositions, or on the basis ofeskind of sensuous imagery more or less like
that involved in perception. (264)

Based on what Plantinga says here, a case agaidehgalism might go as follows: When it comes to

perceptual beliefs such as visual beliefs, eviddiats might be able to argue for the presence of

experiential evidence from the senses concerniaglienomenal quality of that experiential evidence:

thingslook a certain way to you, and the way things lookda gan legitimately be construed as

supporting evidence you have for your visual bsjiebwever, in the case of memory and apriori tglie
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there is no such thing as the way things look 1o (gog., there are no images present to you) thgtap
role in your forming the beliefs that you do; hengeu have no evidence for memory beliefs and aiprio
beliefs.

However, if this were taken to be an objectioth general evidentialist thesis, then it would fal
short of its mark. From the fact that no sensdrgrpmenology is present with respect to a betieioés
not follow that there is no evidence for the beliblfotice that Plantinga himself says that there is
"phenomenal evidence" for memory beliefs and apbieliefs. He calls this kind of evidendexastic
evidencgor, impulsional evidenge Furthermore, Plantinga implies that such evidgeis good enough
for acceptable belief, from the epistemic poinviefw. But, if there ividencenvolved in all
epistemically good memory and apriori beliefs, th@a result seems to lesdipportto the general
evidentialist thesis. As Plantinga says, the phwmal experience that constitutes doxastic or
impulsional evidence for a proposition makes trappsition seem right. | confess that | do not have
firm grip on the concept of impulsional evidencet baving an experience that makes a propositiemse
right strikes me as the sort of thing one wantst¢tude in one's inventory of the kinds of thinbatt
count as evidence. In any case, Plantinga’s pbimiit the lack of sensuous experience in the dase o
memory and apriori beliefs does not show that #reegal evidentialist thesis is wrong. | conclutolat t
Plantinga's arguments concerning proper basiaddityot impugn evidentialism. As | have said, his
arguments do provide powerful reasons to denyicevi@sions of evidentialism, but they neither igpu
the general evidentialist thesis nor the more [itdeisersions of evidentialism.

6. Conclusion. Over the years there have been a number of pipitosal views according to which the
evidence religious believers have is irrelevanbtajnnecessary for, the epistemic value of thadigious
beliefs. Wittgensteinian fideists, certain pragstatwith respect to epistemic justification, anefétmed
epistemologists share this dismissive attitude athauepistemic import of having evidence. Althbug
there are some plausible aspects to Wittgenstefidarsm and pragmatism, their plausible aspeds ar
irrelevant to the kind of epistemic rationalityissue in the sophisticates’ evidential objecibrAnd, as |

have shown, although Plantinga’s arguments on beh&eformed epistemology are relevant to the
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objection, they do not show that the argument jgroper or lacking in philosophical interest. Thest
kind of de jureobjection pertaining to the epistemic justificatiof Christian beliefs is as worthy as the
Freud & Marx objection to be considered a prapejureobjection.

Plantinga’s arguments do, however, help us to cainsthe sophisticates’ evidential objection in
particular ways. Although a fully articulated segiitates’ evidential objection will have to awaitother
day, in light of considerations above, we can dpdhie following features of the objection: Firdte
objection is consistent with Plantinga’s assumptiat widespread skepticism is false. In particuia
premise in the objection relies on any principlat implies that perceptual beliefs, memorial bsligind
apriori beliefs are not typically justified for inddual persons?

Second, the sophisticates’ evidentialist objectioas not entail what Plantinga calls “classical
foundationalism”. As | have pointed out, there amdous plausible versions of modest foundaticmali
Compared to the classical foundationalist, a mofbestdationalist has either relaxed restrictionghen
kinds of beliefs that can be properly basic, aaxet restrictions on how proper non-basic beliedy bre
related to properly basic ones, or bthiThe sophisticates’ evidential objection assumedast
foundationalism.

Third, take the evidentialist objection not to impleontologism about epistemic justification.
Accordingly, the objection doe®timply that a person hasdaity to believe a proposition iff that
proposition is supported by that person's evideriicdoes not imply that Christians are blamewoiithy
believing "the great things of the gospel". Thegsotion is just that the actual evidence possekged
typical intelligent, well-educated, contemporaryriStians does not, on balance, support the maimsla
of Christianity. Hence, the objection is consisteith what Plantinga calls @ jureobjection, since it
does not assume the falsity of Christian beliefs.

Finally, although | am not an evidentialist objedim Christian belief, | think | understand somathi
of what might prompt someone to raise this kinde@fureobjection, and | can imagine the sort of
thinking that would help us develop a fully artiatdd objection worth responding to. For instahcan

imagine the following sort of thinking from a nokegptical evidentialist objector:
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Although Plantinga is wrong thatarrantexplains why memory and apriori beliefs can be
perfectly acceptable from the epistemic point efwihe's right to think that theye acceptable
from the epistemic point of view. They are accblgapistemically because the evidence we
have for such beliefs typicaljoessupport the propositions believed. For exampeiry the
peculiar experience that goes with rememberingigistther things being equal, a good reason
(i.e., good evidence) for beliefs | have about ragtp Furthermore, everyone I've ever known
seems often to have had the sorts of memorial epeEss that | have had, and those
experiences have given rise to memorial beliefa par with mine. | have lots of testimonial
evidence from other people that corroborate my belrefs about the past; and, | have good
reasons to think that other people have lots ointesial evidence from others that corroborate
their own beliefs about the past. Likewise, havimg peculiar experience that goes with some
particular kinds of reasoning just is, other thibgég equal, a good reason (i.e., good
evidence) for apriori beliefs that | have.

However, | doubt that Christian propositions argpsrted by the total evidence that
sophisticated Christians actually have. Afterthkky are human beings just like I. They have
memory beliefs, apriori beliefs, perceptual belieisd they have presumably the same kind of
evidence for those beliefs that | have. But, whieanestly consider what | take my overall
evidence to be, | don't find much evidence indiggathe truth of Christian propositions.

Perhaps Christians have some evidence for Chrigtigoositions due to mystical
experience, testimony from other believers, andmhtheology, but such evidence strikes me
as deeply problematic, at least for sophisticatleds@ians who also have reasons to doubt what
that evidence indicates. Although it is plausibiat many children have evidence that makes
some of their religious beliefs epistemically jtist, it is doubtful that sophisticated Christians
do. After all, in contrast to whatever testimorgaldence, mystical experience, and arguments
sophisticated Christians are aware of that seesapport Christian propositions, they are also
aware of the problem of evil, evidentialist objeas to religious belief, plausible scientific
understandings of our world—including their own tigel experiences—that do not require
positing God’s existence, the fact of religiouseadsity (which reveals that some equally smart
people believe propositions inconsistent with Glaispropositions), not to mention intelligent
anti-religionists who have no religious beliefafit Sophisticated Christians, then, have
substantial defeating evidence for Christian prdjmrs. So, when we judiciously consider the
total evidence possessed by a smart, cosmopdadditadite person in today’s world, it sure
seems that such evidence does not support beli@hngtian propositions. At best, that
evidence supports suspending judgment on Chriptigpositions.

My point is not that there is something wrongha@thristians for holding their beliefs. |
can understand something about why they hold tlagwh| can even see certain practical
advantages to holding such beliefs, but | dontikithat their evidence supports thinking that
Christian propositions are true. Thus, | doubt #uphisticated Christians are epistemically
unjustified in believing such things.

I do not think that it is easy for a sophisticat&ufistian to answer the evidentialist objectidm.any

case, it is not obvious that sophisticated Chnstiaave a good reply to the objection. Providingad

reply will involve a lot of thinking about the tdtavidence such persons typically have, and thils wi

surely require much more work than has been dooaetdow religious experiences can provide

evidential support for Christian propositions.
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The sophisticates’ evidential objection strikesaseviable, sensible, non-trivial, and relevamt. |
short, it seems to meet all the conditions thantiiga seems to put on a proplerjureobjection.
Perhaps, in the future, the objection will be shawbe as futile as is the Freud & Marx objecti@ut,

is it not asproper ade jureobjection as the Freud & Marx objectidh?

! In the last chapter dferceiving God: The Epistemology of Religious Eigmere(Cornell University Press) 1991,
William Alston discusses the various grounds faigieus belief that | think are salient for providj an adequate
rebuttal or refutation. Nevertheless, it is cleame that more work needs to be done to providedaguate rebuttal
or refutation.

2 Not only do | know more about Christian beliefsia@hristianity, but also much of the paper wrestéh Alvin
Plantinga’s arguments for the rationality of Chastbeliefs.

% | do not mean to suggest that having propositibetiefs is the most important aspect of typicéifieus practice,
much less that having propositional beliefs idfadire is to religious belief. Indeed, there anéots senses of
religious belief that play roles in typical religis practice, including the fideistic role that Weéhsteinians such as
Rush Rhees and D.Z. Phillips have championed. fBemstance, D.Z. Phillips (ed/Rush Rhees on Religion and
Philosophy(Cambridge) 1997. However, my interest here islg@n typical Christians’ propositional beliefs,
which surely play some cognitive role in most Cligiss’ religious practice.

* | have in mind the interest shown in the work bilpsophers such as William Alston, Robert AudictRird
Swinburne, William Rowe, William Hasker, William Wavright, Richard Gale, Evan Fales, Bruce Russell,
Stephen Wykstra, Paul Draper, Daniel Howard-Snydeith Yandell, William Lane Craig, and (somewhat
ironically) Alvin Plantinga, as well as some of seowhose work is showcased in collections suchealelRfe and
White (eds.)Faith in Theory and Practice: Essays on JustifyRejigious Belief{Open Court) 1993, Thomas D.
Senor (ed.)The Rationality of Belief and the Plurality of Ha{{Cornell University Press) 1995, Daniel Howard-
Snyder (ed.)The Evidential Argument from Eylhdiana University Press) 1996, Audi and WainWti¢eds.),
Rationality, Religious Belief, & Moral Commitme&@ornell University Press) 1986, Eleonore Sturnh)(e
Reasoned FaitiCornell University Press) 1993, and large antbias such as Brian Davies (ed®}ilosophy of
Religion: A Guide and Antholod¥xford University Press) 2000.

® This paper is the first part of a three-part projeo (1) establish some basic parameters obgecton that
focuses on the evidence possessed by sophistiChtéstians, for the purpose of defending philosophinterest in
such an objections against anti-evidentialist argrisidue to work by Alvin Plantinga; (2) providedaxplain the
strongest, fully articulated sophisticates’ evid@mbjection; and (3) provide, if possible, a resge to the strongest
sophisticate’s evidential objection that shows thet reasonable to think that sophisticated Gianiss can be
epistemically justified in believing Christian pragtions. In the present paper | seek only teBafil).

® The sort of epistemic justification | am thinkingout may be better understood by thinking in tesmshat is
widely said to be the epistemic goal for epistejugtification, namely, thé&ruth goalof now believing those
propositions that are true, and now not believimgsé propositions that are false, for all thosgepsidions one
understands. This truth goal isynchronicgoal. Thus, the kind of epistemic justificatiofotus on does not
pertain to a diachronic, future-oriented goal éwray-term goal. This point is important for théldaving reason:
one could be epistemically justified with respecatdiachronic goal in believing a propositipeven when one’s
evidence does not supp@tt This is because believing what one’s evidenasdot support at time;tcould, in
some instances, cause one to gain knowledge thiatime t that one would not have gained had one not balipve
earlier att. Although I think that epistemic justification thirespect to a diachronic goal involving truth is
interesting (for one thing, it could explain howrsetype of epistemic justification pertainsfaith), such a concept
is not the subject of this paper.
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"I have no precise analysis of the support reldtigsiied by the evidence-justification principl&levertheless, the
basic idea seems clear enough: if one has, say amal better evidence in favor of propositoat timet than one
has in favor of p, then one is epistemically justified in believipgtt; and, if one has more and better evidence in
favor or p att than one has in favor pf then one is epistemically justified in disbelieyp att; and, if one has no
more and better evidence in favorpathan one has in favor op;-then one is epistemically justified in suspending
judgment orp and p at t.

8 | do not mean to suggest that my reason is therealson one might think that having evidence is
epistemologically important. After all, one miglgny that having evidence is necessary for knovedug
nevertheless think that having evidence has episteatue of some kind or another. For developnaodithis line

of thinking, see William P. AlstorBeyond “Justification”: Dimensions of Epistemic Hwation (Cornell University
Press) 2005.

° The same general point goes for those who esgysaon-evidentialist theory of epistemic ratiotyalincluding
Nozick’s truth-tracking theory, Goldman’s Causak®hy, and various versions of reliabilism.

1% plantinga describes warrant as follows: "the propenough of which distinguishes knowledge froerertrue
belief, is a property or quantity had by a belfednd only if . . . that belief is produced by cdiye faculties or
processes functioning properly in a congenial epigt environment according to a design plan sufaéssaimed
at truth". See Alvin Planting&yarranted Christian BeligfOxford University Press) 2000, p. 204.

1 plantinga takes this to imply that there are nodgeasons to deny that Christian believers cae baliefs that
are epistemically good. The purpose of his extdrtpuinas/Calvin model, then, is to shbww Christian beliefs
can be epistemically good for Christian believér)e main lines of Christianity are true.

12| takeevidentialismto be (minimally) the view that a person S is apiscally justified in believing a proposition
p at timet iff S’s total evidence, on balance, supp@tt and fails to supportp-att. Hence, the evidence-
justification principle is entailed by evidentiatis

13 See chapters 3-4 WCRB

4 He says that the objection regarding epistemiification is "too easy to answer" (93), the objestregarding
Alston-justification is faulty because that kindjostification is "too easy to achieve" (107), ahd objection
regarding Aristotelian-rationality he dismissesdese it has "much too easy an answer” (109).

15 plantinga replies to objections pertaining toriné and external rationality as follows: "I sugpat would be
widely conceded that Christian belief can be hglghople whose rational faculties are not malfurgtig, or at
any rate not malfunctioning in a way that involedigical psychoses. The fact is many Christiandwelrs are able
to hold jobs, some even as academics . . . . &uprably thee jurequestion is also not the question of whether
Christian belief can be held by people whose cognitr rational faculties are functioning propewy least in this
clinical sense" (112-113).

% That is, not by any of the proposed objectionBlastinga characterizes them. As | point out,atigra proper
objection regarding epistemic justification but astPlantinga characterizes epistemic justification

7 Apparently it takesnorethan one of them, for in the sectionwCBwhere Plantinga discusses teejure
question: "Can Christian beliefs be epistemicplftified?", he says the following: "We are constg justification
in a broadly deontological way, so that it inclutbesng within one's epistemic rights and also idekibeing
epistemically responsible with respect to belighfation. . . . This is a perfectly reasonable neguent: if
Christian belief cannot be held in such a way asatsfy it, then there is something wrong with iStian belief"
(100). Now, here, Plantinga seems to treat a@hgdl to the deontological justification of a Chaists belief as
"relevant in the sense that a negative answentould be a serious point against Christian beli@87), but having
that property appears on Plantinga's list of whatlal render @e jureobjection aproper. Perhaps, though,
Plantinga would reply that although the deontolabjuastification objection could show that somethia wrong
with Christian belief, this would not besariouspoint against Christian belief.
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18 plantinga writes: "But it isn't at all difficulor a Christian—even a sophisticated and knowlebligea
contemporary believer aware of all the criticismd aontrary currents of opinion—to be justifiedls sense, in
her belief.

... it seems to her that she is sometimes madeea catches a glimpse, of something of the ovelmvimg
beauty and loveliness of the Lord; she is oftenrayas it strongly seems to her, of the work oftiledy Spirit in
her heart, comforting, encouraging, teaching, legdlier to accept the "great things of the gosed"Hdwards calls
them), helping her see that the magnificent scheinsalvation devised by the Lord himself is notyofdr others
but for her as well. After long, hard, conscieaiaeflection, this all seems to her enormouslyenrmmvincing
than the complaints of the critics. Is she theimg@ontrary to duty in believing as she does®hks being
irresponsible? Clearly not. . . . She could bengro. . in thinking these things; nevertheless,ish't flouting any
discernible duty. She is fulfilling her epistemésponsibilities; she is doing her level best;ishastified" WCB
100-101).

19 take it that he doesn't mean evidentialsmpliciter here but rather 'evidentialism with respect tigieuis
belief'.

# For instance, one interpretation of Plantinga’sstaual of evidentialism implies thptopositionsare the only
things that can count as evidence (since it is@sibipns that figure in arguments). Such a vieachrdes the views
of evidentialists who think that experiences thdiresecan count as evidence. For instance, Nornratzifiann
writes, “Someone’s evidence for a rational beligfimh, of course, sometimes be purely propositiamal as fully
cooked as Plantinga’s exposition ... suggests it miugiys be, but it might equally well be raw expade itself.”
See Norman Kretzmann, “Evidence and Religious BaleBrian Davies (ed.)Philosophy and Religion: A Guide
and Anthology(Oxford University Press) 2000, p. 101. Also,Ricd Feldman’s “isolation objection” to
coherentism strongly suggests that Feldman thimkisexperiences themselves can constitute paried$ @vidence.
See Richard FeldmaBpistemologyPrentice Hall) 2003, pp. 68-70.

%L This specification of evidentialism has severaladages. One is that it is consistent with foatiohs given by
leading evidentialists such as Richard FeldmankartiConee. Feldman writes, “The central ideavidentialism
can be stated in the following evidentialist prjpleiabout justification: EJ. Believing p is jditd for S at t iff S's
evidence at t supports p.” See Richard Feldrgaistemology{Prentice Hall) 2003, p. 45. Similarly, Feldmama
Conee characterize evidentialism as follows: “DutixaattitudeD toward propositiomp is epistemically justified for
Sattif and only if havingD towardp fits the evidenc& has at.” See Richard Feldman and Earl Conee
“Evidentialism”, in Earl Conee and Richard FeldmBwidentialism: Essays in Epistemolo@yxford University
Press) 2004, p. 83. Another advantage of the fation | use is that it is broad enough not to prée any self-
proclaimed evidentialist from the evidentialistl&@blt seems to me that evidentialists have a rrroboptions
about how to understand the support relation meatlanEvidentialism. Some, such as Richard Swinburne and
Timothy McGrew, conceive the support relation anedind of probability relation with propositionsrsing as the
relata, but | am open to alternative ways of charéing the support relation, especially ways imah experiences
themselves can support propositions. Recent atk®acd the latter view include Daniel Howard-Snyded
Christian Lee. See their “On a “Fatal Dilemma” Fdoderate FoundationalismJpurnal of Philosophical Research
(30) 2005, p. 253.

22 As Norman Kretzmann points out in his perceptisiaism of Plantinga’s attack on evidentialismthgut
Plantinga’s artifice of “his artificially narrow tion of evidence when characterizing evidentialgniis own
position . . . he would not be an anti-evidenttaligthout that artifice he would have no meanalbof defending
the rationality of theism without any evidence lfit aSee Norman Kretzmann, “Evidence and Religi@adief” in
Brian Davies (ed.)Philosophy of Religion: A Guide and Antholg@xford University Press) 2000, p. 102.

%3 SeeWCB90, where Plantinga lists Basil Mitchell, Williabraham, Stephen Wykstra, Anthony Kenny, Richard
Swinburne, Terence Penelhum, Gary Gutting, and Mdkie as either evidentialists or as those foomvh
evidentialism plays a large role in their work.

%4 The exception is John Mackie's evidentialist @rade, which Plantinga responds to. B&2B91-92.
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% Note that this definition is actually an amalgafwiews that various foundationalists have heldr iRstance,
Descartes would not allow beliefs that are eviderthe senses to be properly basic, nor would loevalcceptable
non-basic beliefs to be believed on the basisddiétion or abduction. And, Locke, it seems, alldvreduction but
did not consider abduction.

% gee, for instance, Timothy McGrew, "A Defense t#s8ical Foundationalism" in Louis P. Pojman (et
Theory of Knowledge: Classical and Contemporarydiegs 3° ed. (Wadsworth) 2003, p. 200.

27 My own view is that the kinds of beliefs that Riaga often points out as being psychologicallyibés.g.,
external physical world beliefs suchthasre is a tree in front of mare epistemically justified for an agent partly i
virtue of the fact that the agent is epistemicplitified in believing a proposition that is motsmflamental (e.git
seems to me that there is a tree in front of. nféhe experience as of seeing a tree providesterpic justification

for believingthere is a tree in front of mghether or not | form the beligfseems to me that there is a tree in front
of me

% The same point is made by Michael Martin, “A @yité of Plantinga’s Religious Epistemology” in Lo&is
Pojman (ed.)Philosophy of Religion: An Antholog§® ed. (Wadsworth) 1998, pp. 478-479.

# plantinga lists the objectors as Brand BlandsHaedtrand Russell, Michael Scriven, Antony Flew, dg
Salmon, J.C.A. Gaskin, Anthony O'Hear, Richard Gael John Mackie. S&&CB(89-90).

% plantinga himself notes that the deontological ponent in the positions of the contemporary objeche
criticizes "is often more muted than the evidemgial', although Plantinga adds that "it is cleanggent” (90).

31 perhaps Plantinga intends to acknowledge theemdstof non-deontological versions of evidentiajisthere he
writes, "Note that we can also ring the analogitenges on the deontological component, and wentaand
match the extensions in a dazzling variety of corations" (103-104). Nevertheless, Plantinga writesan't
possibly examine all these multifarious versiongwtientialism in all their permutations and conaltions . . . "
(104). Indeed, the only variation he discussedston-justification He adds in a footnote: "I leave as homework
the problem of showing that Christian belief catiéied be justified on these construals" (note 6Q0g). If what
I'm doing is homework, then it seems to me thatd&aling with a problem as least as difficult as Fneud & Marx
objection.

Note that some epistemologists hold that somed$attity goes with belief but that nothing deongital is
constitutive of epistemic justification.

%2 This is Timothy McGrew’s view, as expressed in‘tisDefense of Classical Foundationalism” in Lo#s
Pojman (ed.)The Theory of Knowledge: Classical and ContempoReadings3® ed. (Wadsworth) 2003, pp.
194-206.

% | want to be perfectly clear on this matter. Eosoire, there have been, and still are, evidestsalihose views
explicitly relate evidentialism to deontologismrequire an epistemically justified belief to be tmnclusion of an
argument from propositions about one's evidenteedms to me that Plantinga has a pretty strosg @gainst such
evidentialists. However, there is nothing aboetdkneral thesis of evidentialism that commits\ademntialist to
any position that is subject to Plantinga's cistics mentioned in the quoted passage above.

3 Wittgensteinian fideists are, of course, correquaint out that the religious practice of manylies the use of
belief-language that functions as a means of vgllifa in a particular religious way (and is theyaibn-assertoric);
however, from the fact that some religious bel@fguage functions thus, it does not follow thagreus believers
never have propositional beliefs that are centraéihéir religious practice. For an argument thétd®nsteinian
fideists thus misdescribe the grammar of someicelggbelief language for many religious believees my
[citation withheld for blind review].

Pragmatism about epistemic justification has splaasibility insofar as we consider epistemic ffistition
relative to various long-term goals (even long-tediachronic goals having to do with believing brgjt However,
such matters are irrelevant to the kind of epistgomstification | am focusing on here, since my@em is what a
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person is epistemically justified in believing atge particular time, given the total evidence ffeson possesses
at that very time. See also footnote 6.

% The objection is, of course, skeptical about ometigular domain of propositions (Christian propiosis) for
sophisticated Christians.

% | am here using “modest foundationalist” in a lnteasense than it is sometimes used. Although ffiyno
McGrew defends requiring strong (Cartesian) fouiothat even his view is modest compared to how Figat
characterizes “classical foundationalism”, since@view does not require justified non-basic beliefbé
consciously inferred from basic beliefs.

37| thank Alvin Plantinga, Robert Audi, Michael R&&omas Flint, E.J. Coffman, and Carl Gillett, aallas
participants in The Center for Philosophy of Religat the University of Notre Dame [year withhedd blind
review] for helpful comments on early drafts ofstipaper. Research for this paper was partiallgédrby The
Center for Philosophy of Religion at the UnivergifyNotre Dame and a State Faculty Support Gram finames
withheld for blind review].
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