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The internalist character and evidentialist implications of
Plantingian defeaters

MICHAEL CZAPKAY SUDDUTH
Saint Michael’s College, USA

Introduction

In his forthcoming Warranted Christian Belief (hereafter, WCB), Alvin
Plantinga develops a case for the positive epistemic status of theistic and
Christian belief. One of Plantinga’s primary claims in WCB is that theistic
belief can be warranted, and if true constitute knowledge, even in the absence
of propositional evidence. This model of the proper basicality of theistic
belief is an externalist one, employing the concepts of warrant and proper
function which were the focus of his previous two volumes in the trilogy.
Like his earlier defense of the deontological rationality of theistic belief, the
externalist model appears to stand in sharp contrast to the classical eviden-
tialist demand for evidence, traditionally based on internalist epistemological
assumptions. But does it? Plantinga’s introduction of what he calls a ‘defeater
system’ as an essential part of the human cognitive design plan suggests
two important internalist constraints within Plantinga’s otherwise externalist
epistemology of religious belief. In this paper I unpack these constraints
and investigate their evidentialist implications. If my argument is sound,
then Plantinga’s epistemology entails two important internalist conditions
for warrant, as well as circumstances in which evidence is necessary for
warranted theistic belief.

1. Cognitive proper function and warranted basic theistic belief

In Warrant and Proper Function Plantinga argued that a belief has warrant,
roughly, just if it is produced by cognitive faculties functioning properly in a
congenial environment according to a design plan successfully aimed at truth.
Fundamental to proper function is the idea of a cognitive design plan — a set of
blue prints or specifications for a well-formed, properly functioning human
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cognitive system. Since the kind of specifications relevant for warrant are
truth-oriented, they are specifications for that segment of the cognitive design
plan that has as its purpose the production of true beliefs (as opposed to non-
alethic purposes, such as survival or relief from suffering). The design plan
specifies what the appropriate doxastic response of our cognitive faculties
should be in a wide range of circumstances to achieve this alethic goal in a
reliable manner.

The position here is externalist since the proper functioning of one’s
cognitive system is not the sort of thing to which a person has introspective
access or could come to know just by reflecting one’s mental states. Viewed
this way warrant entails a kind of externalist rationality, which should be
distinguished from Plantinga’s earlier notion of deontological justification or
the rationality associated with being within one’s intellectual rights. A belief
is externally rational if it is a deliverance of one’s rational faculties, produced
by properly functioning (and unimpeded) cognitive faculties successfully
aimed at truth. I will refer to this as proper function rationality (hereafter PF-
rationality).! A belief will lack warrant if it is PF-irrational, and a belief is
PF-irrational if it is produced by (1) cognitive malfunction, (2) properly func-
tioning cognitive faculties overridden by certain emotions, or (3) properly
functioning cognitive faculties not aimed at the production of true beliefs.
Since a person could satisfy any of these conditions without violating any
epistemic duties, it is possible to be deontologically rational without being
PF-rational.

Plantinga argues in WCB that if theism is true, then it is likely that our
cognitive design plan includes specifications for holding theistic belief(s).
In this way, Plantinga unpacks the epistemological implications of a theistic
metaphysics. More specifically, he argues that if theism is true, then it is likely
that:

[P1] There are circumstances C such that, given any human person S, if S
is in C and S’s (relevant) truth-aimed cognitive faculties are functioning
properly, then S holds a firm basic theistic belief.

By ‘circumstances’ I will understand any of the widely realized experiential
conditions that Plantinga points out in chapter 7 of WCB, and which have
been the stock and trade of his proper basicality thesis since the early 1980s.
These include things like the starry night sky, the crashing waves of the ocean,
the majestic grandeur of the Vermont Mountains, and the lovely melody of a
Bach Concerto. Plantinga maintains that these sorts of circumstances trigger
the formation of various kinds of theistic beliefs: God is present, is powerful,
is forgiving, etc. (all of which self-evidently entail God exists). By ‘relevant’
cognitive faculties I refer to Calvin’s sensus divinitatis, which Plantinga takes
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to be a natural faculty or mechanism that is responsible for producing various
theistic beliefs. More specifically, “the sensus divinitatis is a disposition or set
of dispositions to form theistic belief in various circumstances, in response to
the sorts of conditions or stimuli that trigger the working of this sense of
divinity”.? The experiential circumstances, of course, are not evidences that
are taken as premises from which theistic beliefs are derived by a process of
inference. The circumstances are simply occasions that trigger the formation
of theistic belief, so theistic belief is basic (i.e., not held on the evidential basis
of other beliefs). Plantinga further thinks that when the sensus divinitatis is
functioning properly we will hold a firm theistic belief.

More precisely, then, if a person’s (relevant) cognitive faculties are func-
tioning properly and she is in any of the widely realized experiential circum-
stances (specified by the design plan), she will firmly hold some theistic
belief. Whereas in his earlier epistemology Plantinga had maintained that in
these circumstances a person’s theistic belief is typically justified or rational
(in the deontological sense), the claim here is that such beliefs are PF-rational
and warranted, and if true, also constitute knowledge.

2. Rationality defeaters and the no-defeater condition

The design plan for humans also includes what Plantinga calls a defeater
system, a cognitive subsystem that is designed to regulate modifications in a
person’s noetic structure given new experiences and the acquisition of new
beliefs which come with social exposure, mental maturation, and education.
In short, these are specifications as to the correct or proper ways of changing
beliefs in response to experience (doxastic and otherwise).® Roughly, if a
person acquires a defeater for a belief B, then there ought to be a certain kind
of revision in the person’s noetic structure (The ‘ought’ here is the ‘ought’ of
proper function, not obligation). In some cases the person ought not to hold
B with the same degree of firmness (partial defeat). In other cases the proper
response is to withhold B (complete defeat), that is either hold the denial of
B or hold neither B nor its denial. A belief D is a defeater for a belief B of
some person S just if, given S’s noetic structure, S cannot rationally hold B
(at least not as firmly) given that S also holds D.*

Following a distinction introduced by John Pollock, Plantinga distin-
guishes between rebutting and undercutting defeaters.> In the first case, a
person acquires reasons for holding a belief incompatible with some belief
B. I see in the distance what appears to be a sheep in the field and form the
belief that there is a sheep in the field. the owner of the field then comes
along and tells me that there are no sheep in the field, but he adds that he
does have a dog that looks like a sheep from a distance. Here I have acquired,
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via testimony, a rebutting defeater for the belief that there is a sheep in the
field. I have acquired an overriding reason for supposing that there is no
sheep in the field. Although in other circumstances it would be PF-rational
for me to hold my belief that there is a sheep in the field, in this circumstance
it is no longer PF-rational for me to hold that belief (at least not with the
same degree of firmness). In the case of an undercutting defeater, a person
merely loses his reason for holding B. A person enters a factory and sees
an assembly line on which there are a number of widgets that appear red.
Being appeared to red-widgetly, the person forms the belief that there are
red widgets on the assembly line. The shop superintendent then informs the
person that the widgets are being irradiated by an infra red light, thereby
enabling the detection of otherwise undetectable hairline cracks. Here the
person merely loses his reason for supposing that the widgets are red, as
opposed to acquiring a reason for supposing that they are nor red. Both of
these cases present us with a person (i) who holds some belief B at time t,
(ii) whose noetic structure undergoes modification with respect to B at time
t, after it comes to include the additional belief D, and (iii) whose relevant
cognitive faculties (we correctly judge) are functioning properly at t; through
t2.6

The defeater system is aimed at the production and sustenance of true
beliefs and the avoidance of false beliefs. Given the reliabilist constraint in
Plantinga’s epistemology, and its connection with objective probability, we
might say that the objective (statistical) probability of there being a red object
in front of a person is high when being appeared to redly. But if one is both
appeared to redly and informed by an authority that the object in question
is being irradiated by a red light, the objective (statistical) probability of the
object being red is not high.” So the proper function requirement for warrant
extends to the proper functioning of one’s defeater system, what we might
call defeater-system PF-rationality. A person S’s belief B is warranted only if
S if PF-rational in holding B (to the degree that S does), and S is PF-rational
in holding B (to the degree that S does) only if the relevant portions of S’s
defeater system are functioning properly. In which case the appropriate revi-
sions will take place with the acquisition of any defeaters against B. If there
was no noetic modification in the above cases, then the person’s cognitive
state would be PF-irrational (to some degree). The failure to revise B given
the acquisition of a defeater indicates a malfunction in one’s defeater system.
Consequently, B would lack warrant (at least to some degree).

In Plantinga’s account of rationality defeaters, the conditions that serve to
defeat a belief are typically other beliefs of the person, though Plantinga also
allows experiences to count as defeaters.® Since a person’s own beliefs and
experiences are the sort of thing to which she has cognitive or introspective
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access upon reflection, rationality defeaters are internalist in nature. In the
case of ‘beliefs’, the defeating conditions would be cognitive items that fall
within the believer’s perspective of the world.” It is important to distinguish
these internalist defeaters from defeaters construed merely as some external
fact about the subject’s environment or cognitive situation that negatively
affects the warranted status of a person’s belief or which prevents an overall
justified true belief from counting as knowledge.'® Consider the situation in
which mischievous teenagers place several fake sheep (made out of plastic
and fur) on a hill. Driving by I form the belief that there is a sheep on the
hill. It so happens that I form this belief while looking at what is in fact a
real sheep that has wandered into the company of the fake ones in the effort
to find a mate. Although the mere existence of fake sheep does not make it
PF-irrational for me to believe that there is a sheep on the hill, it does prevent
the belief from having much by way of warrant for me. So I do not know that
there is a sheep on the hill. If I believed that local teenagers had contrived a
fake-sheep-on-the-hill plot, then I would have a rationality defeater.

Plantinga recognizes both rationality defeaters and warrant defeaters, and
though they are distinct they have an important relation. A person’s belief will
fail to be warranted if produced by cognitive faculties that are not functioning
properly, not aimed at truth, or if there is something awry in one’s epistemic
environment. Since these are all design plan specifications to which a person
does not have introspective access, they are externalist defeaters. What gets
defeated is the warrant a belief has (and so the belief is not an item of
knowledge). But if I acquire a rationality defeater for my belief B and the
design plan specifies that [ hold B less firmly, but I continue to hold it with
the same degree of firmness, my belief is not externally or PF-rational. So
my belief will lack warrant for externalist reasons that involve the failure
of my cognitive system to respond properly to certain internalist conditions,
namely some new experience or the acquisition of some new belief(s). These
internalist rationality defeaters, then, (because they defeat what can rationally
be believed in the sense of proper function) can also be externalist warrant
defeaters (though not all warrant defeaters are rationality defeaters).!! This
highlights a more general point about internalist rationality in relation to
warrant. A belief is internally rational just if it is the appropriate doxastic
response to what is given to a person by way of her previous beliefs and
current experience. Warrant (at least to a degree sufficient, along with true
belief, for knowledge) requires both internal and external rationality.

So Plantinga holds to a negative internalist condition that is necessary for
proper function and warrant. Call it the no-defeater condition:'?

[ND] Given any person S, S’s belief B (held to some degree n) is
warranted only if S does not have an undefeated defeater for B.!3
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3. Defeated theistic belief and the defeater-defeater requirement

It follows from [ND] that if a person acquired an undefeated defeater for
theistic belief, then holding theistic belief (or doing so firmly) would be PF-
irrational and the belief would fail to be warranted (and hence would also fail
to be knowledge).

Consider a case not too far removed from one that Plantinga himself
considers in a few places.'# Lisa has been raised in a Christian family. During
her youth she holds her theistic belief in a basic way, but in her later teenage
years her theistic belief isn’t as strong. The cares of college life, sexual
indulgence, and late-night parties slowly erode her thoughts of God. While
a senior in college, she is exposed to Sigmund Freud’s idea of wish fulfill-
ment. She becomes convinced that the belief she had in an invisible friend
called Merlin while a young girl was one such belief, a convenient defense
mechanism against the hostile forces of her childhood environment. Upon
further reflection, though, she concludes that her belief in God is significantly
analogous to the belief she once had in Merlin. So she comes to believe that
(p) her belief in God is really the product of wish fulfillment. Her readings in
Freud confirm this. Moreover, she believes that (q) the objective probability
of a belief being true given that it is produced by wish fulfillment is either
low or inscrutable. (I say ‘or inscrutable’ here because perhaps she is simply
agnostic about the probability of a belief being true given that it was produced
by wish fulfillment, rather than estimating that probability to be low). She
then believes that (r) the objective probability of her theistic belief being true
is either low or inscrutable. Lisa has acquired an undercutting defeater for
her theistic belief. If her defeater is partial and itself undefeated (as might
be the case if she didn’t hold either p or q very firmly), then the rational
thing to do would be to hold her theistic belief less firmly than she did before
acquiring this defeater. Perhaps her defeater is complete and itself undefeated
(e.g., she had great enthusiasm for projective theories of religious belief or
alternatively her theistic belief is very weak before believing p and q), then if
she is PF-rational she will withhold her theistic belief.!>

It seems, then, that Plantinga should maintain:

[P2] There are circumstances C*, in which a person S has an undefeated
defeater D for theistic belief T, such that, if S is in C* and S’s relevant,
truth-aimed cognitive faculties are functioning properly, then S either
withholds T° or holds a less than firm belief T.

It is important to point out that [P2] is logically consistent with [P1].
What follows from [P1] is that if a person is in the relevant circumstances
and fails to hold a firm theistic belief or withholds theistic belief, he suffers

This content downloaded on Mon, 18 Mar 2013 13:55:32 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

PLANTINGIAN DEFEATERS 173

from some cognitive malfunction or impedance, or perhaps his cognitive state
has been produced by something other than truth-aimed cognitive faculties.
But in addition to circumstances C (that require firm theistic belief), there
are plausibly circumstances C* that include having an undefeated defeater
for theistic belief. Here, depending on the actual defeater, the appropriate
doxastic response for a reasonable person will be holding a less than firm
theistic belief T, holding the denial of T, or holding neither T nor its denial.
The relevant analogy here can be taken from the conditions that govern
the PF-rationality of sensory perceptual, testimonial, and memorial beliefs.
If a circumstance includes being appeared to rainly, then I am PF-rational
in holding the belief that it is raining outside, unless of course the rele-
vant circumstance includes my having rationality defeaters for such beliefs.
So although there are conditions in which holding theistic belief is PF-
rational, there are also conditions in which holding theistic belief would not
be PF-rational.'’

In the case above Lisa holds a theistic belief and then acquires an unde-
feated defeater (the conjunction of p, q, and r) and PF-rationality requires
that Lisa no longer hold the belief T or that she hold it with a less degree of
firmness. But the question that immediately arises is this: given that a person
acquires an undefeated defeater for her theistic belief, what is required for her
to be PF-rational and warranted in holding theistic belief at some later time,
after the acquisition of the defeater? I think the natural response here is to say
that what is needed is a cognitive state in which the defeater no longer carries
defeating force, either because other conditions now neutralize its defeating
force, undermine it, or eliminate it altogether. In other words, the defeater
must be defeated. What is needed is a defeater-defeater (to coin Pollockian/
Plantingian terminology). Plantinga himself suggests this. Writing with refer-
ence to a theist who finds herself with an undercutting defeater due to reading
too much Freud, he says: “if that defeater remains itself undefeated and if she
has no other source of evidence, then the rational course would be to reject
belief in God”.'®

Consider the range of possible defeater-defeaters Lisa could acquire.

One example of a defeater-defeater in Lisa’s case would be an under-
cutter that attacks the connection between [(p) and (q)] and (r). Suppose she
comes to believe that (s) wish fulfillment is a natural mechanism that God has
implanted in humans to act as a secondary cause in the production of theistic
belief.!® In that case, even if (q) is true for most beliefs, the conjunction
of (p), (s), and (q) would fail to be indicative of the truth of (r). So Lisa
could retain the original defeating reasons but their defeating force would be
neutralized by a relevant addition to her noetic structure. A second option
would be having reasons for supposing that either (p) or (q) is false; that is,
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either it is not the case that theistic belief is produced by wish fulfillment or it
is not the case that beliefs produced in that way have an objective probability
that is low or inscrutable. For instance, perhaps upon reflection she discovers
important disanalogies between her Merlin belief and theistic belief. Here
she acquires a rebutting defeater for (p). A premise of the original defeater
is attacked. Call this a reason-defeating defeater.’® Alternatively, Lisa might
have a rebutter for (r), a reason for supposing that the objective probability of
theistic belief being true is neither low nor inscrutable. Perhaps Lisa acquires
reasons for supposing that she has been created with a reliable mechanism of
forming beliefs in God, that there is a mechanism that produces such a belief
and that beliefs produced by it have a high objective probability of being
true.

At this point, natural theology enters the picture. First, where the defeater
against theistic belief is a reason for supposing that theism is false (say by
way of an evidential argument from evil), a rebutter against this belief will
be a reason for supposing that theism is true. For instance, a person who
is agnostic about the existence of God at t; because of an argument from
evil may find at t, that theism carries significant explanatory power for the
existence of the Universe, its spatial and temporal regularities, and the degree
of fine-tuning it exhibits. Secondly, notice the connection between this and
the kinds of defeater-defeaters discussed in the previous paragraph. Recog-
nizing the explanatory power of theism might provide Lisa with a reason for
supposing that theistic belief is relevantly disanalogous to her Merlin belief
(if she sees that the latter does not have explanatory power). Moreover, if a
person acquired reasons for supposing that there is a God, she could thereby
have grounds for supposing that she has been created with a cognitive design
plan that includes the production of theistic beliefs. She might then have
reasons for supposing that she has been created with a faculty or mechanism
for producing true beliefs about her creator, and perhaps that when her facul-
ties are functioning properly they reliably produce such beliefs. So natural
theology would also be a way to acquire a rebutter to the conclusion of Lisa’s
original undercutting defeater.

So whereas the classical evidentialist requirement for theistic belief (stated
in terms of warrant) affirms

[CE] Given any person S, S’s theistic belief T is warranted only if S has
adequate evidence for T (where this is understood to be adequate reasons
for supposing that theism is true),

the defeater-defeater requirement (applied to theistic belief) affirms:

[DD] A person S who acquires an undefeated defeater D for his theistic
belief T at some time t; is PF-rational in holding T at some later time t,
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(when D is at least accessible fairly readily upon reflection)?! only if S
has a defeater-defeater D* for D at t,.

[ND] and [DD] together constitute two important internalist requirements in
Plantinga’s otherwise externalist epistemology. Or, to be more technically
accurate, it seems to be an entailment of Plantinga’s epistemology that any
person who fails to satisfy the negative internalist requirement [ND] with
respect to some belief B is under a second positive internalist requirement,
the defeater-defeater requirement, with respect to B.

4. The evidential significance of defeater-defeaters

Several philosophers have drawn attention to the negative evidential signif-
icance of defeaters: they (1) remove (deontological) rationality (Plantinga,
Wolterstorff),?> (2) override prima facie (truth-conducive) justification
(Alston),? and (3) undermine knowledge (Goldman, Nozick).?* The idea of
a defeater-defeater requirement has also been developed by Philip Quinn and
John Greco, though neither is concerned with that requirement as a condition
for cognitive proper function.?> More importantly, there remains the task of
spelling out the positive evidential significance of defeater-defeaters.

In cases where a defeater-defeater is a rebutting defeater against some
original rebutting defeater against theistic belief, the defeater-defeater will be
evidence for the truth of theism. I have already noted this with reference to
the problem of evil serving as a reason for supposing that theism is false. A
defeater-defeater that rebuts this defeater will be a reason for supposing that
theism is true (since it aims to rebut the claim that theism is false). Natural
theology would be essential to this task. But not all defeater-defeaters will
amount to evidence for the truth of theism, at least not directly. For instance,
in the case of an undercutting defeater-defeater I will have overriding reasons
for supposing that the premises of the argument from evil fail to be indica-
tive of the truth of the conclusion ‘there is no God’. Alternatively, in what I
described earlier as a reason-defeating defeater-defeater, one may have over-
riding reasons for supposing that one of the premises of the argument is false.
In each of these cases I lose my reason for supposing that theism is false,
but I do not acquire a reason for supposing that theism is true. My defeater-
defeater does not give me evidence for the truth of theism. But that is exactly
what classical evidentialism demands by way of evidence.

I think that the resolution to this difficulty lies in drawing a distinction,
two distinctions to be exact. First, there is the distinction between first-order
beliefs B and second-order beliefs B* of the form (S’s belief B is Q), where
Q = some epistemic property (e.g., warrant, rationality, or justification).
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Secondly, there is the distinction between the kinds of evidence that support
the truth of beliefs on each level. Defeater-defeaters (including undercutters),
I want to argue, provide evidence for the truth of certain higher-level beliefs,
and such evidence is epistemically significant for rationality and warrant at
the lower level.

Rationality defeaters are closely related to internal rationality. Internal
rationality, loosely speaking, involves things being epistemically right from
the believer’s perspective as a knowing subject. A person who gets a ratio-
nality defeater comes to see (in a way appropriate to her level of conceptual
development) that something significantly counts against the truth of B (or
outweighs considerations in favor of its truth) to such a degree that holding
B is no longer appropriate given the truth goal of believing. At any rate,
she certainly has reasons for supposing this by virtue of having overriding
reasons for supposing that a belief is false or inadequately grounded. But
then it seems that a person who acquires a defeater acquires an overriding
reason for supposing that holding B is epistemically irrational, irrational from
the epistemic point of view.6 If the subject acquires a defeater then she has
reasons for supposing that things are not epistemically right, that continuing
to hold B would run counter or against the epistemic goal of believing. In
other words, when a person acquires a defeater, she acquires reasons that
support a certain negative epistemic evaluation of her belief B.

What happens when the defeater gets defeated? On the internal view of
rationality under consideration here, a defeater-defeater provides a person
with reasons for supposing that holding B would be epistemically right or
appropriate again. Since the defeater-defeater removes the grounds for S’s
taking B to be epistemically irrational, it would seem that the defeater-
defeater provides S with reasons for supposing that B is epistemically
rational. This of course depends on S not having additional (defeating)
reasons for supposing that B is epistemically irrational at that time. Equally,
it would seem that the strength of the original defeater as well as the defeater-
defeater is also important here. S might originally acquire fairly strong
reasons for supposing that theism is false, such that S takes it on these
grounds that holding theism and withholding theism are equally epistemi-
cally irrational. In that case, some defeater-defeaters (even rebutters) might
only provide S with reasons for merely withholding theism (rather than hold-
ing theism or its denial). Stronger defeater-defeaters would provide S with
reasons for supposing that holding theistic belief is epistemically rational only
if S does not hold that belief very firmly. Moreover, we can add to the informal
equation here that the ability of a belief to survive defeat can reasonably be
thought to strengthen reasons for supposing that B is epistemically rational.
So what we should say then is that defeater-defeaters provide a person with
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reasons for supposing that holding theistic belief (to some degree) is epistem-
ically rational, provided that the defeater-defeater is strong enough relative to
the original defeater and other epistemically relevant items at the time.?” So,
given these qualifications, when a defeater gets defeated, though one doesn’t
necessarily have evidence for the truth of B, one does have evidence (in vary-
ing degrees) for the truth of a higher-level claim about the (restored) epistemic
rationality of holding the original belief. As the original defeater provides one
with reasons for supposing that there is a true negative higher-level epistemic
proposition, acquiring a defeater-defeater for that defeater provides one with
reasons for supposing there is some true positive epistemic proposition of the
form (S is (now) epistemically rational in holding B).

What we have is a kind of diachronic epistemic level ascent, which can be
applied to theistic belief and represented as follows:

2nd LEVEL
At ty 42 {S is PF-rational (and warranted) in holding T}
At th2{S has reasons for supposing that S’s holding T is epistemically rational}
At tyy2{S acquires an undefeated defeater-defeater D* against D}

1
1st LEVEL

At t5{S is PF-irrational (and unwarranted) in holding T}
At to{S acquires an undefeated defeater D against T}

T
0th LEVEL

At ty {S is PF-rational (and warranted) in holding some theistic belief T}

In terms of PF-rationality, according to [DD] defeating circumstances
require a defeater-defeater for S to remain PF-rational in holding a theistic
belief (subject to the qualifications discussed in Note 21). Since warrant
requires proper function, the defeater-defeater is also required for warrant.
More technically (and following the diagram), given the ascent to the 1st level
at t, a move to the 2nd level is necessary to be warranted in holding theistic
belief at t,., (at least holding it with the same degree of firmness). Since the
defeater-defeaters at the 2nd level include reasons for supposing that certain
(positive) higher-level epistemic propositions are true, reasons for the truth
of theism are not the only relevant evidential factors in determining whether
theistic belief is warranted or PF-rational. Evidence for the truth of certain
higher-level beliefs is also relevant.

I think this captures an important internalist intuition at the heart of the
evidentialist tradition. The intuition springs in part from the Enlightenment

* The italicized statement at the 1st level indicates a sufficient condition for the obtaining
of the statement in bold at the 1st level. The italicized statements at the 2nd level indicate
necessary conditions for the obtaining of the statement in bold at the 2nd level.
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understanding of the human person as naturally reflective and the opposi-
tion to religious beliefs that are either not open to critical inquiry or are
immune from rational argumentation or evaluation. But this internalism really
suggests a more general epistemic desideratum, something like reflective
rationality — the rationality associated with judgments about the epistemic
status of one’s beliefs, where such judgments are the product of reflection
on the adequacy of the grounds of one’s belief. Evidentialist requirements
seem appropriate here, in relation to reflective rationality and beliefs that
encapsulate epistemic evaluations of lower-level beliefs.® But this is higher-
level activity. One of the mistakes of classical evidentialism was to apply
such requirements without restriction at the lower level, rather than specify
a limited range of circumstances that would require reflective rationality for
warrant at the lower level. The internalist no-defeater condition provides an
important criterion for this. Given the state of cognitive internal defeat, reflec-
tive rationality (to some degree) is necessary. The evidence, however, that is
required for reflective rationality is not restricted to evidence for the truth
of the lower-level belief but includes evidence for the truth of higher-level
beliefs about the epistemic rationality of lower-level beliefs. So defeater-
defeaters, whether they be rebutters or undercutters, are evidentially and
epistemically significant.

5. Two objections answered
5.1 Plantinga’s no provision argument

According to [P2] theistic belief is not PF-rational or warranted in certain
circumstances. But this conclusion is actually denied by Plantinga in WCB
(see especially chapter 13). Although Plantinga would agree that something
like [ND] is true, it would not follow that there are conditions in which a
person can acquire a defeater for theistic belief. Acquiring a defeater for
any belief, so his argument goes, really depends on what is specified by the
design plan. In the case of theistic belief, it is reasonable to assume that
no such provision is made. What about the existence of alleged defeaters?
Plantinga’s response here is that alleged defeaters arise because of cognitive
malfunction elsewhere in a person’s cognitive system, chiefly in the sensus
divinitatis. Although there are always unintended consequences of how a
thing will function if it is damaged, it doesn’t follow that this is part of its
design plan. So also with theistic belief. Sin has in all likelihood damaged the
sensus divinitatis, and one of the noetic effects of sin could be the generation
of alleged defeaters for theistic belief. With reference to the problem of evil,
Plantinga writes that a person “has a defeater only if it is part of our cognitive
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design plan to give up theistic belief in those circumstances; and we have
no reason to think that it is. The design plan includes the proper function
of the sensus divinitatis; how things actually go when that process does not
function properly could be part of the design plan; more likely, though, it is
an unintended byproduct rather than itself part of the design plan.”’?®

The claim that every instance of religious unbelief or defeaters for theistic
belief is the result of cognitive malfunction is problematic, as is the related
claim that the design plan likely makes no provision for defeaters for theistic
belief. The main difficulty with these claims is that they entail a substantial
difference between properly basic theistic belief and other paradigmatic prop-
erly basic beliefs, but such a difference is what Plantinga elsewhere seems to
deny. In his earlier papers and in WCB (chapter 11) Plantinga argues that
there are many properly basic beliefs that are susceptible to defeat, e.g.,
sensory perceptual, memory, and testimonial beliefs. What does it mean to
say this except that the design plan specifies circumstances in which holding
such beliefs would be PF-irrational? For instance, the design plan presumably
specifies that in the simple circumstance of (being appeared to redly), I form
the belief that there is a red object present. But if this circumstance is complex
and also includes (I have an overriding reason for supposing that my relevant
sensory perceptual faculty is not reliable), then PF-rationality requires that
I withhold the belief. Similarly, I am PF-rational in believing that there are
sheep on the hill if the owner of the land tells me so. But if I have good reason
to believe that he is lying or have overriding reasons for supposing that in fact
there are no sheep on the hill, then I will be PF-irrational in holding the belief
he affirms to me.

Plantinga writes:

Theistic belief would certainly not be immune to argument or defeat by
virtue of being basic. In this, theistic belief only resembles other kinds of
beliefs accepted in a basic way. You tell me that you went to the Grand
Tetons this summer; I acquire the belief that you did so and hold it in
a basic way. But then your wife tells me that the fact is that you went
to Grand Rivers, which, she says, you always confuse with the Tetons
...So it is not true in general that if a belief is held in the basic way, then
it is immune to argument or rational evaluation; why, therefore, think it
must hold for theistic belief? The fact, if it is a fact, that belief in God is
properly basic doesn’t imply for a moment that it is immune to argument,
objection, or defeat. . ..°

But how can theistic belief not be immune to defeat and yet the design
plan not include specifications for withholding theistic belief? How can basic
theistic belief have defeasibility parity with other paradigmatic properly basic
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beliefs and yet the design plan make no provision for withholding theistic
belief? In fact, Plantinga has stated that “nearly any belief is possibly subject
to defeat”. The design plan probably excludes rationality defeaters for some
beliefs, beliefs that have certain epistemic immunities (e.g., beliefs about
one’s own mental states), be it immunity to doubt, error, or revision.3! But
theistic belief doesn’t quite meet these criteria. Moreover, given that Plantinga
takes internalist defeasibility as essential to rebutting the charge of fideism, if
the no provision claim is true, then it seems that the charge of fideism will be
correct; for the rebuttal to that charge rests on a parity argument that shows
that theistic belief and other paradigmatic basic beliefs share the property of
internalist defeasibility.

Moreover, even if we assume that a person has a defeater for theistic
belief because of cognitive malfunction, this does not necessarily undercut the
claim that withholding theistic belief can be PF-rational and a specification
of the human cognitive design plan. In ‘Naturalism Defeated’ (unpublished)
Plantinga himself claims that an irrational belief can be a defeater. He cites
an example of someone who believes, due to some canine-oriented cognitive
malfunction, that his neighbor’s dog is intentionally trying to annoy him.
Such a belief, he says, “can nevertheless function as a defeater for a previ-
ously held belief that dogs never intentionally try to annoy people”.3> Now,
an irrational belief is by definition one that is not PF-rational. Plantinga’s
point, then, seems to be an admission that in some cases the specifications of
the design plan include withholding belief for reasons that are themselves
produced by cognitive malfunction (non truth-directed cognitive facuities,
or faculties overridden by emotions of some sort). So the mere fact that
a defeater for theistic belief arises because of irrationality elsewhere in
one’s cognitive system would not be a sufficient basis for asserting that
the design plan makes no provision for withholding theistic belief in some
circumstances.>?

5.2 Plantinga’s intrinsic defeater-defeater argument

But Plantinga has a second move.

Supposing that we concede that it is possible for a person to acquire a
defeater for theistic belief, couldn’t basic theistic belief, by virtue of its own
degree of non-propositional warrant, serve as an adequate defeater-defeater
against any alleged defeater against them? In which case there would be no
need for the kind of defeater-defeaters discussed earlier. The argument here
builds on Plantinga’s distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic defeaters,
originally introduced in an interesting dialogue between Plantinga and Philip
Quinn.>* In the former case, the belief that is the target of a potential defeater,
by virtue of its degree of warrant, acts as a defeater-defeater against the poten-
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tial defeater. In the latter case, the defeater-defeater would be reason to think
that the potential defeater is false (or its ground is inadequate), but where this
reason is independent of the belief that has been targeted for defeat by the
potential defeater.

In “The Foundations of Theism: A Reply”, Plantinga supports the exis-
tence of intrinsic defeater-defeaters with ‘the disappearing letter’ scenario. I
write a letter to the chair of my department trying to bribe him to write a
highly exaggerated letter on my behalf for an NEH fellowship. The letter
mysteriously disappears from the chairperson’s office. I have a motive to
steal it, the opportunity to do so, and I have been known to do such things
in the past. Moreover, a reliable member of the department claims to have
seen me hanging around the chairperson’s office about the time the letter
must have been stolen. Given the evidence, my colleagues believe that I stole
the letter. However, I believe that I spent the day in the woods and so could
not have stolen the letter. My memory belief has a great deal of nonproposi-
tional warrant for me, and so, despite the counter-evidence, I am rational to
believe that I did not steal the letter. Here it seems that the potential defeater
is defeated by the (targeted) defeatee. By analogy, Plantinga claims that basic
theistic belief can, by virtue of its own degree of nonpropositional warrant,
function as an intrinsic defeater-defeater. It would seem, to use Plantinga’s
example, that Moses’ belief that God was speaking to him from the Burning
Bush would have more by way of warrant than a defeater in the form of either
an atheological argument from evil or the projective explanation of theistic
belief advocated by Feuerbach or the Freudian wish fulfillment equivalent.
So there is no need to fall back on any defeater-defeater that is independent
of the original basic theistic belief, contrary to what is suggested by [DD].

The idea of beliefs, theistic and otherwise, being intrinsic defeater-defeater
is an interesting one, but I think ultimately insignificant. The force of the
disappearing letter case depends crucially on the strength of my belief that I
spent the day in the woods. And this in turn could be adversely affected by
my possessing overriding reasons for supposing that I suffer from memorial
hallucinations, multiple personality disorder, or some other disorder that
undercuts my belief in the reliability of my memory. If I did have such
reasons I would have a defeater that could not be defeated by the defeatee.
So how we describe the situation will determine whether we have an intrin-
sic defeater-defeater.’> More importantly, as Philip Quinn pointed out in
response to Plantinga, Moses’ situation is clearly extraordinary. Few of us
would seem to have theistic beliefs that enjoy that degree of warrant. The
range of degree of warrant that may plausibly be attributed to many (or most)
cases of properly basic theistic belief (even if sufficient for knowledge) will
preclude the possibility of that belief being an intrinsic defeater-defeater for
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most people under normal circumstances. This is especially true if we use
degree of belief as a partial determinant of the degree of warrant. The fact
that the firmness with which some people hold theistic beliefs is often (signif-
icantly) reduced by putative defeaters shows that on these occasions even if
basic theistic belief is an intrinsic defeater-defeater it is so only for a limited
range of potential defeaters. In fact, it would appear that the notion of intrinsic
defeater-defeaters is not even confined to theistic belief, but every belief can
serve as an intrinsic defeater-defeater against some (weak enough) defeater.
The notion that theistic belief can be an intrinsic defeater-defeater is trivially
true.

But perhaps the whole idea of intrinsic defeater-defeaters is really
misleading. It seems that an intrinsic defeater-defeater is really not an
instance of an acquired defeater being defeated at all. If a person holds a
theistic belief, the degree of belief index provides an initial degree of insula-
tion from some range of possible defeaters. But this is not to say that the basic
theistic belief held at t; is a defeater-defeater against a defeater acquired at
ta+1. It is only to say that theistic belief (or any belief for that matter) carries
with it implications for what can or will in the future count as a rationality
defeater for the belief. Only beliefs with certain epistemic immunities (e.g.,
beliefs about one’s mental states) will exclude all possibility of defeat. They
will have maximal insulation from defeat. Theistic belief, though it will set
certain limitations on the conditions under which a defeater can be acquired,
does not rule out a person’s acquiring a defeater for the belief. And if a
person acquires a defeater, then the defeater must be defeated by some other
belief (or experience), independent of the original belief (and its grounds). I
think it must be said that no belief can act an intrinsic defeater-defeater to an
acquired defeater; rather, every belief set constraints on the range of possible
acquired defeaters. There will always be potential defeaters that are not actual
ones. Perhaps this was Plantinga’s only point. But then the issue is whether a
person can acquire a defeater for basic theistic belief, and it certainly seems
an important part of Plantinga’s epistemology to allow that possibility.

6. Conclusion

I have argued that Plantinga’s largely externalist epistemology of warrant and
proper function (implicitly) contains at least two important internalist features
generated by his notion of a ‘defeater system’ as essential to proper cognitive
function. This component in turn entails that, given defeating circumstances,
the PF-rationality of theistic belief depends on a person’s having a defeater-
defeater for the original defeater against theistic belief. The defeater-defeater
requirement suggests that the rationality of theistic belief, even construed in
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an externalist manner, sometimes demands a degree of internalist reflective
rationality whereby we acquire reasons for supposing that theistic belief has
some epistemic excellence (e.g., is epistemically rational). To the extent to
which reflective rationality contributes to the PF-rationality of theistic belief it
also contributes to the warrant of theistic belief. Here the internalist intuitions
of classical evidentialism are retained within an otherwise externalist episte-
mological theory. Given the acquisition of defeaters, whether one knows that
God exists sometimes requires reflective rationality. Plantinga has provided
not merely an externalist model of proper basicality but an epistemological
theory that can accommodate the more reasonable intuitions of the classical
evidentialist tradition.
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Notes

1. By ‘proper function’ Plantinga understands an absence of cognitive dysfunction, impair-
ment, disorder, or pathology in some person’s holding B. Plantinga distinguishes between
properly functioning cognitive faculties and properly functioning truth-aimed cognitive
faculties. The latter is relevant to warrant. Moreover, a particular doxastic state might be
the product not of malfunction but of properly functioning cognitive faculties in some
way overridden by certain emotional states (e.g., anger, ambition, lust). So a belief can
also be externally rational in the sense that it was produced by properly functioning
cognitive powers not impeded, inhibited, or overridden by emotions of a certain type.
I will understand ‘proper function’ throughout to include these qualifications.

2. Warranted Christian Belief (hereafter, WCB), 1997 unpublished manuscript, chapter 7,
pp- 7-8.

3. For Plantinga’s account of rationality defeaters, see Warrant and Proper Function (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1993), pp. 41-42 and chapter 12; ‘Naturalism defeated’
(December 1994 draft, unpublished); ‘Reliabilism, analyses, and defeaters’, Philosophy
and Phenomenological Research 55 (1995), pp. 334-342; and WCB (forthcoming).

4. Plantinga writes: “D is a defeater of B for S at t iff S comes to believe D at t and S’s
noetic structure N at t includes B and is such that any human being (1) whose cognitive
faculties are functioning properly in the relevant respects, (2) whose noetic structure is N,
and (3) who comes to believe D but nothing else independent of or stronger than D would
withhold B (or believe it less strongly)” (WCB, Prologue to Part IV, p. 6).

5. For an account of this distinction see John Pollock, Contemporary Theories of Knowledge
(Savage, MD: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, 1986), pp. 37-39.

6. In ‘Reliabilism, analyses, and defeaters’, Plantinga says that “a defeater D for a proposi-
tion (for a person S) must be such that it lowers the epistemic probability of the prospective
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=)

10.

11.

12.

defeatee: it must be the case that the epistemic probability of the proposed defeatee on the
conjunction of D with the relevant rest of S’s noetic structure is lower than on that relevant
rest alone” (p. 441). Of course, for Plantinga, the conditional epistemic probability of A
on B is a matter of the degree to which a rational person will accept A given that she also
accepts B, reflectively considers A in the light of B, and has no other source of warrant
for A (or its denial). So whether a person has a defeater for some belief really depends
on the specifications of the design plan. It isn’t entirely clear how narrow (or broad) such
specifications should be, and Plantinga does not explicitly formulate any general princi-
ples here but merely relies on examples that carry with them a good degree of intuitive
plausibility. Presumably we could formulate general principles from an induction of such
samples, much like the method Plantinga suggests for determining the criteria of proper
basicality. I suggest something like this in Section 5.

. Plantinga raises this point in Warrant and Proper Function, p. 42.
. See ‘Naturalism defeated’, p. 30.
. The kind of internalism here approximates what William Alston labels perspectival inter-

nalism. See Alston, ‘Internalism and externalism’ and ‘An internalist externalism’ in
Alston, Epistemic Justification (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1989), pp. 185-226,
227-245. Although on Plantinga’s model what defeats a belief is another belief (and/or
experience), what allows the defeat to take place (i.e., the efficacy of the defeater) is a
specification of the design plan. The latter provides an externalist twist to the internalist
condition. Also, Plantinga maintains that typically a defeater includes (or requires) S’s
seeing the connection between the defeatee and the defeating reasons. In that case, many
defeaters would seem to include (or require) a person’s (consciously or reflectively) taking
it that her belief is defeated or irrational. Perhaps the latter is also sufficient for rationality
defeat. See ‘Naturalism defeated’, pp. 36-37 and Michael Bergmann’s account of inter-
nalist defeat in Plantinga and other moderate externalists in ‘Internalism, externalism and
the no-defeater condition’, Synthese 110 (March 1997), pp. 399—417. See also Note 12.
For instance, in response to Gettier counterexamples defeasibility accounts of knowledge
typically require that there be no true proposition such that is a person believed it, she
would (or should) believe that her belief is defeated.

The point may also be supported by the fact that one may have a rationality defeater for
an unwarranted belief. I believe that your wife is out of work because you tell me so. As
it happens you are lying to me, so the belief has no warrant. But I can easily acquire a
rationality defeater for this belief, as would be the case if, for instance, I ran into your
wife at her place of work, her boss confirms that she works there, and she tells me that
you are suffering from a mendacity disorder.

For a similar account of the no-defeater condition, see Bergmann, ‘Internalism, exter-
nalism, and the no-defeater condition’. Bergmann states the condition as requiring for
warrant that S not believe (or would not upon reflection) that her belief is defeated. I'm
inclined to see this as logically consistent with my formulation [ND]. A person who has an
undefeated defeater has sufficient reason for supposing that her belief is defeated. Perhaps
ordinarily the defeater grounds a person’s consciously or reflectively taking it that her
belief is defeated (provided that having the concept of defeat is defined in sufficiently
broad terms). Nevertheless, in [ND] I refrain from phrasing Plantinga’s view in terms
of believing that one has a defeater for three reasons. First, it is not Plantinga’s way
of describing rationality defeat. Secondly, Plantinga has informed me in correspondence
that a person can have an undefeated defeater without believing that she has it, and that
would be enough to defeat warrant. Lastly, in more recent correspondence Plantinga has
suggested that one can believe that one has a defeater for a belief B without actually
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having one, in which case B could still be warranted, though perhaps not to the same
degree. Suppose a freshman college student believes the argument given to him by his
philosophy professor to the effect that belief in the existence of the external world is
irrational or unwarranted, but nonetheless the student finds himself unable to withhold
this belief. Plantinga thinks that under these circumstances the student could believe that
he has a defeater for B (i.e., there is an external world) but B could still be rational and
warranted, though perhaps B has less warrant than it would otherwise have had. However,
it seems to me that the student might very well have a defeater here, though only a partial
one that reduces the degree of warrant. Maybe the rational thing to do is not withhold
B, but not hold B as firmly. Thus it might be true that a belief is warranted to a degree
sufficient, along with true belief, for knowledge only if a person does not believe that her
belief is defeated. See also Note 9.

I say undefeated defeater since it is possible to remain warranted in holding B even if
one continues to hold a defeater reason. Upon being appeared to red-widgetly, I form the
belief there are red widgets on the assembly line. The superintendent then tells me that
they are being irradiated by an infra red light. I have acquired an undercutting defeater
for my belief and no longer have reason for supposing that the widgets are red. But then,
if I walk over to the widget assembly line, pick up a few, and look at them in natural
light and see that they are red, I have acquired a defeater-defeater for the defeater. This
defeater doesn’t give me a reason for supposing that the widgets are not being irradiated
with a red light, but the defeating force of that prior reason has been neutralized. Here
we have a defeater being defeated without a person’s ceasing to hold the defeater reason.
This should be contrasted with cases where I have reasons for supposing that a defeater
reason is false. For instance, the owner of the factory or some other reliable source might
tell me that the superintendent regularly lies to visitors about the widgets being irradiated
by a red light in order to impress them with a show of expertise. See also Note 20.

See WCB (Prologue to Part IV, p. 7), Warrant and Proper Function (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1993), pp. 229-231, and ‘Reliabilism, analyses, and defeaters’, pp. 336—
342.

Plantinga’s version of this example goes as follows. “Compare the case with a believer in
God, who perhaps through an injudicious reading of Freud, comes to think that religious
belief generally and theistic belief in particular is almost always produced by wish fulfill-
ment. Such beliefs, she now thinks, are not produced by cognitive faculties functioning
properly in a congenial environment according to a design plan successfully aimed at
truth; instead they are produced by wish fulfillment, which, while indeed it has a function,
does not have the function of producing true beliefs. Suppose she considers the objective
probability that wish fulfillment, as a belief producing mechanism, is reliable. She might
quite properly estimate this probability as relatively low; alternatively she might also be
equally agnostic about the probability that a belief should be true, given that it is produced
by wish fulfillment. But then in either case she has a defeater for any belief she takes to
be produced by the mechanism in question. ... She . ..has an undercutting defeater for her
belief in God; if that defeater remains itself undefeated and if she has no other source
of evidence, then the rational course would be to reject belief in God. That is not say,
of course, that she would in fact be able to do so; but it remains the rational course”
(Warrant and Proper Function, pp. 230-231). Plantinga presents a similar example in
WCB, Prologue to Part IV.

That is, either holds the denial of T or holds neither T nor its denial.

Plantinga, of course, distinguishes between what is all things considered PF-rational to
believe and what is conditionally PF-rational to believe, i.e., what is rational to believe
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18.

19.

20.

21.

given other beliefs I have at the time. See his ‘Naturalism defeated’ (p. 22). I do not
mean to suggest in my account that withholding theistic belief is all things considered
PF-rational, but it certainly seems to be PF-rational in a narrower sense, relative to the
proper functioning of the defeater system. I explore the significance of this in my ‘Can
religious unbelief be proper function rational’ (forthcoming, Faith and Philosophy).
Plantinga, Warrant and Proper Function, p. 231. See Note 15 for the complete passage.
Although Plantinga here seems to distinguish between defeater-defeaters and what he
calls an “additional source of evidence” (for the truth of a belief), I think in fact the latter
would be a special case of the former. I discuss this in the text under the role of natural
theology.

See Philip Quinn, ‘The foundations of theism again’, in Rational Faith: Catholic
Responses to Reformed Epistemology, ed. Linda Zagzebski (Notre Dame, IN: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1993), p. 42.

Alternatively, one might think of this as a species of undercutting defeaters. There is
an important distinction here though. Pollock distinguishes between reason that attack a
conclusion (rebutters) and reasons that attack the connection between the premises and
the conclusion (undercutters). We might want to distinguish these from reasons a person
has for thinking that a premise in the defeater is false, a defeater-defeater that attacks
neither the conclusion nor the connection between the premises and the conclusion. Here
are two other differences. You can have an undercutting defeater against a basic belief, but
a reason-defeating defeater must be against a non-basic belief. Also, it seems that in the
typical case of an undercutter one retains at least one of the (original) defeating reasons,
whereas in a reason-defeating defeater-defeater at least one of the (original) defeating
reasons is not retained. See examples in Note 13.

Some clarification is needed here with respect to the parenthetical clause. I am using ‘D’
in this context to refer to either the defeating reasons or S’s taking it that T is defeated
(both of which Plantinga seems at times to include as components of the defeater). See
Note 9. An internal rationality defeater D acquired at t; will ordinarily undergo a kind of
fragmentation over time, especially as the defeating reasons recess into memory and their
details are forgotten. It wouldn’t follow that T is no longer internally defeated. Although
Plantinga doesn’t develop the following sort of distinction, I think it could be argued
that there is a defeater-defeater requirement at t; if and only if the internal defeat of T
is diachronically extended to tp, and this will be so if S consciously takes it that T is
internally defeated at t) (or would upon reflection). If so, then S need not remember what
his original defeating reasons were, though typically he will remember that he had such
reasons (and that they remain undefeated at t,). It is not entirely clear — from Plantinga’s
perspective — whether a further constraint should be added to the effect that if these
conditions are not satisfied at ty it is not due to cognitive malfunction. It follows that
[DD] allows a limited number of circumstances in which T, though PF-irrational at t;
due to a rationality defeater D, is PF-rational at t, 1 though without the acquisition of
a defeater-defeater D* against D. For instance, with the passing of time a person might
simply forget that he had a defeater against T and thus no longer take T to be epistemically
irrational. Or perhaps brain damage (caused by an automobile accident) induces local
amnesia and S has no memory of D, nor takes T to be defeated. Whether the same can
be said for situations where S’s ceasing to have a defeater (or ceasing to take it that T
is defeated) is the result of a cognitive disorder or malfunction is somewhat unclear. For
a more detailed account of the formulation of [DD] in relation to these problems, see
my ‘Proper basicality and the evidential significance of internalist defeat: A proposal for
revising classical evidentailism’ (forthcoming).
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Plantinga, ‘Reason and belief in God’, in Faith and Rationality (Notre Dame IN:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1983), pp. 82-87, 164-166, 171.

William Alston, ‘An internalist externalism’, in Alston, Epistemic Justification, pp. 238—
244,

Alvin Goldman argues that knowledge can be undermined by counter-evidence that a
person has or should have. See his Epistemology and Cognition (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1983), pp. 62—-63. Robert Nozick suggests that a necessary condition for
knowledge is that a person not believe that her belief does not track truth. See his Philo-
sophical Explanations (Cambridge: Belknap Press, 1981), p. 196. Goldman and Nozick
are two examples of externalists (in addition to Plantinga) who maintain one internalist
condition for knowledge, an internalist no-defeater condition.

See Quinn’s ‘The foundations of the theism again’ and Greco’s ‘Natural theology and
theistic knowledge’, in Rational Faith, ed. Linda Zagzebski (Notre Dame, IN: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1993).

This doesn’t imply that holding not-B would be epistemically rational, as the rational
thing might be to take both B and not-B as epistemically irrational and simply withhold
B.

For this reason we should also add that the degree to which S has reasons for supposing
that holding theism (to some degree) is epistemically rational given that S has acquired a
defeater-defeater also depends on the post-defeat status of the original grounds for holding
theistic belief. Restored internal rationality could be a function of both the (strength of the)
defeater-defeater and the original grounds (if they are still operative).

I developed this sort of argument in ‘Alstonian foundationalism and higher-level theistic
evidentialism’, International Journal for Philosophy of Religion 37 (1995), pp. 25-44.
Although I laid out the notion of reflective rationality and a strong evidentialist require-
ment for all higher-level beliefs, I provided no account of conditions under which either
reflective rationality or reasons for higher-level beliefs would be necessary for being
warranted in lower-level beliefs.

WCB, chapter 13, pp. 40-41.

WCB, chapter 11, pp. 23-24.

Plantinga himself mentions these exceptions. See Warrant and Proper Function, p. 41.
‘Naturalism defeated’, p. 32.

See my ‘Can religious unbelief be proper function rational? (forthcoming, Faith and
Philosophy), in which I present a detailed critical analysis of Plantinga’s claim that alleged
defeaters against theistic belief would depend on cognitive malfunction elsewhere in a
person’s cognitive system.

See Philip Quinn, ‘In search of the foundations of theism’, Faith and Philosophy 2 (1985);
Plantinga, ‘The foundations of theism: A reply’, Faith and Philosophy 3 (July 1986),
pp- 310-311; and Quinn, ‘The foundations of theism again’, in Rational Faith, ed. Linda
Zagzebski (1993).

See James Sennett, ‘Reformed epistemology and epistemic duty’, Logos 12 (1991),
pp. 127-130, and Quinn, ‘The foundations of theism again’, p. 38.

Address for correspondence: Michael Czapkay Sudduth, St Michael’s College, Department of
Philosophy, Winooski Park, Colchester, VT 05439, USA

Phone: (802) 654-2598; Fax: (802) 654-2610;

E-mail: msudduth@smcvt.edu or msudduth@ix.netcom.com
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