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1. Introduction

In “Can It be Rational to Have Faith?”, | arguédttto have faith in some proposition consists,
roughly speaking, in stopping one’s search for evid and committing to act on that proposition azith
further evidence. In that paper, | also outlindtew and why stopping the search for evidence atingac
is rationally required. Because the frameworkhat paper was that of formal decision theory, it
primarily considered the relationship between faitiddegreef belief, rather than between faith and
belief full stop (hereafter, “belief”). The purposf this paper is to explore the relationship leetwv
rational faith and justified belief.

Before rehearsing my account of faith, let meflyrisay something about the overall
epistemological picture that | am working with, wiirests on two assumptions. The first is thaebel
come in degrees. This idea can be motivated higingtthat among the propositions | believe, the
strength of my belief is not uniform. For exampidile | believe that the sun will rise tomorrowdain
believe that it will be a cloudless day, | beligkie former much more strongly. | would be willitmybet
more on the former: | would be willing, for example pay 99 cents for a bet that pays me a ddlthei
sun rises tomorrow, but | would not pay 99 centsafbet that pays me a dollar if it is a cloudlgay.
This distinction holds not only among propositidielieve, but also among propositions | fail tdidoee:
| can rank these according to how likely | thinkytare to be true. While | don't believe that @iants
will win the World Series and | don't believe thae Cubs will win the World Series, | would be witi
to pay 10 cents for a bet that pays a dollar ifGients win, but | would be unwilling to accept buadds
on a bet that pays off if the Cubs win. Accordiaghe epistemological picture here, my degreectieb
that the sun will rise tomorrow is higher than negoee of belief that today will be cloudless, and m
degree of belief that the Giants will win is higliean my degree of belief that the Cubs will wibin this
picture, rational degrees of belief @edenceksare best thought of as subjective probabiliteedajective
in the sense that they are the individual belie/egsponse to her own evidence, and probabiliti¢isa
sense that they obey the axioms of the probaloititgulus. Rational degrees of belief are aigdatedin
response to new evidence: so, for example, on nmgmuevidence | might have degree of belief Odt th
the Giants will win the World Series, but if | leathat their star shortstop is injured, my degrieetief
drops to 0.05. We can represent this by writingigts win) = 0.1 and p(Giants win | star shortssop
injured) = 0.05, where p(X | Y) is read as “thelgability of X conditional onY” or “the probability ofX
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givenY. Finally, we can think of an individual's degrefebelief in a proposition as an estimate of the
proposition’s truth-value, given her eviderice.

The second assumption is that rational believeghtto proportion their degrees of belief to the
evidence. This thesis is knowneasddentialism Evidentialism rules out taking into account riousth-
conducive reasons in deciding what degrees offltelieold. For example, one cannot adopt a high
degree of belief in a proposition simply because wants it to be true. Nor can one adopt a hignese
of belief in a proposition for moral reasons, faample, because it is a proposition about a friand,
one has a moral duty to think well of a friendwdn’t take a stand on whether a given body of exiée
always recommends a unique set of credences ohahetn the contrary, two different individuals twbu
have the same evidence and each rationally adff@tedit credences — but if this is possible, the
difference must be explained by something episteaileer than their non-epistemic values.
Furthermore, | am only assuming evidentialism aloiegfrees obelief: as we will see, one can be an
evidentialist about degrees of belief while thirkihat “on-off” belief ought to be sensitive to ntvath-
conducive factors.

Epistemic rationalityconcerns which credences one ought to have andomkaought to believe.
Instrumental rationalityconcerns what one ought to do. We saw abovehbed is a link between
credence and betting behavior: of two propositianstional individual would rather take a bet ba t
proposition to which she assigns a higher credeMmre generally, credences figure into a precise
theory of rational action. A maxim that guidesi@ets that one ought to take the means to onals:en
one ought to choose the act that brings aboututeme one values most. But this maxim cannot
always be followed as stated. In the typical case,has many competing ends which one values to
different degrees; furthermore, one is typically certain of what the state of the world is, btéad
assigns credence to several possible states. x&ompde, consider the choice about whether to boimgjs
umbrella to work: one values staying dry while ganrg an umbrella more than getting wet, but one als
values staying dry while not carrying an umbrellarenthan staying dry while carrying one; and one
assigns some credence to the hypothesis thatiinimg and some credence to the hypothesis tigahiit
raining.

Decision theorymakes precise the components of this decisionhandthey interact to produce
a recommendation about what one should do. Arsdlbbught of as a gamble whose payoffs depend on
the state of the world. For example, not carnangumbrella is the gamble that results in gettieg ifvit
rains and staying dry while not carrying an umiarélit doesn’t: and if one thinks there is a 70B&ice

of rain, then this is the lottery {70% chance oftipg wet, 30% chance of staying dry while not geng

2 See Joyce (2005). It is controversial how exactlgive content to what degree of belief represedmit the
differences between the various proposals won'tenatere.



an umbrella}. Also introduced isuility function a function which measures how much one values
particular outcomes.The standard view is that an instrumentally relondividual ought to choose the
act with the highest average utility value (theheistexpected utility, given the probabilities she assigns
to the various possible states. We write u(O}aad for the utility value of some outco®eand p(X)

to stand for the probability of some possible stdithe worldX. If u(getting wet) = -3, u(staying dry
while not carrying an umbrella) = 3, u(staying dnd carrying an umbrella) = 1, p(rain) = 0.3, afbp
rain) = 0.7, then EU(don't bring umbrella) = (0-3)(+ (0.7)(3) = 1.2 and EU(bring umbrella) = (¢1j)

+ (0.3)(1) = 1; therefore, one ought not to brimg's umbrella.

On this picture, one’s values and beliefs are stivje, and from them we can arrive at a
recommendation about what to do. | hold — althaihdghis controversial — that we ought additionadly
allow an individual to determine for herself howtéde risk into account. For example, some pecgte
proportionally more about what happens in the woase scenario than what happens in the best-case
scenario. Although the chance of rain is 0.3, wtmtemplating an act where “rain” leads to theswor
outcome, the possibility of rain may weigh more\lilgan deliberation. To determine which act is
instrumentally rational for thesesk-avoidantindividuals, we can still calculate values accogdio a
mathematical formula, but one which weights theiminm more heavily than its “probability share” of
the state spaceFor example, one might shift the “decision weijht the weights the various
possibilities get for decision-making purposes -the the risk-weighted expected utility (REU) atn
bringing an umbrella is (0.6)(-3) + (0.4)(3) = -Oahd as a result forgoing one’s umbrella is not
recommended. (A similar point holds of “risk-im#id” individuals, who weight the maximum more
heavily than the minimum.) Since this thesisiis @ntroversial, | will make sure to say how tgsigo
both on standard decision theory (expected utitigory) and on the alternative | favor (risk-wegght
expected utility theory).

This is the basic framework of “formal” epistemojogredences are the epistemological entity;
the norm of epistemic rationality is to have credenthat obey the probability calculus and (acogydd
evidentialism) to proportion them to the evideranag the norm of instrumental rationality is to nmaize
expected utility (or, on my view, to maximize rigleighted expected utility). You'll notice that &ven’t
yet said anything about the relationship betweedamce and belief. That is because there is dlyrrem
agreed upon view about how the two frameworksfiether. The bulk of this paper will consider what
can be said about faith and belief according tess\plausible but competing answers to this qaesti
First, however, let me briefly outline the accoahfaith | offered in Buchak (2012), and how fdiits

into the formal epistemological picture.

% For details, see Buchak (2013).



2. The Nature of Faith

An account of the nature of faith should satisfyesal criteria. First, it should capture what we
take to be paradigm cases of faith, both intuiyivaid within the context of interpersonal relatiuips
and religious practices. | assume throughoutriigious faith is a special case of a generalffieohi
attitude that encompasses “secular” cases of daitlell, such as faith in a friend. Thus, we are
interested in a minimal core notion of faith tretonsistent with distinct, thicker notions of festuch as
Christian faith, faith in one’s spouse, and soHorSecond, an account of the nature of faith shbal
able to distinguish between what we take to be gasés of faith and what we take to be bad cases of
faith. If we don'’t agree about all cases, it skozdpture the cases we do agree about and yiedddact/
on those we don’t. Finally, those who endorsédnfag a virtue think of it as a central componetthiwi
some sphere of activity, for example, religiousctice or interpersonal relationships. Thus, thalfi
desideratum for an account of faith is that it akmd why faith can be a virtue (intellectual orasthise),
and what the attitude of faith can add to humam Iifo set these criteria out isn’t to prejudgegbestion
of whether they can be satisfied (of whether theadly is a notion of faith that is common to both
religious and mundane contexts and according tolwfziith serves a positive role) but rather to bepi
search for whether there is an account of faith¢ha meet them. Additionally, there may be nglgin
sense of faith that explains all usages of the tefmat | am after is the concept in the neighbochtiat
is normative — the concept according to which ttug of some people that they ought to have thitha
friend will come through for them or faith that Gexlists -if there is such a concept.

Even given these caveats, there are at least twortemt senses of the term “faithgtopositional
faith (faith thatX, whereX is some proposition) aridterpersonal faith{faith inl, wherel is some
individual). My account is an account of propasitl faith. My hope is that the correct account of
interpersonal faith will ultimately rest on an aoobof propositional faith: for example, to havétan a
person is to have faith that some facts about bire But even if these two senses of faith argely
independent, | take it there is still an importquéstion about what propositional faith consists(ifhe
only substantive thesis | am ruling out is thataoount of propositional faith rests on an accadint
interpersonal faith.) An account of propositiofath has two parts. The first delineates theoet
propositions that are potential candidates fohfaind the second what it is to have faith in dithese
propositions. While all propositions are potemjigihe objects of credence and of belief, not all
propositions are even candidates for faith. Thirgroduce three criteria that a proposition mustet in
order to be a potential object of faith for a parkar individual.

First, in order for a proposition to be a potentibject of faith, the individual must care whether

or not the proposition is true. Faith thats incompatible with indifference about whetber



Second, the individual must have a positive atéittavards the truth of the proposition. This can
be seen by noting that while | can be said to lmveack faith that you will quit smoking, | can't
appropriately be said to have or lack faith that yall continue smoking. The exact attitude onestmu
have towards the proposition needs some spellihglmugh. In my earlier account | said that teese
in which one must have a positive attitude is tra is basing some act on the proposition. However
this threatens to let in too many propositions@gtial objects of faith. For example, it implibst my
betting on your continuing to smoke is enough ti&ergou continue to smoke” an appropriate object of
faith. One might instead claim that in order Xoto be an appropriate object of faith, one mustgprénat
X, aside from any act one takes. However, thisateres to rule out too many propositions as potentia
objects of faith. For example, consider an indigildwhose friend brings her news that the individua
child has been kidnapped and that the individuatmay a ransom to rescue him: it is felicitousdg
that the individual pays in part because she htstfaat her friend is telling the truth, but sHecourse
prefers that the friend be lyirfgl don’t think this example reveals that a positattitude is not a
necessary condition of faith — there is somethiivag bne has a positive attitude towards in thisrgle,
namely the friend — but that we need a more nuaacedunt of what sort of attitude is requirededve
this aside for future work.

Third, in order for a propositiok to be an appropriate object of faith for a patticindividual,
she must not take her evidence on its own to stygorbeing certain that her evidence must leave
open the possibility thatot-X° For example, while it is felicitous to say, befgou know the results of
a friend’s exam, that you have faith that yourrfdgpassed the exam, it is infelicitous to say dise she
shows you her passing grade. There are certails kihpropositions for which evidence cannot gdhera
produce certainty, because there is yet no fattteofmatter: for those who hold that free actionstmat
be determined in advance, an example of such agitam is a proposition concerning the future fagé
of another individual. Thus, these kinds of prafass will often be candidates for faith.

Now that we have delineated the set propositibasare candidates for faith, we can ask what
having faith involves. A key component is thatiahatX involves a willingness to act ofin situations
in which doing so constitutes taking a risk. Whenhave faith that a particular individual will asta
certain way — keep our secret, pick us up fromefh@ort, do what is in our best interests — we @kisk
that the individual will let us down. We are vulable to the individual not acting as we have f#tiidt
she will act.

However, not every case of risk-taking will coustam act of faith. Faith involves a willingness

to commit to acting on the proposition one hasfaitwithout first looking for further evidence for

* The general form this example takes is due to Rrsss.
® “Not-X' is hereafter represented s



against that proposition. An individual with faithher friend’s ability to keep a secret must hiing to
confide in her friend without first verifying with third party that the friend isn't a gossip. Amvaho
has faith that his wife is constant must commhigmarriage without first hiring a private detgetio
observe how his wife behaves when he is not thareindividual who has faith that a particular tyéel
will hold his weight doesn't test the bridge befstepping onto it. Not only do individuals withtfanot
need further evidence, they will choose not to iohitaf it is offered to them, when their only arest in
obtaining it is in how it bears on the decisionattihe act. For example, | must decline if a tmadty
offers to tell me about her experiences with mgrfd’'s secret-keeping abilities. More specifically,
individuals with faith will commit to the risky aegtithout looking for further evidence.

| want to be clear that having faith doesn’t meanagally avoiding all evidence for or against the
proposition in question; rather, it mearat looking for further evidender the specific purpose of
deciding whether to act on the propositi@nnot basing one’s decision on how the evidence tous|
also want to make clear that in many cases, aidadis eschew further evidence will be based on
evidence one already has: faith need not be “blfaith. (And, as we will see, faith tends to btoraal
to the extent that one has already amassed evidemeenust base one’s faith on evidence, even thoug
faith involves eschewing further evidence — onetrfitst climb the ladder before kicking it away, &0
speak.) So faith involves two key components:ngki risk and doing so without the need for further
evidence.

Let us make this analysis of faith explicit. Eirnge will say that an a& constitutes an
individual's taking a risk oiX just in case there is some alternative availati®auch that is preferred
to B under the supposition th¥t andB is preferred t&\ under the supposition th¥t For example, my
revealing a secret is a risk on my friend’s keephrgysecret because | prefer to tell her on theasipion
that she will keep it and not tell her on the sigifian that she won't. Whether an act is a riskomill
be relative to the individual performing the a8o we have:

For an individual, A is an act of faith thaX if and only ifX is a candidate proposition for faith

and:

(1) A constituted taking a risk orX.

(2) I chooses to commit ¥ before examining additional evidence rather tlogpastpone her

decision abouf until she examines additional evidefice.

So to perform an act of faith in a propositiondgake a risk on that proposition, and to refraomf

gathering further evidence before committing tartgkhat risk.

® In Buchak (2012), these conditions were formulategrms of preference rather than choice becdasision
theory is primarily a theory about preferencehihk the view is more intuitive when formulatedtérms of choice,
and since choice and preference are linked, | sd&mm in doing so, although there may still bestjoes about
whether the requirement is ultimately about chaicpreferences, if the two do come apart.



Several points of clarification are in order. Thst was already mentioned: to have faith tat
does not require that one in general ignore futuidence in the matter & What it requires is thamne
choose to commit to the relevant act without fiethering additional evidenceFor example, that the
theologian has faith that God exists is compatith her continuing to study theology, becausedies
not base her commitment to the Christian life anrssults of her study. Indeed, gathering evideace
itself sometimes be a faithful act if the eviderggathered for purposes other than committing to a
further act (though of course the question of hashsevidence will then bear on one’s faith ariséxjr
the theologian, devoting herself to theologicadgtis itself an act of faith because doing so dtutsts
taking a risk that God exists (if God does not gxsstudy theology is a waste of her time, bu@dfd
does exist, then theological study will lead tcegper understanding of God), and because sheliisgwil
to devote herself to study without first verifyittyough other means that God exists (praying figa,
for example). Faith requires not engaging in ajuiry for the purpose diguring out whether to take the
risk on the claim in question.

The second point of clarification concerns the enfrem acts of faith to faith itself. Whether one
has faith thakX is a matter of which acts of faith théne is willing to perform. Just as belief comes i
degrees, so too does faith. And one’s degreeitbfvidll be a matter of which risks one is willing take
on X without looking for further evidence. | might lmgnough faith that God exists to attend a house of
worship (a low-stakes risk) without gathering fenttevidence, but | might not have enough faith that
God exists to donate all my money to charity ake 1@ a life of poverty (a high-stakes risk) withou
gathering further evidendeFaith simpliciter, then, is a matter of one’spdisitional profile.

Given that faith simpliciter is determined from thets of faith one is willing to perform, one
point to note about the requirements for a projmsi being a candidate for faith in combinationttwi
the second condition in the above account of faithat the account can distinguish between préiposi
that a risky act reveals faith in and propositithvet are presuppositions of the act. When we lsatyan
act constitutes a risk ofy in the sense that it is the preferred a2t ffolds but not the preferred ackif
holds, this preference is determined against thiwithual’'s background credences. Donating all roé’'e
money to Oxfam only constitutes taking a risk orofiGexists} if one assumes that if God exists, God
commands extreme charitable giving and that Oxfathe most efficient charity. Therefore, thisasb
constitutes taking a risk on {if God exists, theadZommands poverty} and {Oxfam is the most effitie
charity}. Refraining from a prenuptial agreementycconstitutes taking a risk on {my spouse will

continue to be committed to me} if one assumesithaill be financially beneficial to separate ose’

"1 don’t have a formal definition of how precisalge’s degree of faith is determined from whichsiske is
willing to take without gathering further evidendiepugh at the very least being willing to takeh@gstakes risks
indicates having more faith. | also don't measuggest anything about the structure of degreéstbf e.g., that
they can be represented cardinally rather thamalig



assets from his in the event of a divorce. Theegf@fraining from a prenuptial agreement also
constitutes taking a risk on {a prenuptial agreeimelh be financially beneficial in the event of\dirce}.
But we wouldn’t want to say that one has faithliroathese propositions. And, on my account, we
don’t: the proposition that a prenuptial agreenveiitbe financially beneficial is not an object faiith,
because one is indifferent to the truth of thaineclaOne does not have faith in {Oxfam is the most
efficient charity} even though one is not indiffatéo the truth of this claim, if one is willing tesearch
charities further before donating. Similarly, winet one has faith that {if God exists, then God
commands poverty} is a matter of whether one iinglto read the relevant religious texts to gbetter
idea of what God commands.

3. When and Why Faith is Rational

What, then, is the relationship between ratioadghfand degrees of belief? (Another way of
putting this question is: under what evidentialditions is it rational to have faith?) Recall that a
proposition to be an object of faith, one mustimte pX) = 1: one must not be certain, on the basis of
the evidence alone, thdtholds. Assuming that meets the other conditions for being an appropriat
object of faith (one cares wheth¢mand has a positive attitude towards the trutK)pfve can
characterize when it is rational to have faith &ty considering when it is rational to perform yisicts
on X without more evidence.

Again, every act can be thought of as a lottericlvlyields various results in various states. To
commit to actA is just to take the gamble that yield&X if X obtains and\&X if X obtains. This is to
say: committing téA can be thought of as holding a lottery ticket tiatdsA&X with probability pK)
andA&X with probability p&). Committing to tell one’s secret to the friemdthout looking for further
evidence, is a lottery which results in telling msecret and having it kept, with whatever prolighbi
one now assigns to the proposition that the frigitidkeep the secret; and which results in tellone’s
secret and having it spilled, with whatever probighone now assigns to the proposition that thenfd
won't keep the secret.

An act of evidence-gathering can be thought oth@ésimplest case, as an act which will result in
one of two “evidence-receiving” eventspr E, one which raises the individual's degree of HetieX
and the other which lowers®itLet us assume thgtis the “confirmatory” evidence: confirmatory ineth
sense that it increases one’s degree of beligf o that the probability of givenE is higher than the
probability of X without this information (p{ | E) > p(X)). And let us assume thati&the
“disconfirmatory” evidence: disconfirmatory in teense that it decreases one’s degree of belkfdn

that pX | B) < p(X). For example, the act of gathering evidence Bboe’s friend’s secret-keeping

8 See Good (1967) for the general framework for dissussion.



ability by asking a third party either results e third party saying that she trusts the frienictvraises
one’s credence in the proposition that the friefllkeep the secret, or results in her saying st does
not trust the friend, which lowers one’s credence.

Gathering the evidence and then choosing an actlsarbe thought of as a particular kind of
gamble. One predicts whether one willAlor B if E obtains by determining what one will prefer when
one assigns credencedE) to X. For example, one predicts whether one will reeea’s secret if the
third party says the friend is trustworthy by calesing one’s credence that the friend will keepsberet
conditional on the third party saying the frienchig trustworthy. Doing\ when one gets the
confirmatory evidenc& results inA&X if E&X and results i&X if E&X: it results in telling one’s
secret and having it kept if the third party sdysfriend is trustworthy and she is in fact trustivg, and
it results in telling one’s secret and having itled if the third party says the friend is trustifoy but the
friend is not. One likewise predicts whether oriédo A or B if E obtains. Thus, gathering the evidence
and then acting is a gamble with four relevanest&i&X, E&X, E&X, andE&X. (In our example: the
third party says the friend is trustworthy and shehe third party says she is trustworthy andishmot;
the third party says she is not trustworthy butistteustworthy; and the third party says she is no
trustworthy and she is not.) The case in whichinkdéesidual will do A either way is just equivalent to the
act of committing tdA, and so will have the same results as committrgdoes, or worse results if the
experiment has some cost. The more interestirgyisabat in which the individual will da if E butB if
E: reveal the secret if the third party says thenfd is trustworthy, and don’t reveal it if she daes In
this case, gathering the evidence and then choasiragt is the lottery that yieldskX with probability
pP(E&X); A&X with probability p(E&X); B&X with probability p(X); and B&X with probability
p(E&X). (Again, in our example: the secret is told &agt if the third party says the friend is
trustworthy and she is; it is told and not keghié third party says the friend is trustworthy ahe is not;
it is not told but would have been kept if it hagkh told, if the third party says the friend is not
trustworthy but she is; and it is not told and vebnbt have been kept if it had been told, if thedtharty
says the friend is not trustworthy and she is nae each of these events can be assigned some
probability.) Additionally, we might consider tha¢rforming the experiment rather than committing t
the act first icostly, in which case we can adjust the outcomes ofldltisry to include the relevant
costs’

Whether committing té\ or basing one’s decision on further evidencetismal is determined
by which of these acts has the highest expectétyutr on the more general theory | mentionedwbo

in which individuals’ risk-attitudes are allowed\ary, which has the highest risk-weighted expected

® Costs might be different for different states ataomes, e.g., if it is costly to postpone dafgut not doing3, or
if it is costly to postpone doing just in caseX obtains, but not otherwise.
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utility. To see which general conditions will magemmitting rather than gathering evidence ratipnal
note that the evidence-gathering gamble has thmpertant features. First, it may have costs inane
more states, if there are costs associated wittppoisg the commitment. Second, if the state ef th
world isE, then because gathering the evidence promptsitiddual to doB, gathering the evidence
produces a benefit X holds (it prompts the individual to dwhenB is better thami\ in the true state of
the world), and a harm X holds (it prompts the individual to ddwhenB is worse tham\ in the true
state of the world). Call this latter possibil{fg&X) the possibility oimisleadingevidence: misleading in
the sense that it leads the individual to (ratiypdbwer her credence in the true state of theldvand
thereby perform an action that in fact turns outsedor her. The third thing to notice is thathié state
of the world isE, then since one will dA regardless of whether one gathers the evidenfiesor
commits, the outcome one gets is the same eithg(agide from the possible cost).

So, under what conditions will committing Acrather than gathering additional evidence before
deciding be rational? While | leave the mathenadtietails asid&’ we can say that doing so will be
rational roughly to the extent that three condgioibtain, where each condition is a necessary tondi
First, either postponing the decision has significasts or the individual is risk-avoidant in gense
mentioned above (that she gives more weight toevpassible states in decision-making), or Bbth.
(Keep in mind that postponing the decision can meatatively beginning a course that will resulthie
act but backing out if one gets counterevidencdoisthe decision to have costs there must be tosts
doing this rather than beginning a course thatioteads to maintain, or this possibility must net b
available.) Second, the individual already haigh bredence iiX.> And third, counterevidendgis not
highly correlated with the true state of the woitds correlated enough thatvll prompt one to d@®
rather tharA, but the possibility of misleading evidence id stgnificant. Another way to describe the
situation in which the possibility of misleadingié@ence is significant is to say that evidence agjadn
would be inconclusive: evidence agailstill leaves a significant chanceXfn fact being the true state
of the world. What exactly the risk-attitude, &stnd credences need to be depends on the sitiftibe
outcomes involved.

| have now outlined the circumstances under whichriational for an individual to have faith
thatX, expressed by some a&t Whether such an act of faith is rational depesrdker utilities and

credences. And since we are assuming that creslemest be proportioned to the evidence, whether an

19 See Buchak (2010) and Buchak (2012).

1 While the reasons that the risk-avoidant individuidl eschew further evidence are too complex ddmgo here,
the rough idea is that for her, the risk of gettinigleading evidence — evidence that makes heinefrom doingA
even thougtX is the true state of the world — outweighs theeffienof evidence that is correctly correlated vitib
true state of the world.

12 However, there is no necessary credence threshetduse the required credence depends on thg atithe
outcomes involved.
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act of faith is rational depends on an individualk#ities andevidential situation Additionally, given
that faith simpliciter is a matter of which risksenis willing to take on a proposition, whethetHai
simpliciter is rational depends on an individuahigdential situation. In particulanhether faith is
rational depends on the evidence the individuatentty possesses in the matter of X, as well as the
character of the possible evidence in the mattet.of

| haven't yet said exactly which evidence-gatheats an individual needs to eschew in order to
count as having faith relative to a particular riSkhere are a few options here. The first is that
individual needs to eschew any possible act ofengd-gathering whatsoever. Since it follows from t
third requirement for the rationality of faith tHatth is rational only when the potential evidetakes a
particular form, this would have the upshot thihfes almost always irrational. The only exceptio
would be in circumstances in which there igpossibleevidence that is conclusive enough aga¥htst
make evidence-gathering rational. This might hfldexample, in the case of free actions yet to be
performed. Another option is to hold that in ortiehave faith, an individual must only eschew
examining additional evidence that is currentlyiknde. This would have the upshot that an actdou
count as an act of faith simply because additiem@lence isn't available at this time: one hadftitat
one’s spouse isn't cheating simply because there@mprivate detectives to hire at the moment.s Thi
upshot initially sounds jarring, but is perhaps enpalatable when we notice that having faith sioifeli
(and faith to a particular degree) is itself a maudion, fixed by the contexts in which one islimi to
perform acts of faith. An intermediate proposahist the evidence-gathering acts the individuastmu
eschew are acts of a type normally available irveartd, regardless of whether they are currently
available. This has the advantage of preserviagdia that faith is a virtue precisely because it
sometimes necessary in worlds like ours, while mgkihat counts as an act of faith less subjedido t
particular circumstances of the individual. In aage, | won't take a firm stand on this questiereh

The key question of this paper is what followsrirmy account about the relationship between
the beliefs of a rational individual and the prdfioss she has faith in. We will approach this stien
by considering the way in which what an individoabht to believe depends on her credence, utdity,
evidential situation, since we know how the ratlapaf faith depends on these factors.

4. Belief and Credence

There is not as of yet philosophical consensustabeuelationship between on-off belief and
degree of belief in a rational individual. There eeally two questions here: how the mental states
“belief’ and “degree of belief” relate to each athend how the normative states of justified bedied
rational degrees of belief relate to each othexmIconcerned with the latter question, thoughoofse
their answers have mutual implications. On soresj the question of how belief depends on credence
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cannot even be given an answer. This holds ofvibat seek to eliminate either the notion of belie
the notion of credence from our taxonomy altogetheiews that reduce rational credence to justified
belief;* and views that hold that there is no formal retahip between belief and credeftddowever,
many philosophers hold that justified belief carré#uced to credence, utility, and evidential situa
There are four views which all hold that whethdxedief is justified reduces to the individual's desces,
are all serious contenders according to the philosal literature, and all have different implicats for
faith. These views will be the focus of the disios here?

Without taking a stand on which view is corréatill consider, on each view, what the
relationship between rational faith and justifiediéf is: if an individual is doing what she ouddath in
matters of faith and matters of belief, how do Iheiefs relate to what she has faith in? One migjink
of these views as views about the relationship éetwwo different kinds of entities epistemologists
discuss, rational credence and justified belielteryatively, one might think of these views asnge
about the relationship between the degree of etimesupport one (rationally) takes a proposition t
enjoin, in the sense of how likely it is to be tgieen the evidence, and whether one ought to\melie

The reader should note that | am approaching testoun of the relationship between faith and
belief as the question of how they relate for aratl individual: again, | am concerned with the
relationship between the normative states rathar the mental states. However, as with the relshiip
between belief and credence, the normative quesiibhave some bearing on the descriptive question
and vice versa. It is also important to note thairder to canvas a broad range of views about the
relationship between credence and belief, | wilaubtedly run roughshod over distinctions between
different versions of these views: this paper &shikginning of a discussion about how faith shakg®n

these views, not as the final word.

13 Eliminativists about belief include Jeffrey (197%0)d Christensen (2004), although the latter hitidsthe notion
of binary belief is useful. Eliminativists aboutdence include Holton (2008), who accepts a naifgartial
beliefs but thinks that credence as traditionafigerstood is problematic.

14 See Harman (1986).

15 | myself am drawn to this view, by consideratidrtases that seem to present a problem for anyaforeduction
of belief to credence, namely cases of bare statistvidence. Given this, one might wonder wiayrl concerned
with the question how rational faith relates tdified belief according to a formal reduction oflieéto credence. |
have three reasons for this. The first is thahlrt yet certain the problem presented by thesescia
insurmountable. The second is that many have fohmdiews | consider here plausible, and so\tasth
considering what these views imply about faithponview of faith. The third, and most importargason is that
on the view | am drawn to, even if there is no fateonnection between belief and credence, thetdaia
defeasibleconnection, because both belief and credenceaaedion the same body of evidence. So we might see
the four views | will talk about here as illuminagi something that is generally or approximatels tout not always
or exactly true of justified belief and rationaédence, because each entity is a rational respomssingle body of
evidence. Each view can be seen, roughly, asvaaf®ut how the circumstances one is in and theegabne has
determines the character of the evidence requaebdiief.

1% This list of views isn't exhaustive. Other veiifferent views include those of Sturgeon (2008) &nankish
(2009).
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5. The Certainty View

The first view of the relationship between justifieelief and rational credence is known as the
Certainty Viewan individual is justified in believing only if she (rationally) assignsX¥= 1, that is,
only if she is certain ak on the basis of her evidence alone. A related isethe Certainty View about
knowledgean individual only knowX if she (rationally) assigns X = 1" This view is thought to be
motivated in several ways. First, it makes selfishenidea that to hold something to be probabféess”
than to believe it outright (or to know it): degsesf belief are “partial” beliefs, and outright ieélis
“full” belief. Second, the view isn’t susceptiltle certain worries (that | will discuss shortly)noerning
lottery cases. Third, the view captures the foifgthought, which some have found plausible: ifi yo
are justified in believing something, or knowingregthing, then there’s no evidence you think youhhig
get that will undermine your justified belief oryoknowledge. IE is some piece of evidence that would
lead you to lower your degree of beliebdnthen you assign B} = 0.

However, this view also faces two serious probleffise first is that many think orean be
justified in believing (or knowing) even if one tikis that there is possible evidence that could noalee
change one’s mind. (In the credence framework:oamebe justified in believing or one can knou
even if there is some piece of evidek;do which one assigns positive probability, thdt make one
lower one’s credence.) Put succinctly, to jushifigbelieve or know something is not to be certs#iit.
The second problem is that those working in thméwaork of formal epistemology typically hold that
there is a strong connection between degrees ieff lagld betting behavior: in particular, if one del
p(X) = 1, then one must be willing to take any bet séhpayoff orX is better than not taking the bet:
what happens oX is irrelevant to the value of the bet. So if adividual's degree of belief iX is 1, she
must be willing to take the bet {$1X -$1 million if X}.*® Most individuals believe things that they are
not willing to bet on at such high stakes, and doseem irrational for doing so. This isn’'t to shgse
problems are insurmountable: one might, for exangatgploy a different theory of action in conjunctio
with degrees of belief.

So, according to the Certainty View, one is natified in believingX unless one assigns4)(=
1 on the basis of one’s evidence. But | pointetdadaove that a proposition cannot be an objecaitt ff
one’s evidence alone yields{)(= 1. On this view, then, faith is only possilleen ondacksa justified
belief. A similar point holds for the Certainty&¥i about knowledge: if knowing entails assigning

p(X) = 1, then one can only have faith in proposititired one does not know. We might couple the

" This needn’t imply that credence is prior to jfist belief or knowledge: this view could insteaslformulated
as: an individual assigns p(X) = 1 if she justifiabelieves thaX or knows that X.
18 See Kaplan (1996: 91-93).



14

Certainty View with some plausible norms for actiororder to explain the role of faith. In partiay
many have found the following norm plausible: onghtt to act on what one (justifiably) believesaot
on what one know¥. Furthermore, it follows from the Certainty Viehat if one is justified in believing
some proposition, or if one knows something, thie® can act on it without gathering further evidence
from one’s own point of view, further evidence dgmossibly tell against the proposition. We thet g
the following conclusionfaith plays the same role in action in situationssihich conclusive evidence is
not available, as justified belief or knowledgeysan action in situations in which conclusive evide is
available. When one has conclusive evidence ¥atne acts on one’s knowledge or justified beleit t
X. When one lacks conclusive evidence for or agairfand therefore cannot act on knowledge or
justified belief), there are two possibilities. olfie’s evidential situation is such that one oughbok for
more evidence, then one ought to gather more es@&eather than acting 0 and so one ought not to
act onX on faith. But (assuming thXtmeets the conditions for being a candidate fdh¥af one’s
evidential situation is such that one ought ndbtk for more evidence — if current and potential

evidence have the required character — then oimmadlyy acts on faith that.

6. The Threshold View

The second view of the relationship between justifielief and credence that | will examine is
theThreshold Viewone is justified in believing a proposition ifadaonly if one’s (rational) credence in a
proposition is above a particular threshold. THreghold is typically taken to be very high, e.@50or
0.99, though sometimes individuals talk as if 8.fie right threshold. But the threshold can keyor
vague. This view is not susceptible to the twdofgms mentioned above for the Certainty View: the
Threshold View allows that one can be justifiedb@lieving a proposition for which one thinks
counterevidence is possible, and the Threshold \éikaws that one can be justified in believidgvhile
refusing high-stakes bets ahindeed, the threshold will determine the exaakes of the bets one must
accept to count as having a justified beffef.

A worry for this view arises in the form of the Wwkhown “lottery paradox?* For any candidate
threshold, consider a lottery with enough tickbtt the probability of each ticket losing is abdve
threshold. (For example, if the threshold is O&hsider a 1000 ticket lottery.) Since a rational
individual will have credences that accord with thgective probabilities associated with the lottdrer
credence in each proposition of the form “tickés a losing ticket” will be above the threshold.

19 Hawthorne and Stanley (2011) argue that one chnash on what one knows.

20 As above, one could adhere to a threshold viewhsn credence gives rise to knowledge. Indeedf éle
remaining views could be formulated as views alkootvledge instead of justified belief, so | will drthis proviso
hereafter.

2 Kyburg (1961).
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Therefore, she will be justified in believing ofobaticket that it is a losing ticket. Nonetheless, may
assume that she is justified in believing that stiocket must be the winning ticket: so she hastafke
justified beliefs that are inconsistent with onetier.

Again, this problem may not be insurmountable: gie&/ (known as thel‘ockeari view) holds
that the Threshold View is correct and that theviddal is justified in believing of each ticketahis the
losing ticket, but denies the principle that onalisays justified in believing the conjunction ofiat one
justifiably believes. Thus, the Lockean accep#s tine can have justified beliefs that jointly caditct,
as long as one does not believe their conjunction.

What of belief and faith, on the Threshold ViewReTdiscussion in section 3 pointed out that
faith is justified only insofar as one’s credenaiis high enough. The minimum credence threshaid fo
a particular act of faith will depend on the chéesstics ofA and the alternative available acts: in
particular, the worse thatis relative to the alternatives in caéebtains, the higher the required
threshold, and the better thats relative to the alternatives in casebtains, the lower the required
threshold. Therefore, the higher credence onethasnore acts of faith will potentially be justi,
although in order to see whether an act of faithitimately justified, we need to check whether’sne
credences concerning the potential evidence intalyit is rational not to gather further eviden&till,
for a given evidential situation, faith accompantsdustified belief (that is, by credences thatsort
justified belief) will be more robust than faithastompanied by justified beli&f. Importantly, faith inX
can be rational — or faith to a certain degreX @an be rational — even when one does not havstifigd
belief thatX. Moreover, if the potential evidence is sparsaugh, then faith to a certain degreeXimay
be rational, even if one is justified in disbelieyX. This is because even if one is justified in
disbelievingX, it can be rational to perform acts that are muetter than the alternatives in casbolds
but not much worse than the alternatives in ¢abelds, and there may be certain evidential sibuati
according to which additional evidence may hurteritian it may help (though these will be very
limited). As for the converse, belief might betjfied without faith being rational, if one’s creatze in
the candidate proposition meets the thresholdhmuevidential situation doesn't justify eschewinglier
evidence for purposes of committing to an act.

7. Pragmatic Reduction
A third type of view of the relationship betweerdence and belief for a rational individual

holds that whether a particular credence profistifies a belief is not independent of the circanses

22 Audi (2011) notes that there are two kinds of psifional faith, doxastic and fiducial, where tioerfier is
accompanied by belief but the latter is not. Mewiof faith, in combination with the Threshold Viegan explain
Audi’s distinction.
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the individual finds herself in. What credenceeiguired for a justified belief can depend on houchis
at stake in being wrong. For example, one can basredence that will justify the belief that the
sandwich in the refrigerator is almond butter rathan peanut butter in circumstances in whichisne
selecting a sandwich for a guest who slightly Hedipeanut butter, but the same credence mighbfail
justify this belief when selecting a sandwich fayuest who is allergic to peanut butérOne justifiably
believes thaK when one’s credence is enough for practical pwgos

There are two versions of this view: one holds gragmatic factors affect when a belief is
justified on the basis of a credence profile and the ottargragmatic factors affect when a credence
profile gives rise to heliefat all** So, that pragmatic factors encroach on justifielief can be a thesis
about how these factors encroach on justificatiorabout how they encroach on belief — but sinage ou
topic is the relationship of rational faith to jifistd belief, it will not matter which.

The basic idea is that an individual can have tified belief thatX if and only if she is rational
in assuming thaX for purposes of action, in a relevant range afuritstances. Ross and Schroeder
provide a helpful summary of this type of view, alhithey call Pragmatic Credal Reductivism (PCR):

“[Proponents of PCR] maintain that what it is tdidne that K] is to have a sufficiently high

credence inX] to rationalize acting as i)]] when choosing among relevant actions under

relevant circumstances where the relevant circumstaand actions include, but may not be

limited to, the agent’s actual circumstances aedaittions available thereif®”
Notice that to act as ¥ can mean two different things. The first is tpléitly adoptX in decision-
making; the second is to perform the same actioesamuld perform if one was certain ttxaheld.
Harsanyi's (1985) view takes the first line. Aadiog to Harsanyi, a rational individual believeattX if
it is permissible for her to use her conditionadance function p(X) — the result of her updating her
credences oA — rather than to use her “unconditional” credefacetion p( ), in decision-making. When
one uses one’s conditional credences in decisiddirmaone “accepts” or assigns “direct practical
certainty” to the statement conditionalized on.e@ssigns persistent practical certainty to arsianeX
if one chooses to assign practical certainty to all decisions one will face until explicitly dieling to
reconsider. (Harsanyi doesn’t explicitly say thisttheory is a theory difelief but because of the

2 Example suggested by Ross and Schroeder (2012).

% For an example of the former, see Fantl and MdG{2002). See also Pace (2011), who arguesibedl factors
determine when a belief is justified. For an exbmgd the latter view, see Weatherson (2005). &idarsanyi’s
(1985) discussion is stated in terms of an idealfyonal individual, he could be interpreted irheit way; however,
given that his discussion is framed in terms of thbeone ought to accept a statement (rather thesther one
doeg, it seems to me more natural to interpret hia #geory of when acceptance or belief is justifi€dr a
different kind of view on which pragmatic factorstermine when an individual is justified in beliegj see Ross
and Schroeder (2012). Unfortunately | do not hepace to consider the relationship between judtifidief and
rational faith on Ross and Schroeder’s account.

% Ross and Schroeder (2012: 5).
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problem he was responding to, and the similaritiater theories that explicitly mention belief (buas
Weatherson (2005)), we can proceed as if beliebsponds to persistent practical certainty.)
Weatherson's (2005) view takes the second linecoAting to Weatherson, one believes thiftand

only if one’s preference ordering of the relevasttans according to one’s conditional credence tionc

p( [X), is the same as one’s preference ordering actptdione’s unconditional credence function p().
The difference between these formulations is tteasahyi's allows that one’s conditional preference
ordering can be different from one’s unconditigpaference ordering, as long as the differences are
small enough to be outweighed by the cognitivescobtising one’s conditional credenées.

Pragmatic Credal Reductivism has the advantaggpéi@ing what is going on in cases like the
almond butter case above. Nonetheless, this vasnth downsides as well. If belief, justificati@md
knowledge are supposed to be purely epistemic phena, phenomena that aim at the truth, it is unclea
why non-truth-conducive factors like stakes shandroach on the standards they must meet. The
previous two views accepted evidentialism abouthehis one does not.

With these expository details out of the way, etonsider the relationship between faith and
belief on Pragmatic Credal Reductivism. Recaditfihat the set of propositions that are candidates
faith is a subset of the propositions that are whatds for belief. So there will be some thingst th
rational individual believes but fails to have ffaiih because they are not candidates for faitherfitst
place. Setting these aside, however, we can askrdpositions that are candidates for both faitt
belief, how the conditions for rational faith reddb the conditions for rational belief. Since 'sriegree
of faith is a matter of whether one has faith withiparticular context or relative to some partcet of
acts, the question will be whether, if one hasctieelence required for faith within some context bas
a justified belief within this context, and vicersa.

To remind the reader, in order for an individuahtwe rational faith thaX, within a particular
context,X must belong to the set of propositions that arglickates for faith, and the individual's
credences must satisfy two conditions, each fardqular set of acts:

(1) It must be practically rational to act asifor some relevant s&t of pairs of actions, the

choice pairs that involve taking a risk ¥n

(2) It must be practically rational to commit to actiawgif X for choices in sdft rather than to

first look for new evidence: that is, it must bagtically rational to commit to acting asxf
for choices in seff rather than to first perform some ac@Gnthe set of relevant acts that
constitute looking for new evidence. (The riskyiaceach pair ik must rank above each
actinG.)

% \Weatherson adds that a threshold of 0.5 is neefsebelief, but we will ignore that detail in pgeneral
discussion.
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And in order to justifiably believe that within this context, the individual's credence shaatisfy one
condition:

(3) It must be practically rational to act as<ifor some relevant sét of actions, the set of acts

relevant to the question of whether one believes.

Now we can consider the relationship between crestethat satisfy (1) and (2), and credences
that satisfy (3), for a given utility function, lmpnsidering the relationship between the BeasdG on
the one hand, artd on the other handr is a set of pairs of acts, but we can conditderthe set of all
acts that are in some pairfn If it is rational to act as X for acts inF*, then it is rational to acts asXf
for all pairs inF, and vice versa. This is just to say: we don&dctd separately consider what it is
rational to do when considering different risksorif it is rational to act as X for all acts in a set, then
it is rational to take all of the risks ofithat involve a choice between two acts in thisaed vice versa.

We must also consider how evidence-gathering ietatacting as iK. Consider some pair of
acts inF: A (the risk onX) andB (the alternative). How does performing some aweegathering act in
G rank compare to committing #3 if one uses one’s credences conditionaKeather than one’s
unconditional credences? Recall from section 3dba of evidence-gathering acts. If we assume tha
the confirmatory evidende will support doingA and the disconfirmatory evidenEewill support doing
B, then to perform a particular two-outcome evidegathering act is to take the gamble {A&X if E&X,
A&X if E&X, B&X if E&X, B&X if E&X}. If one evaluates this gamble using one’s caaddl
credences p( | X), then the only possible stattb&E&X andE&X — becaus states are ruled out —
and so the only possible outcomes will&&X andB&X. But sinceA&X is strictly preferred t®&X,
this gamble will be strictly dispreferred to comtinigy to actA. If we assume that bothandE will
support doing?, then the individual will be indifferent betweeansmitting toA and gathering the
evidence — or will strictly prefer committing £if not doing so has costs. Therefore, acting Zswith
respect to the choice betwegmndB, and with respect to gathering evidence beforeimgatkis choice,
requires (strictly or weakly) preferring to comnatA rather than to first gather additional evidence.

What this discussion implies is that if[#& [0 H, then if one’s credences support justified belie
thatX, they support rational faith that Less formally: if the set of acts relevant toetiter an individual
has a justified belief that includes all the relevant acts that constituténta risk onX (or failing to do
so)and includes all the relevant acts that constigatbering evidence about whetbérthen if one has a
justified belief thalX, one’s faith inX is rational; but it may be possible to have raldaith without
justified belief. Conversely, if Hl F*(OG, then one’s credences support rational faithXhatly if they
support justified belief thaX. Less formally: if all of the acts relevant toether an individual has a

justified belief thaiX are either relevant acts that constitute takiniglaonX (or failing to do sopr
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relevant acts of evidence-gathering, then one st a justified belief tha€ in order to have rational
faith thatX; but it may be possible to have a justified beh&hout faith being rational.

Which, if either, of these conditions holds wilgend on our views about the relevant sets. Itis
natural to hold thatl, the actions relevant to belief, are the actiorglable to the individual or the
actions she is seriously considering, in the cdrifehus, aside from the question of the relevant
evidence-gathering acts* andH coincide?® What is the relationship betwe@nandH? Recall the
discussion in section 3 about which set of evidegatbering acts the faithful individual is supposed
eschew. | mentioned three possibilities: all & plossible acts, all of the acts normally availablgne
context in question to creatures like us in ourldjcand all of the acts actually available in tioatext.
For the first and second possibility, the actsvate to whether belief is justified are a propevsat of
the relevant acts for rational faith, and so aoratl individual can only have faith if she has stified
belief, but justified belief is not enough.For the third possibility, the acts relevant toether a belief is
justified are the same as the acts relevant tohehndaith is rational, and so a rational individhak faith
exactly when she has a justified belief. Thisdhgpssibility, then, suggests the view that faithélief
with a particular kind of content.

To summarize: on PCR, there is a close relationséigveen when a rational individual has faith
thatX and when she believes thatvithin a context: both facts are determined bytivbeher credence
in X is sufficient to justify acting in a particular win a particular set of circumstances determingthb
context. Depending on how one delineates thefsgtaumstances — and assuming tkas a candidate
for faith in the first place — the two facts maywbadentical truth conditions, or their truth catiais
might come apart: in particular, on some plausilgineations, rational faith thtis stronger than
justified belief thaiX, because it requires acting aXiith respect to a wider range of acts, namely

particular acts of evidence-gathering.

8. Epistemic Reduction
The fourth kind of view we might cdilpistemic Credal ReductivisnT his view agrees with
Pragmatic Credal Reductivism that whether a setexfences justifies a belief depends on the esliti

2" For a more detailed proposal, see Weatherson J2005

% There might be acts id that are not part of pairs that constitute risk&pbecause whethét holds does not
matter to the value of these acts. However, ;1 ¢hse it is trivially true that one can act as vith respect to these
acts: conditionalizing oX does not change their value.

29 Another possibility is that acts of evidence-gaitihgoutrun acts relevant to belief because theésrdo not

count as ordinary acts. This might be plausibIB@R theorists who want justified belief théto be determined
solely by one’s credence X not by one’s credences ¥conditional on various evidence-gathering resufisr
those who hold to this view, rational faith thawill again require more than justified belief thatjustified belief
will be a matter of one’s current credenceXiand one’s utilities, and rational faith will beretter of these two
things plus a view about the evidence.
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involved. However, on this view, the utilities nitiack purely epistemic values. Consider William
James’s (1896) point that we must balance two epistgoals: knowing truth and avoiding error. This
can be cashed out in our framework as followsstFive can treat the act of believing some proosit
and the act of not believing it as acts evaluablfa¢ standard way by the apparatus of decisiaryhe
The relevant states are that the proposition esdnd that the proposition is false; and the ouem
therefore, are believing the proposition when ttig, believing it when it is false, failing toltewe it
when it is true, and failing to believe it whersiffalse. These outcomes are each assigned aieenc
utility.” * Naturally, one important feature of a candidateppsition for belief is whether it contradicts
another proposition one believes. To take accofittis consideration, the apparatus of decisieoith
can be applied to the act of believing an entitepropositions, rather than separately to each
proposition under consideration.

Epistemic Credal Reductivism (ECR) is attractiveéhiose who hold that the only factors relevant
to whether one has a justified belief are epistdagtors, but that some of those factors can bie tpe
individual to trade off. It is also attractivettiose who hold that belief involves the will in semay: on
Epistemic Credal Reductivism, since belief is eatdd in the way any ordinary act is evaluated s@oe
belief maximize expected utility relative to théet options, in this case not believing? — it isyeta fit
this view together with a picture on which beligfin act of some kind.

The view sketched so far is rough, and there neaselveral ways to give formal content to it.
One way is found in Levi (1967). Consider an individual who partitions the wordoi three
possibilities,X, Y, andZ (in an example Levi considers, the possibilitiesthat each one of three
candidates wins an election). The individual hghtgossible “cognitive options,” distinguished by
which proposition she accepts as the logicallyngiest she is committed to: accept the disjunctfailo
three, accept the disjunction of any two, acceptafithe possibilities, or accept all of the poisids
(i.e., accept a contradiction). There are twodbssita, which correspond to knowing truth and angid
error: relief from agnosticism, i.e., accepting sopossibility as strongest when that possibilitfaict
obtains, and avoiding error, i.e., refraining fraotepting some possibility as strongest when that
possibility in fact does not obtain.

To illustrate, here is a toy example, involvingaatition into only two states of the world. Let u
consider an individual deciding whether to beliéhat God exists (G), believe that God doesn’t gXit
or remain agnostic. And let us assume that u(@kete(G)) = u(G& believe(Q) = 0.9; that u(G
believe(G)) = u(G & believe(3 = -0.1; and that u(G & believe(G o))G= u(G& believe(G or G) = 0.7.

30 Here we are only assigning utility values to oflliefs in the possible states. But one mighbalssign values
to having various degrees of belief in possibléestasee the literature on “scoring rule” arguméntgprobabilism.
31 See also Maher (1993), and the somewhat relaged ivi Kaplan (1996).
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Then, before the question of evidence-gatheringesoimto the picture, the expected utility maximizer
will need a credence of at least 0.8 in one oother of the hypotheses in order to believe itaathan
to remain agnostic. (The risk-avoidant individudll need a slightly higher credence than this e @r
the other of the hypotheses, since the possilaifityaving a false belief plays a larger role in her
evaluation of the act of believing.) How does hava justified belief bear on whether to acquinthfer
evidence, on this type of view? According to Lgustified belief in a proposition is a matter afads
credence in that proposition at a particular tiema] both justified belief and agnosticism are caibja
with continuing to look for additional evidencen particular, Levi cautions that we shouldn’t assutat
a decision to collect evidence should be seendesiaion to remain agnostit.

According to ECR, the act of believing théts to be evaluated in the same way we evaluate any
ordinary act. Recall that according to the abowaysis of faith, propositional faith involves a
disposition to choose certain acts, and its ratignia evaluated with respect to one’s utilities the
possible outcomes of these acts as well as onedtence concerning the target proposition and the
potentially available evidence. So we've beenraghkihether, for example, faith that my friend videp
my secret, expressed by the act of telling her ecyes, is rational. But since belief is itselfaot, we can
also ask whether faith that my friend will keep segcret, expressed by the act of believing thatmepnd
will keep my secret, is rational. That is, we eak about the status lbélief as an act of faithTo have a
justified belief thatX, according to ECR, is to have a high enough creslénX that believingxX
maximizes (risk-weighted) expected utility. Toradonal in believing as an act of faith is to haveigh
enough credence Xto meet this conditioandfor the character of potential new evidence taugh
that it is rational not to gather more evidence.

Therefore, restricting ourselves to the set of psitipns whose contents make them candidates
for faith, there will be three different caseswstjfied belief. The first case is when one’s ek inX
is 1. In this case, belief )is justified, but the evidence itself rules ow ffroposition as a candidate for
faith. The second case is when one’s credengguatifies belief inX despite being less than 1, but
one’s credences also imply that one ought to lookrfore evidence. In this case, beliekKirs justified,
andX is a candidate for faith, but belief¥on faithis not justified. For example, if the relevant
experiment concerninG is cost-free and potentially conclusive, thenittaividual with p(X) > 0.8 will
seek out more evidence even though she has agddtélief. Finally, one’s credenceXmmight justify
belief in X despite being less than 1, and one’s credencdd algp imply that one ought to eschew
further evidence. In this case, belief is justifand belief by faith is also justified, because piotential

additional evidence is such that a rational indiaidwill not seek it out even though she is notaiarof

32 Levi (1967: 144, f. 7). One might dispute thiaim, in which case the second of the three casssioned
below will be ruled out.
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the proposition. There will not be any cases iciibelief by faith is rational but belief is ntigcause
the conditions for rational faith are strictly stger than the conditions for rational belief. #lis is to
say: believing thak, as an act of faith, is rational if the beliekifds justified according to one’s current
evidence and if, additionally, it is rational notlook for further evidence. Thus, on this viehere are
some things the rational individual is certain abthere are some things she believes but willioostto
explore; and there are other things she believdaitn she believes them, and even though shetis n
certain, she does not seek additional evidéhchese acts of belief without certainty will besaof
faith: the individual not only believes, but comsnib believing without looking for further evidente
One final point about the relationship betweeiorat faith and justified belief bears mentioning.
All of the reductions of justified belief to ratiahcredence mentioned here are synchronic. Jdtifi
belief is a matter of meeting certain requiremexts time: credence 1, credence above a thresold,
credence that justifies a particular preferencefind of the possible actions or cognitive optiofsith
involves a commitment to the act in question. Wkethis commitment is rational is determined at th
time of making it. However, commitments imposecti@nic constraints. An individual might have
reason to act in accordance with a prior commitineren if she wouldn’t have reason to perform the
same action in the absence of a commitment. Tdneadditional way in which faith and belief can
come apart is that an individual might carry thiougth an act of faith because she is committet-to
where committing to it was rational and she haadistified belief in the relevant proposition — even
though she no longer has a justified belief. P@neple, if we adopt PCR, then while committing o a
act before looking at evidence (acting aX)iimight be rational before looking at the evidence,
performing the act after looking at the evidencghmnot be. If we adopt ECR, then holding a belief
might maximize cognitive utility before looking etidence, and it might be rational to commit todig)
the belief before looking at the evidence, but aheeevidence is in, the belief might no longer maze
cognitive utility. Thus, one role that faith caay particularly on the last two views, in whidtet

requirements for rational faith at a time may ergger than the requirements for justified beliethat

33 One additional feature of Levi’s picture worth rtiening is that he adopts a twofold classificatianceptance,
and acceptancas evidence Propositions accepted as evidence are propesitiat one will not continue to look
for evidence for. If we accept Levi’'s classificatj then whenever the rational individual acceptsogosition as
evidence without being certain of it, she acceptsiifaith.

34 We might also ask about the relationship betwestified belief thai and rational faith thaX expressed by acts
other than believing. If it is rational to havétlian X, expressed by an act riskier (in utility termntbelief, then
it follows that it one is justified in believingahX. But if one is justified in believing th&;, then we cannot even
conclude that less risky acts of faith are judtifibecause whether they are justified dependsenhhracter of the
available evidence.
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time, is that faith can provide a reason to perfamact or maintain a belief even when the acetieb

ceases to be justified on its oWn.

9. Conclusion

I have considered four views about the relatignslegitween justified belief and rational credence,
and what each view says about the relationshipdmtjustified belief and rational faith. Sinceshe
views can be seen as views about what degree padfyevidential support is required for beliefglea
view has implications for how the evidential sitaat that justify belief relate to the evidentialiations
that make faith rational. On the Certainty Viewitti and belief do not overlap at all: a ratiomalividual
can only have faith in those propositions she amé$have sufficient evidence to believe. Furtheemno
faith can be seen as alternativeto belief as a basis for action. On the ThreshMw, faith can be
accompanied by belief or unaccompanied by bel&hee one’s credence does not need to meet a
threshold in order to make faith rational — butffaiccompanied by belief is more robust than faith
unaccompanied. Furthermore, there can be casatiafal agents who believe but lack faith, if thei
evidence supports a credence above the threshbttidoaharacter of the potential evidence implies t
they should continue to look for more evidence eonitig the proposition in question. On Pragmatic
Credal Reductivism, the requirements for justifietief in a proposition, within a context, are danito
the requirements for rational faith in that profiosi within that context: both require credences
according to which it is rational to act as if hreposition in question is true. Rational faithain
proposition requires justified belief in the propim®. However, depending on which acts are releta
the question of whether one counts as actingtag iproposition is true, rational faith might reguinore,
namely that one must eschew not only the evideatieeging actsvailableto one, but others as well: all
of the possible evidence-gathering acts, or alhefnormally available ones. Finally, on Epistemic
Credal Reductivism, believing a proposition caslftbe an act of faith. Such an act will be ratibonly
when one’s current evidence justifies the beliefl the character of the potential future evidenakes
it rational to look no further into the matter.

One debate in religious epistemology is whetheomat religious faith requires justified religious
belief. Other questions about the nature and £tfibelief raise the question of whether havirgiified
religious beliefs necessarily entitles one to mikleepractical commitments of religious faith. Quushot
of this paper is that we cannot reach consenstisese questions at present because of the moreagene

epistemological lack of consensus over how bedikftes to rationality: in particular, over how leéli

% One might wonder why this kind of case does nasitate that it can be rational to renege on oeatfier
commitments. My view is that in these cases, ooe&-time reasons and one’s at-a-time reasondictinfways
they don't in ordinary cases. One might interpvbat is going on in these cases as the coexistdrfegh and
doubt.
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relates to the degrees of belief it is rationdidwe given one’s evidence. Having rational religifaith
might or might not require one to be justified imets religious beliefs. Justified religious belieight or
might not entail that it would be rational for aimehave faith. These questions turn on broader

epistemological debates, and this paper has bégudigcussion of how resolving these debates will

answer these questions.
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