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PREFACE

This project was born out of a desirestmoncile Alvin Plantinga’s theory of
knowledge with what | perceived to be the bettenmadnts of virtue epistemology. After
wading through the somewhat disorienting fieldifrature on the latter topic, | quickly
came to realize the irreconcilable differences leetwexternalist models and pure virtue
models. | was pleased to find, however, that doemt work of writers such as W. Jay
Wood, Robert C. Roberts, John Greco, and otherdégdn to pave the way for such a
union, although the result has found virtue episiegy more significantly altered than
its externalist counterpart. Nonetheless, | detidecapitalize on this progress and
explore how Plantinga’s proper function might inmanate a more developed account of
the intellectual virtues, and this essay is theltef my research. | suspect that it will
primarily be of interest to those already somewaatiliar with Plantinga’s

epistemology, but also for those interested inetinerging field of virtue epistemology.

There are many areas in this studylthave left untouched or underdeveloped
for the sake of focus. For example, | have nottinerd Plantinga’s now famous
evolutionary argument against naturalism, nor Hayg@ne into the merits of Plantinga’s
theory when compared to rival epistemological medélhave not argued the viability of

Reformed epistemology or its applicability to thigidelief, and | have put



aside the numerous topics related to Plantingéigioas epistemology. My hope is that a
more clear and lucid work has resulted because d¢fhave hardly begun to say all there
is to say about my own topic, but rather have mairg way in which this new framework

might be conceived. If that has been accomplistiesah | will be satisfied.

I would like to thank my committee, Laamce Pasternack, Doren Recker, Eric
Reitan, and particularly James Cain, for theirimghess to undertake this thesis as |
gradually worked through draft after draft. | aspecially grateful to Dr. Reitan for the
Reformed epistemology seminar where these thodigst$egan to develop and to Dr.
Cain for fostering my interest in the philosophyreligion through several seminars and
independent studies. And many thanks to Murry Riyen ever-present source of help
and guidance through the wilderness of universifitips. | humbly thank my parents,
Tim and Debbie, who have been nothing but suppettivoughout all my educational
endeavors. And finally, | cannot thank my wife, IMpenough for her longsuffering
spirit through my many late nights and frayed nerdering my time as a graduate
student at OSU. Many heartfelt thanks to all af.yo

Advent 2007
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

Alvin Plantinga’s theory of knowledges, developed in higvarranttrilogy®, has
shaped the debates surrounding many areas inrepisigy in profound ways. Plantinga
has received his share of criticism, however, paldrly in his treatment of belief in God
as being “properly basié” There has also been much confusion surroundingdtions
of warrantandproper functionto which Plantinga has responded numerous tiMmasy
critics remain unsatisfied, while others have deped alternative understandings of
warrant in order to sufficiently broaden Plantirgtieory and guard it against common
objections. The most promising of such attemptsufader the broad category of what
has come to be known as “virtue epistemology” bridue-theoretic” approach. The
work being done in virtue epistemology is stilliis early stages and a consensus on what
actually constitutes virtue epistemology has ydidaeached. While some have
attempted to structure an entire theory of knowdellgsed on the virtues possessed by
the knower, others have focused more on the roépistemic virtues as an attempt to
supplement existing theories. In this work, | waffer an analysis of Plantinga’s theory

of knowledge in light of developments in epistengylanvolving the intellectual virtues.

! Plantinga 1993a, 1993b, and 1999.
2 The earliest, complete treatment of this theoeigeloped in Plantinga 1983.



My research in this area has been guyetiree primary questions: 1) Can
Plantinga’s theory of knowledge be considered d kin‘virtue epistemology”, and if so,
in what sense? 2) Does a virtue-theoretic undaigtg of Plantinga’s model enhance
the original in any way? 3) Is a virtue-theoretimlerstanding of Plantinga’s model
beneficial when dealing with questions pertainingdligious belief? My proposal is that
certain features of a virtue-theoretic approacbo(aéferred to as “agent-reliabilisi”
can improve Plantinga’s model in significant way$ot only would such a newly
adapted approach be better equipped to handle carabjections, but it would also be
better suited to contribute to an enhanced undedstg of the task of epistemology, one
that seeks to discover multiple epistemic goodsratian what has been traditionally
confined to the realm of knowledge. | concludeabyplying this approach to Plantinga’s
treatment of theistic belief iWarranted Christian BeliefPlantinga 1999) and by
articulating a few of the ways in which epistemitues can increase the degree of

warrant enjoyed by such belief.

OVERVIEW

I will begin in Chapter Il with an analg of some recent work in epistemology,
with a special emphasis on virtue epistemologytaecotion of justification after
Plantinga’s introduction of the term ‘warrant’ inttee field. Justification, as the third
criterion for knowledge in addition to true beliehs come under fire in past few
decades, largely due to the fact that a conseresugédt to be reached on its definition
and its relation to knowledge. In addition to Rilaga’s attempt to replace the term with

one that is more comprehensive, others have cltesd modification, a replacement, or

% This term was introduced into the literature bgriGreco in Greco 1999.



even an entire abandonment of the term. The batdejustification has seemingly
polarized epistemologist into either externalist;ternalists, with no apparent hope of
reconciliation. William Alston has argued thatht than splitting the field into those
who believe that justification can be obtained tigio an external process versus an
internal process, this debate actually revealsemioely different conceptions of
justification altogether; he proposes a signifibargvised approach (one he calls the
“desiderata” approach) to understanding both jigstiion and the natures of externalism
and internalism. Linda Zagzebski, in her seminatkyVirtues of the Mind1996), has
declared that the debate simply reveals why theeqtrof justification in traditional
epistemology is bankrupt and that this is why titemalism-externalism debate has
reached an impasse. According to her proposalydsults in redefining knowledge, not
as justified (or warranted) true belief, but rathsrtrue belief that is brought about by
intellectual virtue, which is a property of the geimic agent herself as opposed to a
property of the belief in question. This is whiagé £alls a “pure” virtue theory, one that
gives place to the intellectual virtues as the &mdntal criteria for explaining virtually
every instance of evaluating knowledge. | will exae Zagzebski's and other versions

of virtue epistemology later in Chapter Ill.

In the following section | will provide brief summary and evaluation of what has
come to be known as “Reformed epistemology”. Pinggect was initiated in 1983 with
Plantinga and WolterstorffBaith & Rationality, in which the editors and other authors
explored the rationality of religious belief (angksifically belief in the Christian God)

while likewise declaring the death of what theyrted “classical foundationalism”.



Plantinga’s essay (Plantinga 1983) argued thatouokl be entirely within their

epistemic rights to believe in God even in the abseof argument or evidence, and that
such a belief should be understood as “properlichés., it is not accepted based on
the evidence of other propositions) in the same thaybelief in other minds or belief in
the past is properly basic. The framework Plamtidgvelops to argue this point includes
other important concepts such as the “noetic effetsin” and thesensus divinitatis

which are used to explain both how religious batef be properly basic and why, unlike
other properly basic beliefs, they are not uniiiyseccepted. The former offers an
explanation of why belief in God is not immediatplrceived by everyone; the latter is
used to explain why (and how) some do acquiréwtill exposit Plantinga’s account of

these concepts here and revisit them in Chapter IV.

Realizing that his recently developedoamt of religious belief was operating on
some assumptions not shared by the current selaatiepistemological models,
Plantinga set out to articulate an all-encompasargework addressing traditional
guestions raised in the general study of epistegyold he three books (th&Varrant
trilogy”) expounded what is known as lsoper functiormodel, and introduced the
concept ofvarrantas a superior substitute for the contentious ttritéria of knowledge.
Although it most closely resembled a form of rellisin, there were enough differences
to set it apart from other available models. is gection, | will trace the development of
this model and evaluate its status as it curresttpds in the field. After writing the first

two books in the serie$\(arrant: the Current Debat 993a], hereafter WCD, and

* | use “universal” here to mean virtually accepbgahll rational persons; | am ignoring skeptical
arguments against belief in the past, other mietts,| am taking for granted the fact that evenrtiust
ardent of philosophical skeptics at one time maietz (properly basic) beliefs in such things.



Warrant and Proper Functioff993b], hereafter WPF), Plantinga nuanced aridedf
the notion of warrant in light of the many critigis and responsethat had been worked
out before completing the third and final voluriiéarranted Christian Beligf1999;
hereafter WCB). Building on what was developeé&aith and Rationality1983) and
the previous books in th&arranttrilogy, Plantinga revisited the question of belief
God and put forward his most articulated and nudacgument for the rationality of
religious belief. My focus in this work will prinndy be on Plantinga’s theory of
knowledge in the broad sense, in light of the reeenk being done in virtue
epistemology; | will withhold discussion of his &tenent of theistic belief until the final

chapter.

Although not my primary concern, itmsportant to address the question of what
is meant by the phrase “virtue epistemology”. i¢fnt of its various descriptions, | will
critique those versions which seem to be the madilpmatic and least likely to fit with
a proper function account. | will also examine tieer options available and explain
why they still have merit and can serve a bendfroi@ in our the task of doing
epistemology, against Zagzebski’s claim that thessions misunderstand and misuse

the concept of virtue.

Next, | examine the landscape of contarmyoepistemology and note a few
examples of some who believe that the current fo€disis field needs to be significantly
broadened in order to have any continuing relevémather areas of philosophy or to

everyday life. In addition to the abandonment atification, many have called for a

® For the best single resource on criticisms anpa®eses to the concept of warrant, see Kvanvig 1996.



renewed focus on other epistemic desiderata suahsdem, understanding, and truth-
conduciveness. | believe Zagzebski is right te@ldne emphasis on persons rather than
particular beliefs, but | also believe that thig ¢ done in Plantinga’s model. That is,
the proper function model can describe both th@g@réunctioning of faculties (which is
Plantinga’s focus) as well as the proper functigrohpersons (which would include the
will and the person’s disposition to acquire andntan beliefs in a certain way). While
recognizing that this does shift the entire taskmstemology from what it is normally
conceived to be, | will be less concerned withtdek of providing a strict definition of
knowledge, or establishing anything like episteog@dainty in the Cartesian sense, or
narrowing down the notion of justification (or aagher missing component to true
belief) as | am with evaluating the prospect obanmative approach to epistemology
(with a special emphasis on religious epistemolpgyaddition to exploring the broad
spectrum of epistemic goods in addition to know&edgilliam Alston has also listed
several different directions in which epistemold@@s yet to go which could lead to a
more fruitful understanding of human knowledge. endas traditional epistemology has
tended to focus on propositional knowledge, theskadher writers have argued that
other components of what we normally mean by “krealgk” in the ordinary sense, such
as understanding and wisdom, must also be expldP&htinga has suggested that his
model is open to such new directions, but he hatoygevelop any of these in his own

work.

Chapter IIl is where | will examine thetential for a realigned proper function

model that incorporates the intellectual virtuésvill begin by comparing Plantinga’s



concept of warrant with the concept of intellectuaiue, and | will argue that warrant is
an encompassing enough concept to include a cenmaierstanding of intellectual virtue
(what Zagzebski might consider a “weak” virtue &msology), and | will try to provide
enough evidence as to why Plantinga’s model is epémis without the fear of
completely deconstructing the current frameworkvill follow this section with the
necessary examination of the internalism / ext&gmatjuestion, demonstrating why a
proper function model that incorporates the intdilal virtues is still nonetheless an

externalist model, and why this is more succesbfuh internalist or “hybrid” models.

| will also be addressing the questiomvbkther there is a real or helpful
distinction between belief-based and agent-bassatigs, and while | answer in the
affirmative, | will explain what | understand to tee most fruitful way to understand a
person-based evaluation of knowledge that is rofdaofrom the usual questions asked
about propositional beliefs. Related to this goesis the voluntariness of belief, which
is often convoluted and difficult to sort out. ilMnot attempt to solve this problem, but
merely to clarify as much as possible the reakdgiices between doxastic voluntarism
and involuntarism. While Plantinga’s model doesufoon the proper functioning of
faculties in regard to the immediacy of belief,ibgorporating the role of the will and of
emotions, | believe that that problems raised abimitzoluntariness become less
troublesome than they might first appear. | wlldw with a brief section on the social
aspects of justification, including the role ofttesny, and how this relates to the current

model being considered.



In section 6, | will explain how the paged model falls under the somewhat broad
category of what John Greco has called “Agent-Rédisan”. This describes any
empistemological model that incorporates elemehtsl@bilism and subjective
justification. Greco has argued that an agenglbdist model can be “properly conceived
as a kind of virtue epistemology” (Greco 1999), #mas the revised proper function
model would be considered a kind of virtue episteagy | will develop this line of
thought by examining further how specific epistemirtues and emotions can provide a

better understanding of warrant, and thus a bettetel in general.

In the fourth chapter, | will attemptapply any additional insights into Plantinga’s
model to the original question that initiated hisjpct: the question of religious belief.
In the final chapter, | will provide a summary oymork and defend the compatibility of
Plantinga’s model and virtue epistemology whenrafiin certain terms. While not the
primary concern of my project, | am confident tRé&ntinga would not have any major
objections to the revisions in his model in lightitcs comments that there is still plenty

of room to “fill in” the concept of warrant.

Additionally, | have included an appendn the subject of natural theology and
its relation to religious belief. | offer a simpgegument for natural theology’s potential
to increase the degree of warrant enjoyed by migbelief, thereby increasing faith.
Although | believe it is helpful for further expfang the concept of warrant, | did not
include it in the main body of the text since iedanclude any considerations of

intellectual virtue or revisions to Plantinga’sginal model.



CHAPTER I

RECENT TRENDS IN EPISTEMOLOGY

JUSTIFICATION AND ITS DISCONTENTS

An in-depth survey of contemporary egsblogy is not required to realize that
‘justified true belief’ no longer stands as a datitory definition of knowledge according
to most epistemologists. Or at least, the conckfpastification’ has proven to be so
problematic as to lead many to question its usefdraltogether. Traditionally, what
makes a belief justified has depended on whetleebdtief is based on some sort of
evidence or reasons. While the first major blowih® concept came in the form of the
famous Gettier problems, numerous other difficaltiave arisen and been addressed
since then. The debate over whether a personmaustcognitive access to all of the
factors that make a belief justified has led togaparation of externalists and
internalists; the debate over whether a nonbagiefisgustification requires that it is
inferred from other basic, noninferential belieéshed to a divide between
foundationalists and coherentists. Thus, the qanaEjustification’ has become more
and more convoluted. In cases where the ternillisised, its meaning is often no less

vague than “that property of a true belief whiclmeerts it into knowledge”.

Such vagueness has led many to abahédaeitm altogether. William Alston, in



Chapter 1 of hi8eyond Justification: Dimensions of Epistemic Ea#tn (2005),
announces,

I will go on the offensive and argue that the wjgtead supposition that

‘justified’ picks out an objective feature of bdlibat is of central

epistemic importance is a thoroughly misguided dsball argue that the

perennial quest for what it is for a belief to bstjfied, and what are the

necessary and/or sufficient conditions for suctatus, is quixotic, of the

same order as the search for the Fountain of Youth.

Linda Zagzebski, while not going quitefar as Alston, cites problems with a
strictly belief-based approach to epistemology acichowledges that, “since justification
is a property of a belief, it is very difficult taljucate disputes over this concept if the
belief is treated as the bottom-level object oflexaon” (1996, p. 2). Similar reasons
have led Alvin Plantinga to use the term ‘warrantfavor of ‘justification’, and | will
likewise be using the former for the remainderhi$ essay. At times this will simply
refer to whatever property of a true belief ithattconverts it into knowledge (i.e.,
‘positive epistemic status’, ‘rationality’, ‘reasaipleness’, etc.), in the broadest sense,

while at other times | will use the term more naiyas Plantinga utilizes it within the

context of his proper function model.

REFORMED EPISTEMOLOGY
In 1983, Plantinga, along with Nichol&slterstorff and William Alston initiated
what became known as “Reformed epistemologyFaith and Rationalitywhich

primarily served as a response to the evidentigiatienge against theistic belief. The

p.11.

" In WCB, Plantinga summarizes the concept by sjatiut in a nutshell, then, a belief has warramts
personSonly if that belief is produced i8by cognitive faculties functioning properly (sulijée no
dysfunction) in a cognitive environment that is eygpiate forS's kind of cognitive faculties, according to
a design plan that is successfully aimed at tritte must add, furthermore, that when a belief mihetse
conditions and does enjoy warrant, theggreeof warrant it enjoys depends on the strength obtlf, the
firmness with whictsholds it (p. 156).”

10



central theme of the essays in the book was tleetlts a person could maintain a belief
in God, even in the absence of argument or evidemzestill be entirely within his
epistemic rights. The reason for this, as Plaatiagued, is that theistic belief belongs to
a special category of beliefs that are ‘properlgitiawhich includes belief in other
minds, the past, and other basic perceptual bel#fsatural response to such a claim is
that theistic belief is not nearly as widespreathasother beliefs in this category, and
therefore cannot be considered properly basicntiflga, relying on John Calvin’s idea
of thesensus divinitati¢§SD), explained that it is a result of sin enterihg world that

our natural knowledge of God (and our faculty @saning as a whole) has been
corrupted: “Were it not for the existence of sirthe world, human beings would believe
in God to the same degree and with the same nafpoaltaneity that we believe in the
existence of other persons, an external worldhempast” (Plantinga 1983, p. 66). The
primary purpose of such an argument was not ta afieargument for the existence of
God (although the author acknowledges that theassgaments may be helpful in certain
circumstances), but rather to defend the rationafitheistic belief, particularly that of
the common believer. If the basic Christian teaghiabout God and the world are true,
and if it is possible for one’s natural knowledde=md to be restored through the SD,
then there is no reason to demand evidence asiaeegnt for rational belief in God’s

existence.

In addition to offering an account fbetrationality of religious beliefaith and

Rationalityserved as an attack on classical foundationalisterpology® In

8 James Beilby points out that Plantinga does Hetaut all forms of foundationalism: “What Planting
rejects is the classical foundationalist’s narraiteda for proper basicality (Beilby 2005, p. 47).

11



Wolterstorff's introduction to the book, he explaitihat a classical foundationalist is one
who divides beliefs into those which are held amliasis of other beliefs and those
which are held immediately and non-inferentiallye former are supported by the latter,
which serve as the foundation of a person’s n@tticcture. Basic, non-inferential
beliefs include those which are either self evidédt 2 = 4”) or those concerning the
state of one’s own consciousness (“| see a bright’). In order for a belief to be
rational or justified, it must either fall into gcategory or be supported by, at least
inferentially, beliefs in this category (p. 2-3Jhe evidentialist, more specifically,
demands that demonstration or argument is able pven for any belief claiming to be
rational, proving that it can be inferentially teacback to some basic belief. Or more
specifically, the degree of firmness to whighssents to propositidghshould correspond
to the amount of evidence fBrthat is available t& OtherwiseSs belief cannot be
considered rational. The critical assessmentafdationalism and evidentialism begun
in this work led Plantinga to develop a new episigical model to serve as an

alternative to existing theories of rationality.

PLANTINGA'S PROPER FUNCTION MODEL

In Chapter 1 &Varrant and Proper Functioh Plantinga provides a preliminary

definition of warrant:

“We may say that a beli® has warrant fo§if and only if the relevant
segments (the segments involved in the productid) are functioning
properly in a cognitive environment sufficientlyrsiar to that for which
Ss faculties are designed; and the modules of &ségah plan governing
the production oB are (1) aimed at truth, and (2) such that theeehiggh
objective probability that a belief formed in acdance with those

° Oxford University Press (1993).

12



modules (in that sort of cognitive environmentrige; and the more
firmly SbelievesB the more warrarB has forS.”*°

This definition demonstrates why Plantinga denfies the traditional notion of
justification is a necessary (and sometimes evéitignt) criterion for knowledge. As
Kvanvig has stated, “The heart of the theory is found in the claim that warrant
requires properly functioning cognitive equipmetit.t is often assumed in current
writings that in order for belie? to be justified, one must able to provide reasons o
evidence for holding that belief. Otherwise, tlefiéf cannot be considered rational and
thus cannot constitute knowledge. Or put lessgtyo the internalist will argue that the
agent must have at least some degree of cognitaesa to the factors leading to bekef
in order for that belief to be justified. It isteh objected, however, that in either case this
raises the bar too high for what can actually beswtered knowledge, particularly in
regard to basic perceptual beliefs (belief in thiemnal world, other minds, etc.).
Plantinga instead asks whether the belief in qoestias formed by a reliable cognitive
process, where one’s faculties are functioning erypn the environment for which they
were designedf If yes, then that belief is warranted and mayisefor knowledge. If
no, then the belief is not warranted and cannotuarnim knowledge.

It is important to remember that warrantetidés maysuffice for knowledge, but it
does not necessarily follow in every case. A falskef may possess warrant, in a
situation where the agent came to hold the belief keliable mechanism, yet the
criterion of ‘truebelief’ is missing and therefore cannot constitutewledge. Also, a

person may have a true belief that is warrantedgtilitioes not count as knowledge. In

0p. 19.

12 plantinga denies that this requires a commitmeant theistic or metaphysical belief in conscious
design; one could just as easily understand thterstent as “designed by evolution”. See p. 2Wvet

13



this case it is said that the belief does not Essaesufficient degree of warrant. This is
another area where the concept of warrant offensr@ nuanced understanding than the
traditional doctrine of justification: any givenlts can enjoy varying degrees of

warrant, and yet it is not until the necessaryétold” of warrant has been crossed that
a belief can be considered a candidate for knovdedRjantinga leaves open the
possibilities as to what kinds of things might ease the degree of warrant that a belief
enjoys, but he himself includes things like newuangntation or reasoning processes that
might strengthen the degree of conviction with \attice belief is held. So a person’s

true belief may possess warrant, yet not to theadegufficient for knowledge.

In order to have knowledge, a persanis belief must have a sufficient degree of
warrant. In order to have a sufficient degree afrant, the faculty which produced the
belief must be aiming at truth and must be reliabléne kinds of environments for which
it was designed. In other words, it must be fiorgtig properly. Plantinga
acknowledges that apparently less-than-preciseeafithis concept: “The idea of
proper function is one we all have; we all gragp @t least a preliminary rough-and-
ready way; we all constantly employ {£”What it means for a faculty to be ‘aiming at
truth’, or ‘reliable’, or exactly what kinds of emenments are condusive to the
production of true beliefs, he also acknowledgdset@pen for discussidfi. Other
criteria, including the firmness of the belief dretagent’s palt, may be included when
evaluating what is necessary for a belief to becsufitciently warranted. Additionally,

Plantinga claims that it isndefeatedvarrant that is required in order to convert true

13 WPF, p. 5.
14 See Plantinga’Respondein Kvanvig 1996.
15 See Chapter 13 of WCB.

14



belief into knowledge, an idea he further developShapter 11 of WCB. Again,
Kvanvig surmises, “Plantinga thereby commits hirhsethe view that the nature of
knowledge can be explicated without any need t@ldgvan account of what it is to have
a belief that is undefeated by information one dosgossess: the crucial work in
understanding the nature of knowledge is only dialarifying what it is for cognition to
be functioning properly*® James Beilby, summarizing Plantinga’s developroént
proper functionalism, observes that five conditionsst be met regarding beliBffor
personS'”:

(1) Bis produced irSby cognitive faculties functioning properly (suljjec
to no dysfunction). [The ‘proper function’ conditip

(2) Bis formed in an appropriate cognitive maxi-envir@mn(one
sufficiently similar to that for whicl®s cognitive faculties were
designed), and in an epistemically favorable cagminini-environment.
[The ‘environmental’ condition.]

(3) The segments @&s noetic structure relevant to the productiorBadre
reliably aimed at truth (rather than some othemdange goal). [The
‘alethic’ condition.]

(4) Shas no defeaters f@&. [The ‘no-defeater’ condition.]

(5) SholdsB with sufficient firmness to yield a degree of veant
sufficient for knowledge. [The ‘degree of beliebradition.]

Further refinements to the above conditions haws lmeade by Plantinga and others, but
my interest lies only in providing an adequate wiew of Plantinga’s model. Some of
these | will address in greater detail below. Heerel will now turn to the question of

what constitutes “virtue epistemology”.

16 Kvanvig 1996, pp. viii-ix.
" Beilby 2005, p. 86.
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VIRTUE EPISTEMOLOGY

Virtue epistemology is a relatively neand currently developing approach to the
study of human knowledge. The underdeveloped eatiwvirtue epistemology is
highlighted by the fact that it is nearly impossibd find a consistent definition of it.
Although Sosa was the first to utilize the conagfplintellectual virtue” in the realm of
contemporary epistemology in Sosa 1980, the phraseince taken on a variety of
meanings. In addition to Zazgebski's “pure” versinentioned above, Sosa and others
have developed concepts of intellectual virtue tmgiorted into existing models as a
supplement and a way to better understand what srtake belief knowledge (sometimes
referred to as a “virtue-theoretic” approach). Blepecifically, some have sought to

reconstruct Plantinga’s proper function model alvinyie-theoretic lines®

| believe that it can be safely said theuually all versions of virtue epistemology
share in common, as a minimum, the claim that @m@gintellectual virtues which
bring about the agent’s beliefs should be placdbeaforefront of epistemic evaluation,
whether dealing with traditional questions of emisic analysis or reframing the
guestions themselves. A survey of the literathosyever, reveals that any of the
following have been attributed to virtue epistengyto(1) the claim that epistemology is
a normative discipline, similar to ethtés(2) virtue epistemology is ‘person-based’ (i.e.,

the virtues in question are predicatechgént$, whereas traditional theories are ‘belief-

18 See Axtell 2006, Pritchard 2003, Roberts and W2@@# and 2007.

19 7agzebski argues the radical claim in Zagzebs@B1#nd elsewhere that the discipline of epistemplog
should be approached as a sub-discipline of mdrigdgophy. This idea has not seemed to carry much
momentum outside proponents of Zagzebski's pagicudrsion of virtue epistemology.
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based’ (the virtues are predicatedadultiesinvolved in formulating beliefdj, and
similarly, (3) the exercise of virtue should re@acbelief's property of being ‘justified’
as the third criteria for knowledge in additionttoe belief. One can also find the
following claims, however: (4) intellectual virtuesfer to the excellence or ability of
one’s faculties in regard to acquire and maintaie beliefs, and (5) the intellectual
virtues are relevant to epistemic evaluation insafathey are reliable, truth-conducive

traits that aid in the overall aim of producing lwiedge.

Depending on which of the above are sstbprhen describing virtue
epistemology, one could arrive at the conclusi@t Flantinga’s proper function model
is, at face value, a virtue theory because it icemned explicitly with (4) and implicitly
with (5). On the other hand, one could converselyclude that it does not qualify as a
virtue theory since has virtually nothing to dowft) - (3). And entering into such
confusion is a likely possibility for the readetagzebski emphatically differentiates her
neo-Aristotelian virtue theory from Plantinga’sany other reliabilist theory. Ernest
Sosa and Jaegwon Kim'’s anthology on epistemoldgugh, claims that “Virtue
epistemology and proper functionalism may be faielgarded as descendants of
reliabilism,” since “both views require, for knowlige, that one’s belief be produced by a
reliable process, but both deny this is sufficieit.Conflicts like these make the lack of
consensus concerning virtue epistemology readiasmt. Since my purpose is not to
provide a survey of the varieties of virtue episbérgy, however, | will turn my attention

to explaining how | use the term and my reasonsiéang so.

2 This aspect is discussed in the first section fwdger I11.
% Sosa and Kim 2000, p. 435.
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DEFINING “VIRTUE” AND “EPISTEMOLOGY”

| am less concerned here with definimye as | am with establishing what it
pertains to. Nonetheless, this will shed lighthonv it might be possible for Plantinga’s
proper function model to be reconsidered as a &fndrtue epistemology. If we adopt
John Greco’s basic definition of an intellectuatwe as “a power or ability or
competence to arrive at truths in a particuladfi@ind to avoid believing falsehoods in
that field,”*? then we can begin to examine how exactly this irfighvithin a proper
function model. According to Greco, a criteriom fastified belief (assuming a generic
virtue model) would be: “S is justified in beliegrnhatp if and only if S’s believing that
p is the result of S’s intellectual virtues or fages functioning in an appropriate

environment.*

The question is whether, in evaluating knowletige way, we are
concerned with the faculties of the agent or thenags a person; which is also to ask

whether faculties can exhibit virtues.

In short, | want to affirm that facultiean exhibit virtues, but we can also not
separate the use and functioning of one’s facuifita@s the overall evaluation of a person
as an epistemic agent. That is, to affirm thatitées can exhibit virtues is not
necessarily to deny that epistemic evaluation eéafased (as opposed to merely belief-
based). | will explore this issue in the next dieapbut it is worth noting that how one
approaches this issue will largely be determinediy's understanding of the nature of

beliefs While there is a seeming minority who want @il that beliefs aracts |

% Dancy and Sosa 1993, p. 521.
2 bid.
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affirm the more traditional stance that beliefs steges If one is convinced of the

former, however, my overall analysis (or Plantirsyavill most likely not seem very
persuasive. Regardless, | am keeping in mind dissipility of evaluating, to some
degree, belief formation processes, which are rakireto acts than states. And this is
where the normative aspect of epistemic evaluatommes in, which any virtue model

will necessarily include. Belief formation processand belief states are tricky and
complex things, and | do not claim to provide ahaustive account or even assume any
particular understanding of their psychological empannings. All | hope to do is
consider a way in which epistemic responsibility @ maintained alongside a proper
function model, and more specifically providingigtwe-theoretic account of Plantinga’s

model.
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CHAPTER III

WARRANT, AGENT-RELIABILISM, AND EPISTEMIC VIRTUES

BELIEF-BASED AND AGENT-BASED MODELS

In Zagzebski'¥irtues of the Mindshe distinguishes her virtue-theoretic approach
to epistemology from other approaches by emphasgihat her theory focuses on
persongather tharpropositionsbelieved by persons, therefore making her thegent
based where other theories are belief-based. @igishe observes that much of the
vocabulary used in epistemology is borrowed frohicat theory (fulfilling epistemic
“duty”, being within one’s epistemic “rights”, ejcand while most epistemological
theories borrow from consequentialism, her the@gsiuthe language of virtue ethics
(being intellectually virtuous, intellectual huntylj etc.). And while consequentialism is
act-based, virtue ethics is person-based. Whilenenhand recognizing that Plantinga’s
proper function model avoids a consequentialish&aork, she nonetheless designates it
as a deontological theory and argues that it shooiddbe labeled as a form of virtue
epistemology. This, she says, is because, “Plgafiocuses on faculties, not virtues (p.
10).” A pure virtue theory, according to Zagzebskione that “treats act evaluation as
derivative from the character of an agent. Rougdufyact is righbecauset is what a
virtuous person might do. In such theories arataitcepts are conceptually more

fundamental than deontic concepts” (p. 16).
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While | am sympathetic to much of whagZebski sets out to accomplish, | find a
few areas to be problematic. The first is thatdieim of dispensing with the traditional
belief-based approach is undermined by the fatttktieamajority of her book is devoted
to addressing traditional problems in epistemolsggh as the concept of justification,
rather than providing a viable alternative thatsloet rely so heavily on concepts rooted
in belief-based models. She argues that “intali#ctirtue is the primary normative
component of both justified belief and knowledgend states, “I define knowledge as
cognitive contact with reality arising from whatdll ‘acts of intellectual virtue’ (p. xv).”
While this limitation may likely be unavoidable séems to me that Zagzebski's

approach may be less radical than she suggests.

Secondly, | am not convinced that Plagdis focus on faculties necessarily rules
out any role for intellectual virtue. Zagzebskyaes that virtues have traditionally
applied to the excellence of faculties, not faesltihemselves; and since Plantinga talks
about properly functioning faculties, these carbv@tonsidered virtues. | believe this is
a misunderstanding of Plantinga’s theory, whiclinag also elaborated on much since
these criticisms were raised. While it is truet fRkantinga refers to faculties like sight or
hearing, often analogically, he also describes itivgrfaculties such as reason and
memory. One can easily see how a person mighirtueus in the use of such cognitive
faculties, as well as how this use might correspaitld the improvement of their
functioning. Plantinga does briefly address tHe af the will and emotions toward the
end of WCB, but | do believe that there is roomdignificant improvement in this area

of Plantinga’s theory. However, it is clear to that in examining the proper functioning
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(or excellence) of a cognitive agent’s facultie®pto and in order to establish whether
the agent’s belief(s) count as knowledge, we aigsa question as much about the
agent as we are the proposition at stake. Thexgelftaelieve that Plantinga’s model, as it
stands, can properly be understood as an agerd-bastemological model. It is with
this assumption that | seek to incorporate a moeetiined understanding of intellectual

virtue into Plantinga’s account of warrant.

Finally, as Wolterstorff has pointed ,datspite of the apparent similarities
between virtue ethics and virtue epistemology,

Beliefs are states, not acts; and the state oé\ialy something is not

brought about by deciding to believe that. Accogtimthe difference

between the ethics of action and doxastic epistegyal not that the

former is the ethic of moral actions, and the ratige ethic of doxastic

actions; there are no doxastic actions. So, t@oditierence between the

ethics of virtue and virtue epistemology is not tie former treats those

virtues that get expressed in moral actions whielatter treats those that

get expressed in doxastic actidfis.
If this point has any significance, and | beliekettit does, then much of what Zagzebski
simply assumes can be carried over from virtuecst{particularly Aristotle’s virtue
ethics) will not be beneficial in answering epistéagical problem$> While these
reasons have made me unable to accept Zagzebsksi®w of virtue epistemology
wholesale, | do think that her work in the fielcstraised some important questions and

called attention to neglected areas of what wenaftssider knowledge. | will point out

these influences where they are relevant. Whatntwo maintain, though, is that

24 \Wolterstorff 2002, pp. 876-77.

%t has also been argued that, in spite of Zagzshsiiance on Aristotle for her understandingvrtue,
she has applied his moral theory to problems inesaporary epistemology in ways that are quite fprei
to the spirit of Aristotle’s work. While such ddism could lead to an interesting exploration of
Zagzebski's theory, it falls outside the scopehis essay.
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Plantinga’s proper functional model can accurabelylescribed as an agent-based model,
although I believe that more emphasis should besgl@n this aspect of the theory. |
believe that this can be accomplished by incorpagahto the concept of warrant an

account of intellectual virtues as characteristicge agent.

AGENT-RELIABILISM

Since | am arguing that Plantinga’s niates, in fact, qualify as an agent-based
modef®, it will be helpful to clarify the dissimilaritieetween Plantinga’s theory and
what Zagzebski considers a pure virtue theory, elsag traditional reliabilist theories,
both of which Plantinga has distanced himself frddme of the reasons why Plantinga’s
model cannot be considered a pure virtue theathyaisit takes an externalist stance
toward warranted belief, whereas as a pure vitigery must be essentially internafist.
While the externalist element in Plantinga’s madeiht at first glance seem to fall in
accordance with traditional reliabilist models,rhare some important differences that
force it into an alternative category apart from finevailing theories in contemporary
epistemology?® | do not have the space to go into great detathese differences, but |

will highlight a few of them for the sake of clacdtion.

One of the common objections to tradiioreliabilism is the ‘generality

problem’, which argues that the reliabilist accoahknowledge is too vague to assess

% By ‘agent-based’ model, | mean simply a model fiates the agent (as a person) at the center of
epistemic evaluation as opposed to a faculty arlfees of that agent.

271 will address this issue directly in section Shif chapter.

8 By this | have in mind foundationalism, coheremijsand reliabilism, since virtually every existing
model can be (at least roughly) classified as dribase three. | admit however, as | believe Pteyai
would, that the proper function model shares momoimmon with reliabilism than with the other two
options.
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specific instances of a person’s belief forminggess. This is because reliabilism claims
that a belief is justified when it is the resulteofeliable belief-forming cognitive process
(it tends to produce more true beliefs than falsesd. Such processes, notes Plantinga,
“are to be thought of agpes not tokens. Clearly enough, however, a given iec
process culminating in the production of a belidf e a token of many different types:
which type is the one determining its degree dififfjaation?” (1993b, p. 28). The types
involved will have varying truth ratios. And Plarmda explains that a belief's degree of
warrant is not rigidly determined by the degreeabfbility of the faculty involved.

What is missing from reliabilist theories is a pgofunction constraint, one that insures
that in any specific belief forming process (tokehg faculty or faculties involved are
functioning properly according to the design pfarfA belief may be the product of a
reliable belief producing mechanism, but if the hmdsm in question malfunctions (the
agent is drunk, or ill, or under attack by a shakhle) resulting belief has little or no
warrant, despite its respectable source” (1993bijip. This is because traditional
reliabilism does not have the proper function caist that Plantinga’s model does; the
general reliabilist constraint could be satisfigthaut satisfying the proper function
constraint. It is clear according to Plantingasdeal that, even if the belief forming
processs generally reliable, a belief will not have want# one of the faculties involved

in the process is not functioning properly.

Another key difference is the incorpamatof an environmental condition in

Plantinga’s model, which was not incorporated imtotheory of warrant until certain

# plantinga also criticizes reliabilism for this sea: “from one point of view the problem with rélism
is that it fails to distinguish between design pdemal max plan (1993b, p. 29).” For other criticisohs
traditional reliabilism, see Plantinga 1995b.
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Gettier-type objections were raised againd! iReliabilists such as Alvin Goldman have
noted, “Reliabilists often agree that some kindtoéngthening of the simple reliability
requirement is needed” (Dancy and Sosa 1993, p. 434ntinga addresses a handful of
such cases, including, for example, one borrowesh BBertrand Russell concerning a
stopped clock. If at noon Jones sees a clockmstopped at midnight while he was
sleeping and then forms the belief that it is nabwpould seem that his true belief is
warranted but does not constitute knowledge. iBdase there is neither deception nor
inference from other false beliefs involved. Like® Jones’ looking at the clock to find
out what time it is would normally qualify as aiadlle process, and there is no
malfunction of Jones’ faculties. Plantinga obssr\®wever, that “Gettier examples
involve something like mild cognitive environmenpalllution; in each of these cases the
cognitive environment [...] diverges in some smalsobtle way from the paradigm or
standard sort of environment for which our facusltaee designed” (Kvanvig 1996, p.
310). So in cases like this, it not the persoataifties that are to blame, but rather
certain conditions in the person’s environment,(itas not the specific environment that
our faculties were designed for). In WPF we |ghat “a belief has warrant for you only
if the segment of the design plan governing itslpobion isdirectly rather than indirectly
aimed at the production of true beliefs (and antaddto that effect must be made to the
official account of warrant)” (p. 40). In order éxplain why the seemingly justified
Jones doesot, in fact have warrant for his belief that it isamp Plantinga articulates the
distinction between maxi- and mini-environmentshil/it is true that Jones is in that
appropriate maxi-environment, which is basically garth we live on, his specific mini-

environment is not one that is directly aimed atphoduction of true beliefs (evidenced

30 See Kvanvig 1996, pp. 308-317, 325-329 and Plgat000, pp. 156-161.
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by the fact that the clock has stopped functionirig)most mini-environments, the belief
that it is noon which derives from looking at aak@n the wall that indicates that it is
noon would be warranted. Plantinga states: “Arr@se of my cognitive powers,
therefore, even when those powers are functionioggly (perfectly in accord with my
design plan) in the maxi-environment for which tlaeg designed, can be counted on to
produce a true belief with respectsimmecognitive mini-environments but not with
respect to others” (Kvanvig 1996, p. 316). Thuse,riini-environment must be a
favorableone in addition the agent’s cognitive facultiesdiioning properly. When a
mini-environment contains elements that are degeti one’s cognitive faculties, a true
belief will still only be the result of epistemiagdk. In such cases, it is clear in the mini-
environment that the circumstances are not conduoicognitive processes aimed at

obtaining true beliefs.

In Gettier cases, the person’s beligfams justified so long as the agent has not
violated his epistemic duties. The internalisusoh involves adding the qualification
that whatever constitutes warrant must be inteyraadtessible by the agent. But
Plantinga is critical of this move as well, arguifgven if everything is going as it ought
to with respect to what is internal (in the intdistasense), warrant may still be absetit.”
He goes on to state: “a belief has warrant for goly if the segment of the design plan
governing its production idirectly rather than indirectly aimed at the productionroé

beliefs (and an addition to that effect must be enaxthe official account of warrantj®”

3L WPF, p. 36.
%2 bid., p. 40.
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Plantinga has much more to say about various foffittse Gettier problem in WPF, but |

will let this treatment suffice as a summary of bnerall strategy.

The externalism inherent in this modahiost evident in cases like these. Where
traditional reliabilism, which shares the extersiaiof Plantinga’s model, would be
unable to resolve counterexamples like this in Whie same cognitive process is taking
place (and the same faculties are functioning ptgpélantinga is able to account for
specific environmental conditions to determine vleene’s belief possesses any degree
of warrant. In order to articulate this environr@mondition more fully, theesolution
conditionwas added to the criteria for warrant in WCB. Tésolution condition states
that:

A belief B producedoy an exercis& of cognitive powers has warrant

sufficient for knowledge only IMBE (the minienvironment with respect

to B andE) is favorable tE.*

This is not to say that beliefs formed in less-tfmrorable minienvironments do not

possess any warrant, but they will not have a bigbugh degree of warrant to turn an

otherwise true belief into knowledge.

So far, this only demonstrates how Rgat's proper function model differs from
traditional reliabilism. While | hope what | hawgitten demonstrates why Plantinga’s
model possesses an advantage over traditionabiftedia, | will now explore ways in
which the proper function model might be re-clasdifand amended in order to
incorporate a more robust account of human knovdedyg short, | believe that

Plantinga’s current theory does indeed providefficgent account of basic perceptual

% Plantinga 2000, p. 159.
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knowledge as well as many other cases of propasitiknowledge, but | believe that it is
also ripe for a more articulated account of warwanén it comes to higher-level or
theoretical knowledge. | mean specifically to démcan account of intellectual virtue
that is compatible with Plantinga’s definition oawant, and one that will not
significantly alter what has already been develapdds account. Several others have
developed broad epistemic models that could inctbdegroper function model,
including “foundherentism” (Susan Haack), “respbiiem” (Lorraine Code), and
“responsibilist externalism” (Guy Axtell). All dhese models have overlapping
similarities, but in my opinion the most promisiagcount of this variety lies in what

John Greco has labeled “agent reliabilism” (AR).

The basis of Greco’s agent reliabilisnthiat: 1) “in order to avoid skepticism
about empirical knowledge, we must adopt an episkegy that allows empirical
knowledge to be based on evidence that is mereiiyrggently reliable. In other words,
we must adopt some form or reliabilism” (Greco 1,9991), and 2) AR is able to avoid
problems typically associated with simple reliaili. Since | have already argued that
Plantinga’s model accomplished (2), | will focus®@reco’s claim that AR is “properly
conceived as a kind of virtue epistemology” (p.viZhjch Plantinga has not claimed for
his model. Since the purpose of this essay ismatgue for reliabilism (or Plantinga’s
version of it) over and against other epistemic el®d will not deal with Greco’s
argument for (1). | am interested in Greco’s us&iotue language” in his description of
AR, however, which unlike pure virtue models, adsdapat the excellence of a person’s

faculties can count as a “virtuous”. He cites Btrigosa in claiming that “there is a
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broader sense of ‘virtue’, still Greek, in whichy#iming with a function — natural or
artificial — does have virtues. The eye doesy alle have its virtues, and so does a
knife” (p.18). Greco goes on to explain:

In the present view, knowledge and justified bedief grounded in stable

and reliable cognitive character. Such characterimaude both a

person’s natural cognitive faculties as well asdwuired habits of

thought. Accordingly, innate vision gives rise twkvledge if it is reliably

accurate. But so can acquired skills of percepdioh acquired methods of

inquiry, including those involving highly speciadd training or even

advanced technology. So long as such habits ahestaible and

successful, they make up the kind of charactergivass rise to

knowledge®
Greco then summarizes the position of agent rdisabias follows:

A belief p has positive epistemic status for a perS just in case S’s

believing that p results from stable and reliab$pdsitions that make up

S’s cognitive charactér.
My reading of Greco suggests that there is an itapbconnection between the reliable
process used in an agent to produce a true belietree agent’s disposition to form
beliefs via such processes. My guess is thatiRgatvould be sympathetic toward this
stance, but there is nothing explicit in his wigtithat suggests this. How this
relationship might work has yet to be fully expkdh | believe that AR is fully capable
of encompassing a proper function model along atlaccount of intellectual virtue, as
Greco recognizes that “agent reliabilism is sudfitly general to admit many versions,
depending on how one fills in the details regardmgnature or reliable agent character
(p. 20).”

Greco is also suspicious, though, tleah@ps the many existing theorfethat

could be classified as AR atlab much to the basic framework, thereby making the

34 Greco 1999, p. 19.
% bid.
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requirements for knowledge too strong. It is uacke me how this concern applies to
Plantinga’s model; it seems rather that AR aaluistherdimension to Plantinga’s model
instead of the other way around. | will maintdirststance and argue that a proper
function model that accounts for the virtue theioigluded in Greco’s AR is an

improvement over Plantinga’s existing model.

THE VOLUNTARINESS OF BELIEF

One of the issues that often arisessousgsions of virtue epistemology is the
voluntariness of belief. While nearly everyoneesg that we have some degree of
control over the stances we take toward how we tackrpain beliefs, there is still
argument over what kinds of beliefs (if any) we éa&wontrol over and to what degree we
have control over them. As far as individual bisli@re concerned, however, the natural
stance seems to be that we form beliefs immediafBtyuse an example similar to one
offered by Plantinga: if someone offers you ondiamildollars if you can genuinely form
the belief that you are 20ft. tall, or that you everently standing on the moon, there is
simply no way you can force yourself to form sudbetief. This is often referred to as
doxastic involuntarism. Against this notion, Dages in his Fourth Meditation states
that “when the intellect puts something forwarddéfirmation or denial or for pursuit or
avoidance, our inclinations are such that we ddewltwe are determined by any
external force” (Descartes 1984, p. 40); we are foeeither affirm or deny it as an act of
the will. While it is unclear exactly how far Destes would be willing to take that idea

(or if he would not make the same claim in regardelieving, it does seem that there is

3 Greco mentions that Alston’s social practice tyeBtantinga’s proper functionalism, Sosa’s
perspectivism, and Zagzebski's neo-Aristotelianrapph all qualify as AR theories (p. 24).
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at leastsomesense in which we have control over what we affimdeny. If it were not
the case, we would never be justified in blamingeone for being gullible or

maintaining a large amount of false beliefs.

Plantinga does acknowledge that we lvadieect control over some of our
beliefs, similar to the way in which way have iregit control over our weight, for
example: “I can train myself not to assume autocadi that people in white coats know
what they are talking about; | can train myselp&y more attention to the evidence, to be
less credulous and gullible (or less cynical arepsikal), and so on” (Plantinga 2000, p.
96). Still, he maintains that beliefs are formedus’ as opposed to ‘by us’, although
there may be conditions prior to the belief forroatihat we have some degree of control
over. The necessary distinction to be made herdames Beilby points out, is between
attitudevoluntarism andloxasticvoluntarism (p. 154). That is to say, one can picttes
former while rejecting the latter. Nonethelessnihga leans more toward an
involuntarist position than Zagzebski, for examphecording to Robert Audi, “The less
voluntarist we are, the more likely we are to beta@c externalists, holding that epistemic
virtue is a matter of having suitably deep tendesto form beliefs on a reliable basis”

(in Fairweather and Zagzebski 2001, p. 87).

It is interesting to note, however, thaén Plantinga sometimes uses examples of
less-than-virtuous character to demonstrate hownigét affect our own ability to form
or not form certain beliefs. For instance: “Outvahity and pride, | may form the belief

that my work is unduly neglected when the fact geits more attention than it deserves”
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(Plantinga 2000, pp. 96-97). He does not devéiapline of thought much further, but |
believe that his theory could offer a much richezaunt of human knowledge if he were
to do so. Christopher Hookway, in his essay “Alfifex States and Epistemic
Immediacy”, observes that,

While everyone would agree that anger or envy e la role in

explaining our epistemic failings, few theoristsigt that appropriate

patterns of affective response mayréguiredfor inquiring or believing

well. And even fewer would insist that taking tlodéerof emotions, or

other affective states, seriously is necessarifive to deal in a

satisfactory way with what we can think of as tleatralproblems of

epistemology — for example, the diffusing of sceiptn or the study of

how ‘internalists’ and ‘externalist’ demands in theory of justification

can be integrated. It is rare to find the arguntieat affective states or

emotions can have a role in explaining how epistesaaluation is

possible®’
The question that looms here is whether one nmeisnlinternalist to be a true virtue
epistemologist. If not, then it still remains te §een how externalism, specifically AR,

can make room for the role of an agent’s dispasstiand attitudes toward beliefs.

INTERNALISM AND EXTERNALISM

In this section, | want to offer a bresfplanation of how, within an AR
framework, one can be both an externalist andtaesgpistemologist; | hope to do this
without getting into the fine details of the intafist-externalist debate. My reason for
this is simply that | am not attempting to deterewrhich stance is the correct one, but
rather to evaluate whether Plantinga’s proper fonanodel, which happens to be
externalist, is compatible with certain core featuof virtue epistemology. The debate
over internalism and externalism is about the dioons that are necessary for warrant,

and whether those conditions must be internallgssible to the agent. As | have

37 1n Brady and Pritchard 2003, pp. 75-76.
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already explained, Plantinga denies this and arthatsather than the cognitive
accessibility of the agent’s warranting conditioting questions we must ask are those
concerning the agent’s environment, the process tess®rm the belief, and the function
of the faculties involved in the belief-forming pess. | must mention here that this
description suffers from over-simplification. Tlkare many underlying presuppositions
brought into the debate, some of which may incldiffering metaphysical assumptions,
or as William Alston has argued, differing undenstiags of justification (or warranty.
One of the most insightful observations about deibate, in my estimation, is discussed
in Beilby 2005 (pp. 145-158), which surmises tlneat primary task of epistemology for
internalists is judging whether an agent is futigl her epistemic responsibilities in
forming beliefp, whereas for the externalist it is determining thiee her cognitive
processes have a high truth-conductivity. In #itel case, such processes are often
external to the agent’s awareness. Of coursepigteenologist can be concerned with

both of these tasks, but the assessment seemsit&casifar as it goes.

But how can an externalist be concermd whether or not an agent is within her
epistemic rights when the processes that formfisediee often outside of her awareness
and/or control? Plantinga has granted the obvyiourst that certain attitudes can have an
indirect effect on which beliefs we will adopt, duielieve that more can be said here.
Nearly every case that Plantinga deals with is eomed only with individual beliefs.

This is understandable, considering the confinesmehtontemporary epistemology. But

if what we are aiming for is a broadened scopepdtemological enquiry as | suggested

3 See Alston’s chapter “Internalism and External@mustification and on the Epistemic Desiderata
Approach”, pp. 53-57 in Alston 2005.
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in Chapter II, then a correspondingly broadenechéaork must be sketched that
accounts for the epistemic agent as just thatgenta In addition to questions such as,
“Is Sjustified in believingP?” we might also ask, “What sorts of virtues argpthyed in
Ss cognitive processes that make him praiseworthwise’?” And in order to do that,
we must have some concept of how an agent’s digpasiand emotional stances
determine the kinds of belief-forming processesvhleutilized and how his faculties will
function. It is possible to maintain that the lbagperations of belief formation occur
along an externalist understanding of warrant waiile evaluating the cognizer as an
agent®® In other words, a person might exhibit certateliectual virtues in how they
control their attitude toward certain beliefs (#gy influencing which beliefs they will
actually adopt down the road), all the while beimgware of the specific features that

would make a belief warranted.

Paul Helm, in his earlier woielief Policies develops an account of the will and
its role in determining what sort of practices wi# embrace in choosing one belief over
another. Each person may possess multiple ballefigs, whether conscious of them or
not, each depending on the context and relativertapce of the beliefs in question.
The types of policies range from purely tacit te thost intentional and explicit (or some
combination of both{’ Some belief policies, such as those pertainimeteeptual

beliefs are common to virtually all human agentishhe possible exception of a mental

39 For an internalist take on epistemic agenthooel Zegyzebski’s “Must Knowers Be Agents?” in
Fairweather and Zagzebski 2001.

0 For an in depth investigation into the concepiaoft knowledge, particularly in the sciences, Bekanyi
1962.
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impairment’; others are formulated by deep seated commitnaemtpresuppositions
about the world. Regardless, they provide thedstaits by which we will adopt,
maintain, or discard certain beliefs. These stedglare not directly determined by
evidence, but they themselves determine what casévidencéor theagent And

while individual beliefs may be outside of my imnedé control, Helm argues that belief
policies are directly subject to the will. “Itpossible to think of beliefs as engagements
in an epistemic diary. We may not only enter detéesuch engagements, but also
conduct a review of the sort of engagements we peurselves to make, the standards
for accepting or turning down prospective arguniefiiglm 1994, p. 178). Such
reasoning seems to fit with the common ethicaliiiota thatS can be held responsible
for doingA, even if he did not have the power to-€d8é, provided that: 1) the prior,
voluntary choice to d& would result (or at least likely result) in thebility to perform

~ A and 2)Swas aware that doingwould result in the inability to de A If we can
apply the same principle to belief formation, wa sae how intellectual virtue might

come to play a more prominent role in epistemiduatson.

The most important thing to note hertéha incorporating an account of
intellectual virtue into our epistemological evdloas and considering the cognitive
subject as an agent does not require us to beausraalists regarding warrant. There is
even a way to speak of ‘subjective justificationtivaut resorting to internalist standards
for warranted belief. According to Greco’s AR frawork,

A belief p is subjectively justified for a persor(iB the sense relevant for
having knowledge) if and only if S’s believing pgeounded in the

1 This seems to be consistent with Plantinga, wholdvexplain that errors in forming perceptual biglie
can be accounted for by malfunctioning cognitiveufies or a non-optimal minienvironment.
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cognitive dispositions that S manifests when $iisking
conscientiously?

By accounting for subjective justification this yyave have the resources to evaluate
“the relevant sense in which knowledge must beesuitvely appropriate as well as
objectively reliable” (ibid). This echoes the distion Helm makes between what we
might consider ‘ideal justification’, involving patligm cases where the agent is
omniscient and has access to all available evidesgrsus ‘personal justification’, in
which an agent’s grounds for believipgre judged according to whether or not a
rational person would adopton the same grounds (provided there is no wealofessl
involved). Since the paradigm cases never actoaltyr, we must take into account an
agent’s disposition toward the evidence that is&lbt available: “Ideal justification
indicates that all the possible evidence regargimguld conclusively establish the truth-
value ofp, whereas in personal justification all the eviderxnever available” (Helm
1994, p. 60). What this means, in short, is tlaat pf any epistemic evaluation of a
cognitive agent will include the agent’s sensitiuid the reliability of one’s evidence.
And once we begin looking at an agent’s sensititatihe reliability of evidence, we are
also looking at “the dispositions a person mangfegten she is sincerely trying to
believe what is true, i.e. when she is properlyivadéd to believe what is true” (Greco
1999, p. 21). And, unlike some virtue epistematgyiGreco is wise to avoid collapsing
all instances of belief formation into a singleezairy:

In cases of empirical reasoning knowers are digptiséorm beliefs about
unobserved matters of fact on the basis of infexefiom prior

observations. In cases of perceptual knowledge dheyisposed to form
perceptual beliefs directly on the basis of sensppearances. The fact

2 Greco 1999, p. 21.
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that they do this in some ways and not others datest a kind of
sensitivity to the reliability of their evidenég.

In making this distinction, we are able to maintamexternalists approach to warrant (of
which Plantinga’s proper function model can accdantnost cases of perceptual
knowledge) while still accommodating various typédelief formation, including those

that must account for the attitudes and dispostmfrthe agent, i.e. intellectual virtues.

WARRANT AND VIRTUE

Thus far | have said little about th&uatrelationship between the intellectual
virtues and the warrant of beliefs. My focus hisrmore on the nature of warrant than
on the nature of intellectual virtue, and | do wath to enter the debate on the exact
nature of intellectual virtue and other relatedsjioms. For my purposes it will suffice to
say that the intellectual virtues may include (imaty not be limited to) any of the
following: courage, caution, firmness, love of kredge, humility, autonomy,
generosity, practical wisddth intellectual carefulness, perseverance, vigexilfility,
courage, thoroughness, open-mindedness, fairmssghifulness, intellectual integrfty
etc. Those who tend to conflate faculties witkeliectual virtues will often include sight,
hearing, introspection, memory, deduction and itidncetc?® Regardless of whether
those of the latter sort properly qualify as irgetlal virtues, my interest lies with those
in the former. Since the concept of warrant, imnhga’s conception, is open to a
variety of sources, it seems only natural to ineltitese reflective, intellectual virtues

among the criteria of warranting properties. Thaddits of this are twofold: 1) the

3 Greco 1999, pp. 22-23.

4 As listed in Roberts and Wood 2007 (table of cotsie

> As listed in Zagzebski 1996, p. 155.

“6 Greco lists these in his entry on ‘Virtue Epistéogy’ in Darcy and Sosa 1993, p. 520.
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modified proper function model is more clearly atdelescribe and evaluate epistemic
practices that are both subjectively responsibteabjectively reliable, and 2) open the
doors for less-explored avenues of epistemic etialuguch as understanding and
wisdom. Nothing in the current definition of wantas being replaced, but something of
value is being added. We are thus allowed to satylteliefs formed out of intellectual
virtue possess warrant, while not being requirech&xe the claim that all warranted
beliefs are necessarily virtuotfs.In making the latter claim, we avoid one of thajon
problems of a pure virtue theory, namely that tia&es for everyday knowledge are set
too high. It seems perfectly normal to asses<hmsiceptual beliefs without bringing
intellectual virtues into the equation. When itres to evaluating higher-level
knowledge claims, however, we have an added dimergiepistemic evaluation that
considers the whole person rather than the mereflrelquestion. For example, in
addition to asking whether a belief was formedavialiable process in the appropriate
environment by an agent whose faculties are functgpproperly (suppose it is the belief
that | deserve a 95 on my exam instead of therébdived), we can ask whether,
perhaps, some intellectual virtue(s) was lackiog éikample, objectivity or humility)

that hindered my ability to formulate a correctibledbout the situation. Such a belief
would lack, we could say in the fully Plantingiaanse, warrant. Or for another example,
a scientist might subconsciously ignore evidenag ¢buld potentially disprove the
theory she is currently working on and has speats/developing. If she had possessed
the virtues of flexibility, intellectual integritygnd the love of knowledge over and against

the concern for her own reputation, she likely widodve been more sensitive to the

" As | mentioned earlier, intellectual virtue regsirsensitivity to the available evidence and/or the
processes involved in belief formation, althougimstimes an agent may exhibit intellectual virtee fail
to have warrant for her belief if there is soma sbfailure in the environmental condition.
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sources she attended to and the belief formatioogsses that come with them. Thus,
intellectual vice led to the malfunction of her di¢tg of reason, which means her belief

that the theory is scientifically sound is actuddigking warrant.

Whether intentional or not, | believatlantinga’s theory is already structured in
such a way to support the intellectual virtuesraadditional criteria for warrant. One of
the advantages of the concept of warrant, as opgoseaditional evaluations of
justification, is that it comes in degrees. Inesttvords, a belief is not simply warranted
or unwarranted; there are indicators as to how mvarinant a belief enjoys. Plantinga
makes it clear that there is of courghr@sholdof warrant that must be crossed before a
true belief can be considered knowledge, but tlyeeseof warrant can ascend beyond the
bare minimum. The degree of warrant depends inquathe degree of beli®f or the
amount of firmness to which the belief is held.h@tfactors can affect the degree of
warrant (such as defeaters), but it is interedtiag Plantinga singles out firmness. As
noted above, firmness can be counted among théetttel virtues, and here we have a
clear example of intellectual virtue having a direffect on a belief's warrant. Plantinga
does not state this clearly, but it seems mostratetio say that it is a characteristic of
thepersonthat she holds a particular belief firmly, rathean of the belief itself. He has
suggested that there is still room for developnaéniis idea: “I am prepared to concede
that possibility that one can’t do a really projmdy on warrant without exploring the
analogically related properties of these other psitppnal attitudes’ (Kvanvig 1996, p.
371). He goes on to say, “Indeed, the fact is vadrthis kind is very much need” (ibid).

| see no reason why other epistemic virtues cahaet the same effect on warrant as

“8 Plantinga 2000, p. 456.

39



firmness. While not every intellectual virtue walpply in every case, if a certain
disposition or state of character in an agent earchine the degree of warrant, then
why should we not utilize the whole range of epistevirtues in evaluating the degree

of warrant that a belief possesses?
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CHAPTER IV

WARRANT AND RELIGIOUS BELIEF

THE PROPER BASICALITY OF THEISTIC BELIEF

My goal in this chapter is a modest dneil not attempt to defend Plantinga’s
argument for the rationality of religious beliefjtbvather | will be looking at whether or
not the model described in Chapter 3 is betterpgmpd to answer certain objections than
the original model. | want re-examine Plantingad$ion of proper basicality and how

this relates to the maintenance of religious belief

The idea that the belief ‘God existsulebbe held in a basic, non-inferential
manner is one the Plantinga began developit@ad and Other Mind€. His argument
is that it is possible for belief in God to be osal in the same way that belief in the
external world, or in the past, or in the existeatether minds is rationzl The obvious
problem that arises here is that while virtuallg®®one maintains the latter beliefs,
theistic belief remains highly controversial. liithg concepts originally developed by
John Calvin in hidnstitutes of the Christian Religidh Plantinga explains that all human

beings are endowed with a faculty known assiesus divinitati$§SD), by which the

9 Plantinga 1967.

* |t is important to note that Plantinga does nguarthat belief in God cannot be arrived at by way
argument or other ways that are not ‘properly Bassee the Appendix for a treatment of this topic.
*! Calvin 1960.
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existence of God and our relationship to him is edrmately perceived. Because of the
Fall of humankind, according to the Christian ttaah, this faculty has been severely
corrupted along with our wills and the rest of aature. Thus, our awareness of God,
via thesensus divinitatiss all but destroyed by what Plantinga calls‘ttuetic effects of
sin’. It is possible for the SD to be restoredwkwuer, by the activity of the Holy Spirit -
what Aquinas termed the ‘internal instigation of tHoly Spirit’ (IIHS) — although it is
not applied universally. It is a complex processiving the work of God and the
response of the believer, but it essentially resulta restored (at least partially) SD by
which God is immediately perceived to be real. c8jraccording to the Christian faith,
the SD is a part of the original design plan, awaed SD will result in cognitive
malfunction. Plantinga’s own articulation of tmedel is lengthy and highly nuanced,
and | cannot cover it in great detail héfelnstead, | wish to highlight a central aspect of

the theory, known as the extended Aquinas/Calvideho

THE EXTENDED A/C MODEL

In WCB, Plantinga further developed imisdel for the basicality of theistic belief,
rooted in the idea of St. Thomas Aquinas and Jaddiwilg to address specifically the
guestions oChristianbelief. This is why it is termed the ‘extendedCAmodel.
According to Plantinga, “The central themes of #mtended model are the Bible, the
internal testimony of the Holy Spirit, and faitPft” The latter element, faith, is of interest
here in light of the discussion on intellectuatwas. While not usually addressed in the

literature of virtue ethics, it is one of the thieauline virtues (faith, hope, and love) that

2 The interested reader should consult Planting® 1@8a fairly brief introduction, or Plantinga 2D¢or
a thoroughly developed explanation of the theory.
3 WCB, p. 242.
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are placed alongside the four cardinal virtuesdpenee, temperance, courage, and
justice) in the Christian tradition. While Plarganconsiders faith to be a gift from God,
he also acknowledges that it “involves thescutivdunction of the will; believers accept
the proffered gift and commit themselves to thed,¢o conforming their lives to his
will, to living lives of gratitude.®® It is the inter-working of these three elemeht t
shape the typical way in which human beings contetav God, and it involves both a
certain kind of proper cognitive functioning as s the exercise of a certain
intellectual virtue on the part of the agent. ‘tRgys what moral and intellectual virtues
make possible,” according to W. Jay Wood, “is not@y a capacity to detect and
appraise evidence for God but a capacity to expegi€od more directly>®

On the question of this assessmentsepia study of epistemology, it is worth
quoting Plantinga at length:

How does this model, with its excursion into thepgloprovide an answer

to an epistemological question? How can it be aehfmt a way in which

Christian belief has or could have justificatioationality, warrant? The

answer is simplicity itself. These beliefs do noine to the Christian just

by way of memory, perception, reason, testimong sénsus divinitatis

or any of the cognitive faculties with which we hambeings were

originally created; they come instead by way ofuloek of the Holy

Spirit, who gets us to accept, causes us to beltbese great truths of the

gospel. These beliefs don’t just come by way ofrtbemal operation of

our natural faculties; they are a supernatural §iitl, the Christian who

has received this gift of faith will of course justified (in the basic sense

of the term) in believing as he does; there wilhioghing contrary to

epistemic or other duty in so believing (indeed;ehe has accepted the

gift, it may not be within his power to withhold Ite).>°

But even by Plantinga’s formulation thigoernatural gift, resulting in

belief in God and the “great truths of the gospeiVpolves a three-tiered cognitive

> |bid, p. 244.
*\Wood 1998, p. 191.
%% |bid, p. 245.
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process. There is first the environmental condjtitamely that Scripture or some
other form of direct revelation from God is presinthe agent’s environment;
secondly, the cognitive process which is the IIM&i¢h, even thought Plantinga
claims is more than a cognitive process, dtiteasta cognitive process); and
finally, the exercise of an intellectual virtue (@rhaps a disposition), which is
faith. Notice that it is not merely the statugtwbeliefsin question; the
disposition of the agent is central in evaluatimg formation of religious belief on

Plantinga’s model, which a necessary componeng@htareliabilism.

DE JUREVS. DE FACTOOBJECTIONS

At this point one might understandablyecbthat the model being discussed and
all of its explanatory power rely on the presumptibat the Christian faith is, in fact,
true. One of the central claims of Plantinga’suangnt in WCB is concerned with tde
jure vs.de factoproblem, in which a distinction is made betweestthth of religious
beliefs and theationality of accepting religious beliefs (respectivelf)e facto
objections are simply objections to the truth digreus belief (e.g., the problem of evil).
De jureobjections, on the other hand, are “argumentsamd to the effect that
Christian belief, whether or not true, is at antg nanjustifiable, or rationally unjustified,
or irrational, or not intellectually respectable contrary to sound morality, or without
sufficient evidence, or in some other way rationatacceptable [...]>* Plantinga has
argued that thde jureobjection is necessarily connected to dleefactoobjection, such
that one cannot attack pers8a belief in God without attacking the actual egiste of

God. If the attacker is unable to successfullpuise the existence of God, then he is

*" Plantinga 2000, p. ix.
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not within his epistemic rights to criticize theiomality of one’s belief in God. Yetitis
often objected that belief in God should be sul@tb the same scrutiny as any other
belief. In other words, most would agree that is@e who believed in unicorns would
not be entitled to that belief without any evidefeeen if there was no way thsprove

the existence of unicorns).

Plantinga has addressed this objettitnit | want to add that his thesis ‘if the
Christian faith is true, then the model is vergelikclose to the sober truffi'(and
therefore a person’s belief in God may be ratioméihe absence of evidence) does not
entail thatanyonewho holds the belief ‘God exists’ is holding thedief rationally.
Plantinga’s description is that of the paradigmey&r; not everyone who arrives at
belief in God will follow the exact path that Plarga has outlined. It is likely that there
are many people who hold religious beliefs for oemsother than those that arise out of
intellectual virtue. For example, there may be savho believe in God because it is
existentially impossible for them to believe othessv That is, for such a person, when
the proposition that God may not exist enters timeird, the immediate reaction is to
suppress it for the simple reason that life wowdddp difficult without having that belief
as part their noetic structure. It would seentases like these, that such a person would
be intellectually culpable; the reason for holdihgt particular belief arises from
intellectual cowardice as opposed to the loveuhtr Clearly, the character and
disposition of the agent toward truth will affebetdegree of warrant that the agent’s

religious beliefs possess. But Plantinga’s argurti@tde jureandde factoobjections

8 \WCB, pp.190-198.
* This is a paraphrase of a point that Plantingaasék several of his writings.
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are connected still carries substantial weightesihillustrates that one may not
challenge the rationality of Christian theigmima faciewithout attacking théruth

claimsof Christianity.

THE FIDEISM OBJECTION

Thele jureandde factoobjections are objections against Christian thelsum)
will now turn to an objection specifically agairi&antinga’s religious epistemology. The
charge of fideism has been leveled by theists #melss alike, but the accusation usually
comes from those concerned that Plantinga is emdpas’blind faith’ which can often
lead to various forms of fanaticism. Perhaps sohalenges of fideism are grounded in
a misunderstanding of what Plantinga is aimingcmpanplish. He reminds us in WCB
that what he is arguing, in large part, is that

Christian belief can be justified, rational, andrsaated not just for

ignorant fundamentalists or benighted medievalddrunformed and

educated twenty-first-century Christians who areérely aware of all the

artillery that has been rolled up against Chrisbehef since the

Enlightenment. | shall argue that if Christian bels true, then it is

rational andwarrantedfor most of those who accepfit.
The worst ‘most’ is of no small importance here,ifdeminds us that Plantinga’s model
does not make the claim: “If Christian theism igetrthen anyone and everyone who
holds to it is fully rational and within her episte rights.” In examining how it is the
case that Plantinga can still make the claim thratsfian beliefcanbe rational, | believe

it to be crucial that the intellectual virtues ardotional disposition of the agent are

brought into the picture.

OWceB, p. 242.
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Plantinga writes at length about thecem of ‘defeaters’ for religious belief.
These are beliefs which present themselves todhevier as evidence that contradicts or
undermines belief in God or some other religiougehevhich if adopted, will result in
an incoherent belief structure. Assuming thatapent is not suffering from cognitive
malfunction or intellectual vice, he will have tsplve the tension by either abandoning
the previously held belief or by discovering a ekger-defeater’ which will dispel the
challenge brought about by the defeater. At thistat becomes clear why a more
thoroughly agent-reliabilist account results inedgtér explanation of this concept and
thus a more detailed understanding of warrants iEhdemonstrated by addressing
Plantinga’s notion of the intrinsic defeater-deézatince one of the factors leading to
warrant for beliefA includes the degree of conviction held by the @emsho believed\,
a potential (atheological) defeater to theisticQaristian) belief can be countered merely
by the degree with which one holds to the beliéisTis what Plantinga refers to as an
“intrinsic defeater-defeater” (IDD), which does matvolve the use of argument.
However, two questions arise here: 1) Do IDDs applgny belief or only theistic belief?
If they can apply to any belief (say, my belief amaviction that it is November? or
that unicorns exist), then why should the degresoaiviction have any bearing on
warrant? 2) Is it possible for the cognizer ta@ase his own degree of conviction in
belief A simply through his own exertion? If so, then cotldome examples of this be
considered mere ignorance, or worse yet, the reggtime intellectual vice such as
pride, selfishness, or laziness? However, if itds possible to raise one’s own degree of
conviction in this way, then it seems that furtiefestigation and introspection would be

needed in order to have warrant. And this requiegtain intellectual virtues on the
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agent’s part, namely intellectual honesty, persaveg, and love of truth. Granted,
Plantinga emphasizes that he is describing thedjgaratic believer, but experience
informs us that there are many cases where thédédeubt raised by a defeater can
cause a serious dilemma for the believer, in winttllectual virtues become factors in
epistemic evaluation as further exploration anteotion upon the matter are utilized to
restore the degree of warrant to an acceptablé¢ (enessing the “threshold” of warrant,
in Plantinga’s terms). This would result in a dééealefeater, but one that most likely
will involve the use of argument or some other edatrcontributing to knowledge, unlike

Plantinga’s IDD.

The problem with the notion of IDD astands is that it leaves the exact role of
intellectual virtue in question. Certainly one mdisplay a certain disposition toward the
truth if one’s firmness in their belief is to begegded as something praiseworthy. Blind
adherence would in fact be fideism, but this isdienot what Plantinga is after: “Faith,
according to the model, is far indeed from beirdirad leap; it isn’t even remotely like a
leap in the dark. [...] What makes something a |eaghe dark is that the leaper doesn’t
know and has no firm beliefs about what there istioere in the dark® But if Plantinga
wants to maintain that firmness in itself can fumetas an IDD against defeaters, he must
explain what it is that prevents this firmness fromssing over into irrationality as the
number and strength of defeaters surmounts adamstligious beliefs. Surely it is
irrational to maintain a belief when one encounserstained, persuasive evidence to the
contrary. This is why an agent-reliabilist accoohPlantinga’s model provides the

necessary explanatory tools to support such claims.

®1WCB, p. 263.
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Of course, one can err in the opposrection by displaying a lack of firmness,
resulting in a set of beliefs that displays somgrele of coherence, yet is in a constant
state of flux. This would be an example of intefileal vice, wherein the agent’s
character results in the abandonment of religialeh But this should not be
problematic for Plantinga’s model, as it would leedifferent than the freshman
philosophy student who completely abandons hieb#lithe external world after an
introduction to philosophical skepticism. Suretyne would praise such a move for
being intellectually virtuous; this would not be example of epistemic humility, but
rather intellectual laziness. Still, within thenge there is room for variation in regards
to firmness. StatemeMtmight count as a defeater in regard to bedifefr agentA, while

not for agenB. The variable is the intellectual character of ib&pective agents.

EPISTEMIC VIRTUE AND THE MAINTENANCE OF RELIGIOUS BLIEF
While for Plantinga the only intellectuattue specifically given a role in the

acquiring of religious beliefs is faith, | have aegl that the intellectual virtues can and
should play a more central role in Plantinga’s ni@fi@pistemic evaluation. This is
perhaps more clear in cases of beliefs bewaghtainedrather tharacquired The
analysis of the former benefits the most from aeng&geliabilist model, while still being
rooted in Plantinga’s proper function model. Wy Yéood writes:

We can supplement Plantinga’s idea that whethapbthe experience of

the world prompts us to take belief in God in tlasib manner will depend

on whether our noetic equipment is functioning grbp We now see that
our affective nature, our emotions and moral natare not independent
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of our functioning properly but part and parceltoff o function

cognitively in a proper way is to function in atuious way’?
While Plantinga’s model may account for the acduaisiof many religious beliefs, it has
less to say about how one may continue to holcetbediefs in a respectable way. Also,
the category of religious beliefs is not statiaetyian epistemically virtuous Christian
theist will develop the firmness to which she hdiés religious beliefs while also adding
to and modifying the relevant areas of her noetiescture. As Alston has pointed &t
coherence is amongst the epistemic desideratahamutesence of intellectual virtue, as
part of an agent’s character, would make her iedito pursue this epistemic good

(among others).

By understanding the proper functiorotlyan agent-reliabilist terms, it becomes
a more explicitly agent-based model of epistemel@ation, one that takes into account
more than just the state of individual beliefstor bperation of faculties. We are
therefore better equipped to explore some of thestipns of epistemological enquiry,

while also breaking away from the narrowness of mmt@ntemporary epistemology.

%2 \Wood 1998, p. 192.
83 Alston 2005, pp. 234-35.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

I have argued that Plantinga’s propecfion model can be classified as a form of
virtue epistemology. This claim must be undersidmdvever, within the context of
agent-reliabilism, which is agent-based insofait g&ves the stable character and
emotions of the agent a central role in epistemauation. While Plantinga’s existing
model seems to provide an adequate account of Riady of belief formation,
especially at the basic, perceptual level, ceqaiestions of epistemic responsibility

remain unanswered when the role of the intellecturles is ignored.

Plantinga has not adopted the termueigpistemology’ to describe his theory,
which is understandable considering the lack aftglaurrounding the concept.
However, | have demonstrated how a particular wstdeding of the concept cannot only
be used to describe the theory, but can also peavichore beneficial way to approach
epistemological questions along proper functioedinThis is important because, in
order to avoid severely deconstructing the origmatel, the intellectual virtues must be
incorporated in such a way as to avoid threatethiegexternalism that is so crucial to

Plantinga’s theory of knowledge. see no contréahicivith this theory in Greco’s claim
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that “knowledge and justified belief are groundedtable and reliable cognitive
character,® or with the idea the epistemic virtues can pl&gwrole in increasing a

belief's degree of warrant.

| began this study with an analysisha&f toncept of justification in contemporary
epistemology, leading up to Plantinga’s versionetiibilism as developed in his
Warranttrilogy. After explaining the basic componentdlié model, including the
requirements for proper cognitive function, | atpged to sketch a framework along
these lines that could make room for a more sicguifi role of the intellectual virtues.
After distinguishing the broad categories of bebated and agent-based theories, |
argued that while Plantinga’s modgipearsto fall under the former category, it can be
interpreted in such away that opens the possilafityeing ascribed to the latter. | have
done this by highlighting elements of the modet #ieeady display agent-reliabilist
traits. By emphasizing these aspects of a prapestion model and making the
intellectual virtues criteria for warrant, the réss a more nuanced and exhaustive model

that can properly be understood as a kind of vigpistemology.

| then turned to the topic of religidasdief, examining how this emerging model
might affect Plantinga’s approach, known as Refaregistemology, to the nature of
belief in God and other religious questions. Icsfieally dealt with Plantinga’s concept
of an intrinsic defeater-defeater (IDD), arguingtth requires a virtue-theoretic basis in
order to provide a coherent response to defeateedigious belief. | also addressed

Plantinga’s “extended A/C model”, the distinctionde jureandde factoobjections and

% Greco 1999, p. 19.
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their significance to theistic belief, and the fgia objection more generally. |then

addressed the need for epistemic virtue in maiimtgireligious beliefs.

My aim has been to demonstrate thatinationproperlyas an epistemic agent is

also to functiorvirtuously Further development needs to be made in thes aré |

believe that Plantinga’s proper function accoumntge for such exploration.
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APPENDIX:
THE ROLE OF NATURAL THEOLOGY

The natural theology of St. Thomas Agsihas been considered by many to be
the finest model for natural theology ever congegdc However, the practice of natural
theology in general has experienced its shareitddism throughout history, including
criticism from within the realm of theistic beliehis can take a variety of different
forms, but | wish to focus on one particular ob@etwhich has come to be known as
“the Reformed objection to natural theology” (hétemR0)°® This objection finds its
source in the claim that belief in God is ‘propdBsic’ and not based upon
philosophical demonstration. Alvin Plantinga, Notds Wolterstorff, and to a lesser
degree, William Alston, have all argued for someghiesembling this position. The
guestion at stake here, in broad terms, is condesith the relationship between faith
and reason; more specifically, whether or not onstrhe able to provide evidence or
reasons for belief in God in order for that betebe justified. RO, as commonly
understood, is not to be confused with the objedtat the existence of God cannot be
demonstrated, and should therefore be rejectedmmdation for theistic beliéf
While it is true that some who hold RO may sharg dlbjection as well, RO is unique in

claiming that belief in God does not require anigdemce at all in order to be justified or

% The use of this phrase is largely due to AlvimBteya’s work in “The Reformed Objection to Natural
Theology,”Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophiss$ociation 54, Philosophical

Knowledge ed. John B. Brough, et al., pp. 49-62, and “Reasul Belief in God"Faith and Rationality
(Notre Dame: 1983), ed. Alvin Plantinga and Niclsdlslolterstorff, pp. 16-93.

% Aquinas deals with this objection Bumma contra gentilds10-12 (Notre Dame: 1955), trans. Anton C.
Pegis.
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warranted. | want to argue, however, that thisausihnding of RO is misguided in its
attack on natural theology. While there is mudt ttould be said along these lines, |
want to focus on one particular passage in Aqugtaismma contra gentilds6é under
the heading “That to give assent to the truthahfis not foolishness even though they
are above reason”. | will argue against the cldiased on this passage, that Aquinas
was an evidentialist in regard to theistic behehjle likewise arguing in favor of the
proposition that the underlying motivations driviR@ are not inherently opposed to the
practice of natural theology when understood inaperopriate way. After attempting to
reconcile these two approaches (as much as posgsidlemited amount of space), | will
evaluate the differences, if any, that still remagtween them.
Aquinas begins chapter 63€GI with these words:

Those who place their faith in this truth, howevésr which the human

reason offers no experimental evidence,” do naebelfoolishly, as though

“following artificial fables” (Il Peter 1:16). Fahese “secrets of divine

Wisdom” (Job 11:16) the divine wisdom itself, whiamows all things to the

full, has deigned to reveal to men. It reveal®ws presence, as well as the

truth of its teaching and inspiration, by fittinggaments; and in order to

confirm those truths that exceed natural knowledggyes visible

manifestation to works that surpass the abilitglohature®’

He then goes on to mention various miraateexamples of this visible

manifestation, followed by:

and what is more wonderful, there is the inspiratioven to human minds, so

that the simple and untutored persons, filled whth gift of the Holy Spirit,

come to possess instantaneously the highest wistddnthe readiest

eloquencé®

While the first part of the passage is not exphsito whether Aquinas believes that

evidence is required for religious belief, it seestear from the latter part that he believes

57scal, 6.1.
%8 hid.
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that evidence doexxistfor religious belief (“It reveals its own preserice] by fitting
arguments.”). But, in light of this latter portiahseems that we can infer from chapter 6
that Aquinas affirms both a) that evidence in terf of demonstrable arguments for
theistic belief apart from divine revelation dosxiand b) one may still take the truths
which are demonstrated by these arguments ondadtstill have knowledge of them
(and thereby being justified in believing them)up§$ort for b) can also be found3CG

| 4.6, where Aquinas states, “Beneficially, therefaid the divine Mercy provide that it
should instruct us to hold by faith even thosehisuhat the human reason is able to
investigate. In this way, all men would easily tpeao have a share in the knowledge of
God, and this is without uncertainty and error.”

What role, then, does natural theology fagrocess of acquiring theistic belief if
faith alone is sufficient for its justification?h@&re are at least two ways in which natural
theology can aid in this process, the first behmag it can help to remove barriers one
might experience in struggling with theistic beli@ne may, for whatever reason, find
such a belief appealing or desirable, but alsotie back by the assumption that the
belief is not rational, justified, or supported éyidence. The theistic arguments often
employed in natural theology may help to remove Harrier by demonstrating that
theistic belief can at least be supported by indabt strong argument¥. This aligns
best with the way the theistic arguments are usexperience, since very few people, if

any, form theistic beliefs on thEsisof rational arguments.

%9 Aquinas would probably prefer something strongech as “sound arguments”), considering that he
believed his arguments to be valid inferences fppemises that were self-evident. Nonetheless siaisr
to not attach such stringent requirements on flesesguments, since many arguments that are merely
cogent or inductively strong suffice for justifi@at of many commonly held basic beliefs. The same
purpose may be served even if one does not findrdnements to be 100% conclusive.
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Secondly, natural theology can serve the@@se of turning faith into knowledge.
For Aquinas, faith is a kind of knowledgeognito) no less certain than other kinds of
knowledge. What is meant here is that naturalltggois able to initiate the process of
transmutation from previously held knowledge in&rabnstrative knowledgesgientig.
This is similar to the famous phrase attribute®toAugustine, “faith seeking
understanding.” Possessisgientig while not required for belief in God, is certainl
desirable, notably in the presenting of argumemtsihd defending of the Christian faith,
which was Aquinas’s primary task 8Bumma contra gentiles
Plantinga has offered an alternative intetigdion of the passage discussed above,
citing it as evidence for Aquinas’s evidentialippaoach to belief in God:
What he means to say, | think, is that teele in the mysteries of the
faith is not to be foolish or to believe with undeeity, because we have
evidence fothe conclusion that God has proposed them fobelief. [...]
| think he means to suggest, furthermorat ifhwe didnot have this

evidence, or some other evidence, we would bedbar irrational in

accepting the mysteries of the faith. It is justdnese we have evidence for

these things that we are not irrational in accepiirem’®
This may be an accurate assessment as far assitlgdat is interesting that Plantinga
appears to infer from this use of ‘we’ that an wdiial, according to Aquinas, must also
be able to providence evidence in order for heiebail God to be rational. As | argued
earlier, it appears to me that Aquinas is not sehrarguing that must be able to
provideevidence in order for my belief in God to be ra#ifh but rather that such belief is

rational (whether | can provide evidence for inot) because evidendees exisfor the

truths that are believed. If this is correct, then it is not accurate teenpret Aquinas as

0“Reason and Belief in God,” p. 46.
1 Aquinas also suggests in chapter 6 and elsewhatsét is rational for the believer (who knows bgynof
faith) to accept these truths since they “come fdod” on “his authority”.
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an evidentialisf? John Zeis argues, in light of Aquinas’s acknowlement that some
accept God’s existence without the support of @tineology, and that this counts as
knowledge, that, “I take this to imply that for Agas faith is warranted or justified
belief, even in the absence of evidente.”

It would seem, then, that Aquinas’ modelreeaome similarities with the ‘proper
basicality’ position of RO. There is, in fact, aagl amount of evidence that the
Reformed tradition has not universally held a niegatance toward natural theolo@y.
Paul Helm has argued that Calvin’s supposed ladgktefest in natural theology is likely
due to the fact that he took the validity of itg@mnents for granted, and never felt
compelled to address them since they were widalg@ted in his religious cultural
context’> The Reformed tradition has recognized thasstiresus divinitati¢SD),
Calvin’s “internal sense of the divine”, is not tbely route to knowledge of God,
although it may be sufficient. Natural theology,removing possible barriers to belief,
may allow the SD to function properly, and coul@mevtself be the means by which the
SD operates in some cases.

| find that this framework fits especiallyeivwith Plantinga’s warrant model, which
has developed as a general approach to epistemitlaggrose of out his work on
“Reformed Epistemology”. In short, Plantinga bedie that ‘warrant’ is a better way to

understand that which turns true belief into knalgke (as opposed to the muddled notion

2 John Zeis argues this point in “Natural Theologgformed?'Rational Faith: Catholic Responses to
Reformed Epistemologilotre Dame: 1993), pp. 48-78.

3 bid, p. 73.

" paul Helm offers the position that John Calvin waspathetic to natural theology and utilized inkélf
to some degree in his writings. Sk#hn Calvin’s IdeagOxford: 2004). Michael Sudduth has argued that
the Reformed tradition in general has maintainpdsitive stance toward natural theology until reélgen
and that current suspicions of it are based onsamdierstanding of the task of natural theology. Bee
Reformed Objection to Natural Theologyshgate: 2007), forthcoming.

> “Natural Theology and th8ensus Divinitatig John Calvin's Ideasp. 209-245.
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of ‘justification’). And if the SD is part of théesign plan for how am | to acquire
knowledge, then belief in God as a result of tretigation of the SD counts as
knowledge. And one unique feature of warrant,kenjustification, is that it can come in
degreesfor my belief to count as knowledge, it must ertise “threshold” of warrant,

but it can also be strengthened through varioussi8aAnd natural theology seems like
a likely candidate for increasing warrant. Plagdiralso states that the degree of warrant
enjoyed by a belief can be increased by the lefveboviction with which it is held’

For example, if a believer is suffering from doabbut the rationality of the existence of
God, natural theology rightly used may help thedwelr see the rationality of such belief,
thereby increasing the degree of warrant it expegs. James Beilby puts it well: “a
minimal degree of psychological certainty is neaeg$or warrant and a significant
degree is necessary for knowledge. If so, theam isnportant role for natural theology —
even within the confines of Plantinga’s own religgseepistemology — that of increasing
the warrant of Christian beliefé® Plantinga acknowledges this himself in his essay
“The Prospects for Natural Theology”: “And eversifch arguments are not needed for
theistic belief to have warrant (even if they ap¢ the sole source of warrant for theistic
belief), it doesn’t follow that they cannot plaetiole ofincreasingwarrant, and
significantlyincreasing warrant’® | see no reason why this cannot be held alongside
Aquinas’ transmutation principle of faith seekingpkvledge. Plantinga himself seems to
acknowledge this in his more recent writings byuke of the term “Extended Aquinas /

Calvin Model” to denote his description of the wiogs of the SD.

8 Although there might also be degrees of justifarabf beliefs, traditional epistemology has typiga
concerned itself with the question of whether agbés ‘justified’ or ‘not justified’.

" bid, p. 456, 477-78.

8Beilby 2005, p. 130.

9 Philosophical Perspective¥ol. 5, Philosophy of Religion. (1991), p. 311.
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My conclusion is that both schemes are @b dperating along very similar lines, and
are perfectly compatible with one another. Neittear be accurately labeled as
evidentialist; and while both maintain that beliefGod may be properly basic, they also
maintain that demonstrative knowledge is still ddde. Zeis asserts, “As such,
theological foundationalism [i.e. models akin tatinga’s] does not seem to necessitate
a reformation of traditional natural theology, batther, to re-affirm it® Norman
Kretzmann expresses a similar sentiment in hisyaisabfSCGI, The Metaphysics of
Theism

As far as | can see, then, ‘the Reformed objedtiamatural theology’ is a
religious objection directed not against naturablbgy but against only one
possible application of it, a religious objectidvat does not support any
formidable philosophical objections, a religiougemtion that therefore
provides a dubious basis for Reformed Epistemofdgy.

Even if these models really are more sinthan they appear upon a surface reading,
there still remains the question of where theyedifflt appears to me that there is a subtle
distinction in emphasis and purpose placed onvitestial aspect of theistic belief.
Aquinas sees “faith seeking understanding” asrdmestnutation of faith intscientig in
order to have a more certain knowledge of the sroffiGod. Plantinga, however, in
some places wants to argue that the purpose aftitharguments is to lead a person to
proper basicality in regards to belief in God.Reason and Belief in GpHe suggests
that natural theology may be useful in some respecte being that it could be useful in

helping someone move from unbelief to belief. Buhis section he peculiarly claims

that “for these people theistic arguments can leéulias a means of moving toward what

8 «“Natural Theology: Reformed?” p. 73.
81 (Oxford: 1997), p. 20.
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Calvin sees as the best way to believe in Godaag > This strikes me as being
counterintuitive, and | am not quite sure how Helbich is based on evidence is
supposed to lead to that same belief being heptaserly basic. Perhaps Plantinga is
merely suggesting that the arguments are usectppisty stones” to belief in God, and
are then ignored and forgotten once the propercobjeknowledge has been perceived.
But again, if this is the case, it does not soueny ¥ar from something Aquinas would
claim.

| have argued that RO is a misguided créigtinatural theology, if it is understood
as an attack on natural theolgmgr se. One can still make use of natural theologyevhi
maintaining the intuitions underlying RO, includipgper basicality, although the
Reformed philosopher and the Thomist may disagneh® amount of weight given to
the evidence provided by natural theology. Whle differences in emphasis of these

approaches are real, they nonetheless share mang sdme features.

8p. 73.
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