














66 CHRIS TUCKER 

mother's testimony is more trustworthy than his father's. Likewise, in light of the 

contrary testimony of other religious traditions, religious believers need some inferen­

tial evidence to have justified religious beliefs.39 Presumably, this inferential evidence 

must be further evidence for the truth of those religious beliefs or evidence that the 

subject's religious experiences are more trustworthy than those had within other 

religious traditions. 

The problem with Wykstra's position here is his assumption that the additional 

evidence must be inferential: he says nothing in favor of this assumption, and his own 

analogy suggests that it is false. Suppose his mother says there is a cat in the next room 

and his father says there isn't. His brother then comes along and provides independent 

testimony that there is a cat in the room. The evidence provided by his brother's 

testimony is non-inferential by Wykstra's lights, and it seems sufficient to make 

Wykstra's total evidence support Prather than -P, which suffices for propositional 

justification according to evidentialism. If it isn't clear yet that Wykstra would have 

justification, we can suppose that Wykstra acquires even stronger non-inferential 

evidence when he goes into the room and sees the cat for himsel£ With this further 

non-inferential evidence, Wykstra clearly has justification for believing that there is a 

cat in the next room, despite his father's contrary testimony. More generally, if one's 

non-inferential evidence is counterbalanced by contrary evidence, that tie can be 

broken by further non-inferential evidence. 

Suppose that, for some subject, the non-inferential evidence provided by her 

religious experiences is initially counterbalanced by her awa reness of religious disagree­

ment. After thinking carefully about the matter, it might seem to her that her religious 

experiences are more reliable than those of competing religious traditions. In such a 

case, phenomenal conservatism says that she would have acquired non-inferential 

evidence for regarding her religious experiences as more reliable than those had within 

.rival traditions. This additional evidence should be enough to break the tie and make 

her overall evidence support her religious beliefs. 

Or suppose that after thinking carefully about the matter, it seems even more 

obvious to her that the relevant feature of her religious tradition is true. Given the 

plausible assumption that stronger seemings provide better evidence, this increase in 

the seeming's strength improves the subject's evidence for her religious tradition. This 

improvement in her evidence should be enough to break the tie and make her total 

evidence support her religious beliefs.40 

39 I have attributed to Wykstra the view that each individual religious believer needs inferential evidence 
for her religious beliefs. This may sound like a misinterpretation because, on p. 488, Wykstra insists that 
individual theists need not possess inferential evidence as long as it ls 'available to the theis tic community.' If 
he holds on to that claim, he must give up the above analogical argument. It is no good to Wykstra if there is 
some evidence 'available to the community' that his mother's testimony is more reliable: if he is to have a 
justified belief that P, he needs to possess that evidence. 

40 P.lantinga makes a similar point without relying on phenomenal conserv atism in his 'Pluralism: A 
Defense of Religious Exclusivism' in Thomas D. Senor (ed.), Rationality qf Beli,;f and the Plurality qf Faith 

(Ithaca, Cornell University Press, 1995). 
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Assuming that seemings really do provide genuine evidence, it is hard to see what 

more Wykstra would want. Of course, one may doubt that seemings do or at least 

always provide evidence. Or, more bluntly, one might insist that phenomenal conser­

vatism provides an absurdly permissive account of evidence. I consider an objection 

along these lines in Section 5. Yet, assuming the truth of phenomenal conservatism, 

defeating the defeater posed by religious disagreement does not require acquiring 

inferential evidence of some sort. 

We considered whether evidentialism would pose a significant hurdle to justified 

religious beliefbecause satisfying the no defeater condition often will involve acquiring 

relevant inferential evidence. Yet given phenomenal conservatism, satisfying the no 

defeater condition is easy and doesn't require inferential evidence. Since phenomenal 

conservatism makes it easy to acquire evidence for religious beliefs and easy to satisfy 

the no defeater condition, it makes it easy to have justification whether or not 

evidentialism is true--at least it makes it easy for many subjects. If a subject fails to 

have the relevant seemings, then it may be hard for her to have justified religious 

beliefs. This difficulty, however, would not be posed hy evidentialism; it would be 

posed by some plausible thesis concerning what epistemic abilities or sources of 

evidence a subject actually has. Hence, we have established the main point of this 

section, namely that, given phenomenal conservatism, evidentialism is not a significant 

hurdle to justified religious belie£ 

4.3 Wykstra's evidentialism 

Even if phenomenal conservatism would make evidentialism insignificant as it was 

defi-ned above, one might wonder whether there is some other plausible evidenti.alism 

that would remain significant even given phenomenal conservatism. In fact, Wykstra 

seems to think that he has identified such a view: 

Wykstra' s Evidentialism: S's religious belief that P is warranted only if there is inferential 

evidence available to S's religious community that Pis true.41 

Wykstra' s Evidentialisrn is different in five respects from evidentialism, as it was defined 

in Section 1. First, Wykstra's Evidential.ism is restricted only to the religious domain, 

not any domain whatsoever. Second, it concerns warrant, not (ultima Jacie) justification. 

Third, it lays down only a necessary condition on warrant, not a necessary and 

sufficient one. Fourth, it requires inferential evidence, whereas the earlier evidenti.alism 

simply required evidence, whether inferential or non-inferential. Finally, and perhaps 

most significantly, Wykstra's evidentialism holds that someone else's evidence might be 

relevant to whether my religious beliefs are warranted. My religious beliefs might be 

4t 'Toward a Sensible Evidentialism,' p. 488. Wykstra talks about what it takes to be 'free o� dee_p 
epistemic defectiveness' rather than what it takes to have warrant. I don't re�y know what deep ep1Stenuc 

defectiveness is unless it is failing to have warrant or something in the neighborhood. I, therefore, treat 
Wykstra's evidentialism as a thesis about warrant. 










