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In this thesis, 1 argue that even if Aivin Plantinga's externalist theory ofwarrant is 

essentially correct, internaiisrn with respect to epistemic justification should not be 

abandoned. 1 argue that internalist justification, understood in purely evidentialist terms, 

is both necessary for warrant, and desirabk for the pragmatic benefits that it aEords. 

Plantinga d e h e s  warrant as the quality or quantity' enough of which is both 

necessary and sufficient for tuming true belief into knowledge. His theory States that a 

belief is wairanted if it is produced by a reliable, truth-directeci cognitive faculty 

fùnctioning properly in an appropriate episternïc environment. In principie, it is not 

possible for a cognïzer to know whetther or not a given belief has warrant, suice many of 

the relevant facts regarding the functioning of one's faculties and the congeniality of the 

epistemic environment are not the kinds of facts to which the cognizer has direct 

epistemic access. 

Intemaiist theories of epistemic justification hold that the factors that confer 

epistemic justification are interna1 to the mind, and at lest potentially accessible to the 

cognizer upon reflection or introspection. 1 argue that a belief is justifïed if and only if it 

fits one's evidence. 1 also argue that it is plausible to conclude that beliefs that fail to be 

justified aiso lack warrant. Ifthis is correct, then internalist justification, understood in 

evidentiaiist terms, af3iords the pragmatic benefit of providing an accessible criterion for 

assessing the epistemic status of a significant class of beliefs with respect to their 

warrant - 



The landscape of contemporary epistemology has b e n  shaped to a significant extent by 

Edmund Gettier's three page paper, '2s Justified Tme ~elief ~nowled~e?'.' Prior to 

Gettier, there was a stoned tradition that could be ultimately traced back to Plato's 

Theafeleus, according to which howledge is deked as 'TustXed tme beiief ". However, 

the Gettier problems wreak havoc with this received tradition. In one of Gettier's 

examples, Smith is justifid in betieving that Jones owns a Ford, because Jones provides 

Smith with good reason to believe that he own a Ford, and Jones has no reason to doubt 

Smith's integrity. For no good reason - he does not know where Brown is - Smith also 

forms the belief that Brown is in Barcelona. Smith sees the entailment and correctty 

infers, arnong other propositions, that 'Either Jones owns a Ford or Brown is in 

Barcelona". As it turns out, Jones does not own a Ford (he was deceiving Smith), but by a 

happy coincidence, Brown is in Barcelona. Thus Smith is justified in believing the tme 

proposition "Either Jones owns a Ford or Brown is in Barcelona", but it is quite clear that 

he does not know that the proposition is tme. By demonstrating that it is possible for a 

belief to be both tme and justified while failmg to constitute knowledge, Gettier has 

enomously influenced the course of epistemological discussions. 

One dificulty that is faced upon e n t e ~ g  into epistemological discussions is that 

in order to proceed fiuitfùlly, one rnust have or develop a working understanding of 

'justification' and dl that it entails. The reason that this is a problem is because 

justification is variously characterizable. It is possible to use the term in a rather genenc 

- -  - 

l Edmund Gettier. "1s Justified True Belief Knowledge" Analyss 23 (1963) 12 1 - 123 
' Plato. Theareteus, (a. Benjamin Jowett) (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Memll Educational Publishing) 1949. 



fashion, as denoting the quality that separates knowledge fiom merely tme belief, 

whatever thÏs quality may be. In his work in epistemology, Alvin Plantinga prefers the 

term 'warrant' for this generic usage. Accordhg to Plantinga, justification is not suitable 

for this generic usage because it is a loaded term: "'Justification' suggests duty, 

obligation, requirement; it is redolent of permission and rights; it b ~ g s  to mind 

exoneration, not being properly subject to  blame - it connotes, in a word (or two) the 

whole deontological stable"-3 'Warrant', while perhaps not completely free of its own 

misleading connotations (it-too may c a r y  connotations of deontology), is seen by 

Plantinga asbetter suited for denoting the quality that 'epistemizes' belief; that which 

distinguishes knowledge from true belief This epistemizing quality is, according to 

Plantinga, not identical with justification as it has traditionally been understood- 

Plantinga suggests that: 'Tustifkation, internalism, and deontology are properly 

seen as a closely related triumvirate: intemaiism flows fiom deontology and is 

unmotivated without it, and justification is at bottom and originaiiy a deontological 

n~ t ion" .~  While some may disagree with this assessment5, an understanding of why 

Plantinga characterizes justification in this manner is indispensable for understandhg 

both his account of warrant and of justification- Thus, in chapter 1, which wiU airn solely 

at clear exposition of Plantinga's position, 1 will begin by briefly examining Plantinga's 

reasons for characterizing justification in the manner that he does: as being closely 

related to internalism, deontology and evidentialism. Much of the work will consist in 

defining and sorting out the respective roles of the various concepts. 

- - 

Altin Plantinga, Warrant: nie Curreiii Debote (Mord: M o r d  University Ras, 1993) 3. 
Plantinga. Warrant: The Current Debare. 29 
See Earl Conee and Richard Feldrnan, "Intemaiism Defended," American Philosophicd Quurferlv: 38 

(2001) 1-18 



1 wili then discuss Plantinga's case for conchding that justification, as he 

understands it, is neither necessary nor sufficient for warrant. This will be accomplished 

by outlining his main arguments against the necessity of internaikt justification, 

conceived of in its two main forms - deontological justification and evidential 

justification. Regarding the necessity and sufficiency of internalist justification, 1 will pay 

closer attention to the arguments that Plantinga uses to demonstrate that justification is 

not necessary for warrant. The daim that intemalist justification is not necessary for 

warrant is the more controversial clah, given that Gettier problems point to the 

insufficiency of intemdist justification. 

My attention will then tum to Plantinga's account o f  warrant. Plantinga judges 

t hat internalist themies of justification not only fall short of providing an adequate 

account of warrant; he thinks that they are completely mistaken. He thus concludes that 

one must turn to extemalism, I s h d  explain Plantinga's theory of warrant by outlining its 

key components, and elucidating why Plantinga believes that his theory succeeds where 

intemaiist theories of justification fail, and where other externalist theories faIl short- 

Once 1 have outluied the main features of Plantinga's position, 1 shall undertake a 

critical evaluation of his arguments in the second chapter- 1 first follow Richard Feldman 

in arguing that Plantinga mistakenly assumes that contemporary internalists take 

justification to be necessary and nearly sufficient for warrant. Plantinga assumes that 

intemalists aim to give an account of warrant in internalist terms; that they think the basic 

shape of warrant is given in tems of internalist justification, with only a ccquasi-technical 

fillip or addendum" needed molli@ ~ e t t i e r ?  But Feldman argues that internaiists 

generaily recognize that internalist theories cannot provide an account of the basic shape 



of warrant; rather, they can ody  provide an account of the basic shape of justification- 1 

agree with Feldrnan that Gettier problems show that intemaiist justification is nowhere 

near sufficient for warrant, so intemaiist theones ofjustification cannot becorne theories 

of warrant with the addition of o d y  a mùior filiip or addendum. 

While internaiïsts generaliy recognize that intemalist justification is not sufficient 

for warrant, they do think that it is necessary. 1 thus rnove to a discussion of whether 

justification is necessary for warrant. 1 treat 'deontological justification' and 'evidential 

justification' separately, and conclude that deontology is entùely on the wrong track in 

providing a suitable account of justification. I argue that evidentialism is correct in its 

characterization of what justification requûes, and that evidential justification is 

necessary for warrant, and thus for knowledge. I conclude that Plantinga's theory of 

warrant, which 1 take to be essentially correct, should incorporate evidentiai justification 

as a condition of warrant. 1 argue that a well-formed noetic structure will be one in which 

all beliefs are evidentiaily justifiai - where beliefs are such that there is evidence in their 

favour, and they fit the available evidence. The key to this idea is that to be evidentiaily 

justified, a belief only needs to fit the evidence; it does not need to be formed on the basis 

of evidence. 1 point out what 1 take to be an important distinction between belief 

production and belief maintenance. 1 take Plantinga's theory of warrant to be a theory of 

belief production. Justification, on the other han& [ends insight into beiïef maintenance, 

and as such, it affords us pragmatic benefits that Planthga's theory of warrant does not. 



Chapter 1 

A central aim of Plantinga's epistemological project is to demonstrate that the received 

ljuaified true belief tradition not only fails to provide a sufEcient analysis of knowledge, 

but that it is completely on the wrong track- According to Plantinga, knowledge is not a 

matter of one's being justifiai in believing a true proposition; rather, he argues that 

knowledge is a matter of having a 'warranted' true belief: and he thinks that there is an 

unbndgeable guif between his account of warrant and the justifid me belieftradition. 

Thus, the first task will be to explain what Plantinga takes the justified true belief 

tradition to be asseniog, and corne to an understanding of why he thinks this tradition 

fails to provide a correct account of knowledge. Secondly, 1 will outline his account of 

warrant, explaining its central features and discusshg why Plantinga includes these 

features. An assessrnent ofwhether or not Plantinga is correct in his judgment that the 

received tradition fds, dong with an evduation of whether or not his theory of warrant 

succeeds where others fail shall be the task of the following chapter. A clear exposition of 

Plantinga's position shall be the aim of this chapter. 

1. Plantinga on Justification: the 'Received Tradition" 

Upon reading chapter one of Wmant: The Current Debate, one is quickly made aware of 

the difficulties involved in formulating a concise definition of justification. In just over 

three pages, Plantinga cites more than half a dozen attempts by various philosophen to 

define justification, each difEiering in some respect fiom the other proposed definitions. 

Immediately following the presentation of this array of approaches to justification, 



Plantinga asks a most appropriate question: 'Wow: how s h d  we understand this 

bloorning, bUZpng confusion with respect to jusiln~ation?"~ 

Rather than attempting to throw his own defhïtion into the mix, Plantinga instead 

attempts to  outline the basic structure ofjustification as it is generaily understood in the 

"received tradition" by getting to the root of the intuitions that underlie thinking about 

justification. Plantinga argues that: "justification, intemalism, and deontology are 

properly seen as a closely related triumvirate".* In addition, Plantinga sees the importance 

of evidence as being embedded in the traditional notion of justification: 'Indeed, the 

traditional 'justified true belief analysis of knowledge has ofien been stated with Li has 

adequate eviakrme for p' replacing 'S is justified in believing p' .7'9 In what follows, 1 

shall attempt to  outline what Plantinga takes to be the basic shape of justification by 

examining each of  the key components involved. 

According to  Plantinga, justification is most properly thought of in deontological terms, 

since justification is orïginally a term related to concepts of duty and permission. 'O 

Broadly characterized, deontology with respect to  epistemic justification is the view that 

justification consists in tùlfhent of one's intellectud duties and obligations, blameless 

belief, and praiseworthy belief formation: 

To act Ui accord with these duties or obligations is to be within one's 
rights; it is to do only what is permissible; it is to  be subject to no blarne or 
disapprobation; it is to  have flouted no duties; it is, in a word, to be 
justified! ' 

7 Plantinga, Ct'arrant: The Current Debate, 10 
Plantinga, Warrant: The Currenr Debate, 29 
Alvin Plantinga, Warrant and Proper Function (Oxford: Mord University Ress, 1993), 186 

Io  Plantinga, Warront: The Current Debate, 14 
" Plantinga, Warrant: The Current Debate, 14 



Plantinga explicates epistemic deontology by tracing it back to what he cites as its 

roots in the thought of Descartes and Locke, especiaily Locke. If we assume that 

Descartes accepts that we have a duty to act rightly, then according to Descartes, we have 

a duty to withhold aflirrnation from propositions that are not sutnciently clear and 

distinct: ''If 1 abstain fiorn judging of a thing when 1 do not perceive it with sufficient 

clearness and distinctness, it is plain that 1 act rightly".L2 Deontology is more clearly 

evident in the following passage fiom Locke, where he comments on those who fd to 

carry out their epistemic duty, and contrasts them with those who do firIfil their dutyr 

This at least is certain, that he must be accountable for whatever mistakes 
he mns into: whereas he that makes use of the light and faculties God has 
given hùn, and seeks sincerely to discover truth, by those helps and 
abilities he has, may have that satisfaction in doing his duty as a rationai 
creature.. . . For he govems his assent right, and places it as he ~hould. '~  

According to Locke, it may not be possible t o  bring it about that al1 of our beliefs are 

tme; but we can, if we observe Our duty, have the satisfaction of knowing that ail of our 

beliefs are justified. 

Some philosophers have rejected epistemic deontology on the basis that it 

assumes doxastic voluntarism - the view that we can diiectly control whether or  not we 

believe a proposition- It does seem that Locke's view assumes sorne degree of doxastic 

voluntarism, since he talks about ccgovernkg our assent and placuig it as we should". 

Objectors argue that it is implausible to think that we can directly control what we 

'' Rene Descartes, hiedirations on Fwst Phifosophy (tr. John Veitch) in The Rationdists. (New York: 
Doubleday, 1%0) 150 
13 John Locke, An Essay Conceming Human Understandhg (New York- Dover, 1959) 4 13-4 14 





Given this close relationship that Plantinga sees between episternic deontology and 

intemalism, it will now be fitting to proceed to a discussion of i n t e d s r n  and its relation 

to deontology- 

Intemalism is a view about what kind of relation a subject has to the factors that can 

justie her beliefs. According to an internalist view of episternic justification, justification 

is a matter of possessing the appropriate mental states: states to which the cognizer can 

have immediate access or can be aware of upon reflection. Lawrence Bonlour points out 

that this elernent ofcognitive accessibiiity is commonly accepted as the distinguishing 

feature of internalism: 

The most generally accepted account.. . is that a theory of justification is 
ittfernaiist ifand only ifit requires that au of the factors needed for a 
belief to be epistemically justifiai for a given person be cogniiively 
accessible to that person, interna1 to his cognitive perspective;17 

This accessibility is achievable via introspection or reflection, as Robert Audi explains: 

Some examples suggest that justification is grounded entirely in what is 
intemal to the Wnd, in a sense irnplying that it is accessible to 
introspection or reflection by the subject - a view we might cal1 
intemalism about justification. l8  

Plantinga agrees with BonJour and Audi when he writes that: 

The basic thnist of intemalism in epistemology, therefore, is that the 
properties that confer warrant upon a beliefare properties to which the 
believer has some special sort of episternic access.lg 

17 Lawrence BoriJour, "Ex~rnalism/intemalism" in -4 Conip~ioi;i to Epistemology: cd. Jonathan Dans- 
and Encst Sosa (Mord: Blackwell Riblishers, 1992) 132 
18 R e r t  Audi, Episternofo~y: A Contemporury Introduction to the Theory of fiowledge (New York 
Rouutledge, 1998) 233 -234. 
l9 Plantinga, Warrant: The Current Debate, 6 



The basic idea that is encapsulated in ali of the above observations is that, if a 

view is internalist, factors and considerations that can be cited as potentially justifjing a 

belief will be taken to be such that they are, or at least can be, within the s a p e  of one's 

cognitive awareness. This is cleariy the understanding of intemalism endorsed by 

Plantinga. He seems somewhat noncornmitta1 on the issue of whether internalism rquires 

that a belief be justiiied only i fa  person actuaily is aware of the factors that confier 

justification, or whether intemdist justification requires oniy that a person c m  be aware 

of these factors. However,-given that he  sees the basic thnist of intemalism as involving 

an accessi6zlity requirement (as opposed to an uwaireness requirement), one may infer 

that he commits himself'only to  disaissing the weaker version of intemalism, according 

to which it is necessary oniy that one c m  be aware of the factors that confer justification. 

As has already been mentioned, Plantinga sees a close relationship between 

intemalism and deontology. Plantinga sees ïntemaiism as king motivated by deontology: 

"[I Jntemalism flows fiom deontology and is mot ivated without it'y.20 Plantinga points 

out that the epistemic deontologist recognizes that we carmot guarantee that all of our 

beliefs are true (&er ail, we may be deceived by a malicious Cartesian demon). 

However, the deontologist wants to say that it is within our power to guarantee that ail of 

our beliefs are justifie& and, as Plantinga points out, this requires intemalism. 

Deontology requires that we are able to be aware of the factors that confer justification, 

and that is just what internalism provides.21 

The basic idea is that if we are responsible for e n s u ~ g  that Our beliefs are 

justified, then justification must be the kind of thing that it is within our power to bring 

'O Plantinga, FY~wanc The Current Debare, 29 
" Plantinga. IYurranr: The Cument Debate, 15 



about. We can only bring it about that our beliefs are justified if the factors that confer 

justification are the sorts of things that we can be in a position to know; ifthey are not, 

then we cannot reasonably be held responsible for e n s u ~ g  that our beliefs are justified. 

Given that the deontologists understand episternic justification as cons ihg in proper 

observance of episternic duty, it foiiows that one must be capable of knowuig what one's 

epistemic duty is. One c m o t  be bound by an epistemic duty unless one can recognize 

and understand what one's episternic duty requires. Therefore, the epistemic deontoiogist 

will naturally adopt intemalism. Alvin Goldman concurs with Plantinga in his concise 

explanation of the wmection between intemalism and deontobgy: 

It is not feasible to conform to duty on a regular and consistent basis 
without knowulg what items of conduct constitute those duîies. Thus, if 
you are going to chwse your beliefs and abstentions fiom beiiefin 
accordance with your justificational requirements, the facts that make you 
justified or unjustified in believing a certain proposition at a given time 
must be facts that you are capable of knowing, at that tirne, to hoM or not 
to hold- 22 

C. Evidence 

Plantinga holds that: 'Deontologicai justification is justification most properly so- 

c a ~ l e d ~ ' ~ ~ ,  with justification being understood in terms of praise-worthiness, blarne- 

worthiness, and trying ones best to tiiW an epistemic duty. Within this tradition of 

classical deontologism the fûlfilment of one's episternic duty is typically understood in 

terms of believing only propositions for which there is sufficient evidence. Thus, 

deontological notions of justification are closely comected to the idea that evidence is 

necessary for justification. 

23 Aivin GoIdma- "Intemalism Ex-" The Joutnal of Philosopiy 96 (1999) 274 
Plantinga, Warrant: 77te Cwrent Debafe. 25 



As with epistemic deontology simpliciter, Plantinga thinks that the importance of 

evidence in the justified tme belief tradition can best be explicated through an 

examination of Locke's understanding of justification- In his exposition o f  Locke, 

Piantinga explains that Locke understands justification in the deontological terms of  

blameless belief, being within one's rights, and observance of duty- Locke sees the chief 

duty as withholding belieffiom any proposition unless it is certain (self-evident or about 

one's own mental life - the 'properly basic beliefs' of modem classicai foundationalism), 

or  unless there is evidence that points to the truth of the belief From this it naturally 

follows that nobody is justified in holding a belief without evidence. In this way, 

justification cornes to be closely associated with the possession of adequate eviden~e.'~ 

Plantinga points out that deontological justification with an evidential requirement has 

been a hallmark of post-Lockean notions of 'justification', and has been espoused by 

prominent and influentid thinkers such as W.K. Clifford, Sigmund Freud, Brand 

Blanshard, H.H. Price, Berîrand Russeil, and Michael ~ c r i v e n . ~ ~  

While Plantinga thuiks that evidentialism is most naturally understood in the 

context of  deontology, he recognizesthat not al1 evidentialists adopt the deontological 

conception of justification. Conee and Feldman are cited as examples of evidentialists 

who reject epistemic d e ~ n t o l o ~ ~ . ' ~  Plantinga sees this non-deontological brand of 

evidentialism as an analogid  extension of the onginal deontological notion of 

justification, since it adopts a key component of that notion. This non-deontdogical 

under standing of justification holds t hat justification essentidy is believing on the basis 

of evidence, as opposed to epistemic duty filfilment. Thus, the evidentiaiist may hold 

Plantinga, Warrant: The Currenf Debate, 26 
* Plantinga, Warrant: The Current Debate, 26 
26 Plantinga, Wurrant: The Currenf Debate, 26 



that a belief that is sufficiently supporkd by evidence is justified, regardless of whether 

the person deserves praise or blarne for holding the belief: and irrespective of whether 

one has tried to bring about the episternic end ofûelieving only true propositions. The 

quality of the evidence is the sole deteminhg factor of a beiïef s justificatory ~ t a t u s . ~ ~  

For evidentialists who reject deontology, juaification can still be thought of as an 

77  28 evaluative term, since it "sets an epistemic standard for evaluating doxastic conduct . 

Conee and Feldman think that a person ought not hold a belief for which there is no 

evidence. However, they take the question of whether one should be praised or blarned 

for the manner in which a belief is held to be irrelevant to the question of whether or not 

a belief is justified: oniy the quality of the evidence is relevant. Someone may strive 

unsuccessfùlly to believe only propositions that are supported by sufficient evidence in 

order to fiilfil an epistemic duty to try to believe only true propositions. According to 

Conee and Feldman's account, such a person would fail to be justified with respect to 

those beliefs lacking sufficient support, despite having put forth her best effort. But the 

deontologist wiU be satisfied to say that one is justified upon trying one's best to fùlfil 

this duty. According to the deontologist, one is justifid as long as no duties have been 

flouted or ignored, and one acts in an epistemidy responsible manner. 

Acwrding to Conee and Feldman's evidentialist but non-deontologïcal 

conception of epistemic justification, trying to form beliefs in an appropriate manner is 

not epistemically relevant when justification is at issue. According to their evidentialist 

conception of justification, only the quality of the evidence is relevant: 

The attitude that is justified according to EJ [evidential justification] is the 
one that as a matter of fact does fit one's evidence. - . . What would happen 

" See Earl Conee and Richard Feldman, "Evi&ntialism," Philosophicd Stu(lres 18 (1985) 15 - 33 
28 Conee and Feldman, "Evidentialism," 19 



if one tied to have a fitthg attitude seems irreievant - one may try but fail 
to form a fitting attitude." 

Conee and Feldman argue that a paranoid person ma)- not deserve blame for holding 

paranoid beliefs, but the paranoid beliefs are unjustified as long as they are held in the 

absence of evidence. The paranoid person may be blarneless since it is not her fault that 

she holds paranoid beliefs - she may be trying her best to form beliefs that are supponed 

by adequate evidence. However, epistemically, the paranoid beliefs should not be held 

given the available evidence. Though they are held blamelessly, the paranoid beliefs 

violate an epistemic standard. 

Given that not all evidentialists adopt deontology, it is fitting to refer to 

'evidential justification' independently from 'deontological justification'. A belief is 

'evidentiaily justifmi' ifit is held in the presence of adequate evidence, and an 

'evidentialist' conceives of justification in terms of 'evidential justification', seeing 

evidential justification as necessary for knowledge. 

Plantinga points out that evidentialists including those such as Conee and 

Feldman who reject epistemic deontology, maintain a close link between justification and 

According to Conee, "Justifjring evidence mua be interna11 y availabley '; 
his idea is that the evidence in question cannot be evidence you could get 
from your world aimanac7 for example, but must rather be evidence you 
c m  corne up with jus  by reflection1° 

Plantinga goes on to say that this internalist requirement that evidentialists such as Conee 

and Feldman maintain is "a reflection of the classicd comection between deontological 

'9 Conee and Feldman. "Evi&ntialism," 20-2 1 
30 Plantinga, Wawunr: The Current Debate, 28 



justification and episternic internalism"." Plantinga is, howwer, at a loss to explain how 

evidentialists who reject deontology maintain this wmection behiveen evidentialism and 

internalism. Since Plantinga sees deontology as the motivation for intemalism, he thinks 

that Conee and Feldman's rejection of deontology "leaves the intemalism unmotivated 

n 32 and the connection between it and evidentialism obscure - 

II. Plantinga Contra Justification 

Given that the Gettier problems demonstrate that one can hold a justified tnie belief 

without having knowledge, Plantinga's daim that justification is not sufficient for 

knowledge is relatively uncontentious. Plantinga wntends that epistemologists within the 

'justified tme belief camp maintain that justification, added to true beliet; is necessary 

and nearly sufficient for knowledge, even if a fourth condition, a "quasi-technical fülip or 

addendurn.. . is needed to appease Gettier"? The following exposition s h d  focus on 

Plantinga's more contentious claim: that justification, understood either in its original 

deontological form, or understood in solely evidentialist terms, is not necessary for 

knowledge. 

A. PIan~znga Contra Epzstemic Deon~ofogy 

Plantinga's main argument against the deontologicai notion of  epistemic justification can 

be found in his critique of 'Classical Chisholmian Intemalism" in the second chapter of 

W w m t :  The Currenf Lkbate. Chisholm holds that each person has a duty to try to bring 

it about that for each proposition that is considered, the proposition is believed just if it is 

true. Plantinga presents a scenario in which he assumes that he fathfûlly observes his 
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duty to  maintain epistemic exceilence by trying his best to beiieve oniy mie propositions. 

He cornes to believe that we have been conquered by Alpha Centaurians, and that these 

Alpha Centaurians, who are monitoring Our beliefs, distike our  believing that we perceive 

something red. Included in his beliefs is the belief that if the Alpha Centaurians discover 

that we believe we are perceiving somethhg red, they will bring it about that we will 

corne to hold a wildly false set of beliefs. Given this set of beliefs about our predicament, 

in these circumstances, he has an epistemic duty to retiain fiom thinking that he 

perceives somethuig red, since by so believing, he would sabotage his chances of  

believing only true propositions. Despite encountering a number of red objects, he 

successfùlly trains hunselfto resist the urge to beiieve that he is perceiwig something red 

upon encountering red objects; by doing so, he is fulfilling his epistemic duty since he is 

trying his best to  b ~ g  about a state of affairs in which he can believe only true 

propositions. However, the exertion requked to  withhold beliefs about perceiving red 

objects eventually exhausts him. Since, due to  exhaustion, he cannot continue to  withhold 

beliefs about perceiving red, he M y  decides t o  throw aside his epistemic duty. So, 

upon encountering a large red bus, he decides t o  'crelax blissfully into the belief that 1 am 

now perceiving something red"." He argues that in doing so, given his beiiefs about 

Alpha Centaurians, he is going against his epistemic duty - he is failing to try his best to 

bring it about that he believes only true propositions. Therefore, according to epistemic 

deontology, his belief that he perceives something red is unjustified. But though the 

belief is unjustified, it couid nevertheless constitute knowledge: he can know that he is 

perceiving something red. 
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Based on the above exarnple, that is designed to show that we can have 

knowledge without deontologicai justification, Plantinga concludes that epistemic 

justification, as understood by the epistemic deontologist, rnay have value, but it is not 

necessary for l o i o w ~ e d ~ e . ~ ~  Since Plantinga takes warrant to be the property that 

"epistemizes" true belief, and deontologically justified tme belief is neither necessary nor 

sufncient for knowledge, h e  concludes that warrant must be something entirely other than 

deontological justification. 

B. Plantinga Contra Evidentic~Iism 

To refute evidentialism - the view that a belief is justified only if it is supported by 

adequate evidence - Plantuiga provides examples of beliefs that are quite uncontroversial 

instances of knowledge and then argues that they are not formed on the basis of evidence. 

Since the beliefs are held apart fiom any justwng evidence while nevertheless seeming 

to constitute knowledge, he concludes that the evidentialist claim that evidential 

justification is necessary for knowledge has been fdsified. 

Two of his pnmary examples are memory beliefs and apriori beliefs. In the case 

of memory, Plantinga contends that there oflen seems to be no evidence at ail for memory 

beiiefs. In one exarnple, he tells of his memory-based belief that he saw his fiiend Paul in 

California the previous year. He reflects on his belief and conctudes that since there is a 

Iack of phenomenal imagery accornpanying his memory, there cm be no signincant 

comection between his phenomenal imagery and his memory belief - his memory belief 

certainly does not seem to be based upon the phenomenal imagery. Apart fkom 

phenomenal imagery, he can think of no other reasonable candidates that may fil1 the role 

of evidence on which to base his belief So he concludes that he holds his mernory-based 
- -  - 
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belief in the absence of evidence. But it is difficult to  deny that his memory beliefcan 

nevertheless be an instance of knowledge. Therefore, contrary to the evidentiaiist claims, 

he bas knowledge in the absence ofevidence? 

SimilarLy, in the case of opnori beliefs, Plantinga contends that one is at a loss 

when one looks for the evidence upon which many ci priori beliefs are based. One may, 

for example, entertain an instance of modusponens, but, as in the case of memory, there 

seems to be no evidence upon which to base the belief that a concIusion can foilow with 

deductive certainty Erom true prernises.37 

Plantinga considers the possibility that beliefs such as memory beliefs and a 

priori beiiefs are based upon 'impulsional evidence': a strong felt tendency to adopt a 

belief Plantinga offers the following explmation of impulsional evidence: 

Consider again the belief that 2 + 1 = 3; in addition to the sensuous 
imagery there is also something iïke a certain felt attractiveness of the 
belief, it feels right, somehow, and other beliefs you rnight consider in its 
place (2 + 1 = 5?) feel wrong, weird, absurd, eminently rejectable. 2 + 1 = 

3 has about it a sense of rightness, or appropriateness. Perhaps the thing t o  
say is that there is a sort of felt inclination, or impulse, to accept this 
proposition as opposed to others; indeed, perhaps impulsional evidence is 
no more than the phenomenal reflection of the fact that you do indeed 
believe the proposition in question.38 

This impulsional evidence, he argues, may then account for memory beliefs and apriwi 

beliefs. Plantingays belief that he saw bis fiiend Paul a year ago in California may be 

based on the felt attractiveness of the belief The same rnay be said for instances of 

modus ponens. 

- 
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Plantinga argues that if impulsional evidence is ïndeed evidence, then a rational 

person cannot fail to have evidence for any belief that she actually holds, suice he thinks 

it highly implausible to suppose that propositions are believed in the absence of an 

inclination to believe them. In fact, he thinks that you have impulsional evidence for a 

belief by virtue of holding the belief: 'Tt isn't even possible that you beiieve p but lack 

impulsional evidence for it'7.39 Given that he thinks that aii beliefs that a person holds wïli 

have impulsional evidence for that person, and some instances of  knowledge seem to 

have no evidence other than impulsional evidence, he concludes that the evidentialist's 

requirernent that aii beiief be on the basis of evidence is either false or  is rendered 

superfluous. If the only evidence that one has is hpulsional evidence, there are many 

situations in which we would say that the person who has only impulsional evidence does 

not have any evidence. Plantinga cites instances where a person holds paranoid beliefs 

that carry with them a great deal of impulsional evidence; they have a great deal of felt 

attractiveness to the paranoid person. These beliefs are kational because something more 

than hpulsional evidence is needed? However, unW<e paranoid beliefs, Plantinga holds 

that memory-based beliefs and a priori beliefs can constitute knowledge without any 

ot her evidence. 

So Plantinga rejects evidentialism because he thinks that the evidentialist rnust 

either include o r  exclude impulsion evidence as a legitimate source of evidence, and the 

evidentialist faces trouble with either alternative. Plantinga argues that if the evidentialist 

excludes impulsionai evidence, then evidentialism is mistaken because many 

uncontroversial instances of knowledge, such as memory beliefs and apriori beliefs, are 
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not based on any evidence at dl. if the evidentialist includes impulsional evidence, then 

he does not propose a condition for knowledge; rather, he only proposes a condition for 

beIieE 

[I]f he takes 'evidence' broadly (so that it includes impulsional evidence) 
then justification is indeed necessary for warrant - but only because it is 
necessary for belief itself If so, however, the evidentialist isn7t proposing 
a fùrther condition of warrant independent of tmth and belief', what he 
proposes is only a necessary condition of belief?' 

III- Warrant 

Plantinga takes it that his theory o f  warrant stands in stark contrast with the intemalist 

'justified true belief analysis of howledge passed down by the received tradition. As 

understood in either deontological or  evidentialist forms, justification is an i n t e d s t  

notion. Al] of the intemalist accounts are susceptible to refùtation via Gettier-type 

counterexamples in which a abject holds a true belief that P, is justified in believing that 

P (according to the account of  justification being considered), and fails to have a 

warranted belief that P. These examples are intended to show that justined true belief, as 

defined by the account k i n g  critiqueci, is not sufficient for knowledge. There is a 

common thread running through ali of these counterexamples - and the counterexamples 

are taken to indicate that there is a problem common to ail of the accounts. The examples 

show that it is possible for P to be mie, to be fully justified in believing that P and yet fail 

to have a warranted belief that P because the belief was formed by way of some sort of 

cognitive malfùnction, or  impairment- 

Plantinga also takes it that ail of the intemalist accounts are also susceptible to 

counterexamples that demonstrate that justification is not necessary. To show that 
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justification is not necessary, he devises examples to show that according to the account, 

a belief that P can be unjustified, and yet it is possible to know P nonetheless. One such 

exampie is used to refUte Chisholm's deontology. In the example, he acquires a set of 

Alpha Centaurian beliefs that impose a duty to abstain fkom believing that he sees 

something red. Since he can nevertheless lcnow that he sees something red, even though 

the belief goes against his duty, he concludes that deontological justification is not 

necessary for warrant- 

Plantinga supports the conclusion that evidentialism is not necessary for warrant 

by arguing that there are non-controversiai instances of knowledge that are not supported 

by evidence. He cites memory beliefs and a priori beliefs as exarnples of non- 

controversial instances of knowledge that are ofien not supported by evidence. Thus he 

concludes that r identid justification is not necessary for knowledge. Since he thinks that 

all intemalist accounts are susceptible to refùtation via the two kinds of counterexarnples 

outlined above - examples that demonstrate that justification is neither necessary nor 

sufficient for warrant - he concludes that intemalism ought to be abandoned as being on 

the wrong track. 

Since he sees intemalism as being fiindamentaliy flawed, he thinks it natural to 

hini to externalism. As an externalist, he denies that he must have access upon reflection 

or introspection to  the factors that confer warrant. He instead agrees with the externalist 

in holding that the factors that confer warrant are facts that are extemal to one's cognitive 

perspective, includïng environmental factors and facts about the workings of one's own 

cognitive mechanisms. In addition to the intemalist accounts of justification that he 

surveys in Warrant: B e  Curreni Debate, Plantinga also examines and rejects a number 



of extemalist accounts. The extemalist accounts that he critiques are ail examples of 

'reiiabilism', of which his theory can be considered a species. Since reliabifism is a fonn 

of externalism, Plantinga thinks that the oniy thing that reliabiïst accounts of justification 

have in common with intemalist accounts is that they both use the tem 'justification7- 

Reliabilists hold that a belief is justified if the ground upon which the belief was formed 

is a reliable indicator of the tmth of the belief (Alstonian reliabilism), or the beiief- 

producing mechanism that produced the belief reliabiy produces true beliefs (early 

Goldman's reliabilism - he also calls this 'paradigrn reliabilism"). While Plantinga thinks 

that reliabilism is a major step in the nght direction, and that reiiabilism does outline a 

necessary condition for warrant, he thinks that it f d s  short of providing a sufficient 

account of warrant, since it is possible for a belief to be justifieci according to the 

reliabilist account and yet fail to be warranted. 

As he beghs to outline his account of warrant, Plantinga observes that: "The first 

thing to see, 1 think, is that this notion of proper function is the rock on which the 

canvassed accounts of warrant f~under-.'*~ He goes on to mention that cognitive 

malfùnction has been a recuring theme in his wunterexamples that refiite alternatives to 

his theory. So, the idea of properly fiinctionùig cognitive faculties plays a role of first and 

foremost importance in his epistemology. Thus, it seems fittbg to begin an examination 

of Plantingays theory of warrant with a brief explanation of the 'cognitive faculties' that 

need to tùnction properly. 

A. Copifive Fact~ftzes 

Plantinga does not think that he is introducing a novel idea when he talks about cognitive 

faculties; rather, he points out that going back to Plato and Aristotle, there has been an 
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assumption that we have cognitive powers, faculties, or virtues whose purpose is to 

tùrnish us with knowledge." Perhaps the easiest way to understand what Plantinga means 

when he refers to cognitive faculties is to look at some examples of what he calls 

'cogniuve faculties'. Perception and memory, dong with reason constitute what 

Plantinga calls the "standard packageyy, since they are the main faculties by which we 

corne to know the basic facts about the world." When my facdty of perception is 

fimctioning properly, my beliefs about what 1 perceive should be generlly reliable (e-g. 

1 believe that 1 am seeing a tree only $1 am in fact seeing a tree). When my faculty of 

mernory is functioning properly, 1 r d  events that actualiy happened, and that 1 actually 

was somehow involved in (e-g. as opposed to a case where 1 think that 1 remember being 

present for an incident when in fact 1 only heard people talk about it on numerous 

occasions). Reason seems to be a less straightforward faculty than perception or memory, 

but it can be said that when my faculty of reason is fùnctioning properly, 1 will make 

vaiid inferences. 

In addition to perception, mernory, and reason, Plantinga lists the faculties of 

introspection, induction, sympathy, and testirnony or  credulity. Each of these faculties 

allows us to form certain kinds of beliefs; for example, introspection allows us to form 

beiiefs about ourselves, induction allows us to form beliefs about what wili probably 

occur in the future, syrnpathy d o w s  us to f o m  beliefs about the mental States of others, 

and testimony ailows us to l e m  from what others tell us4* Perhaps the most 

controversial of the cognitive faculties that Plantinga discusses is the c 3 e ~ s  divinitatis": 

"a natural, inborn sense of God, or divinity, that is the origin and source of the world's 
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religions"? According to  Plantinga's account, when the serins diviniiMis is hc t ion ing  

properly, it leads to  the formation of appropriate beliefs about God. 

B. Proper Function 

The purpose of our cognitive faculties is belief production. Plantinga argues that a belief 

is warranted, and can thus constitute knowledge, only if the cognitive faculty that 

produced it was fünctioning properly. It is important t o  note, however, that not al1 

properly functîoning cognitive faculties produce warranted belief. For example, Plantinga 

points out that we may have a cognitive faculty that produces optimistic beliefs about the 

chances that we will survive a serious illness, even when the statistics indicate that the 

probability of s u ~ v a l  is actually extremely low. Such beliefs lack warrant, because they 

are produced by a cognitive faculty whose purpose is something other than the 

production of true beliefs. Rather, its purpose is something like survivai, or to serve as a 

wping rnechani~rn.~' Of present concem are cognitive faculties whose purpose is the 

production of true beliefs. 

Plantinga argues that this notion of proper fiinction is best understood in terms of 

the design plan, since a thhg's design plan specifies the way it fiinctions when it is 

functionïng properly.48 The design plan for a human beimg consists of a set of 

specifications for how the various systems within a human being ought to fiinction when 

fùnctioning properly. When a system fails to  operate within its specifications, the 

organisrn is adversely affecteci, since the system fails to perfonn its fùnction. 

Plantinga seems initially open to the possibility that 'proper finction' can be 

understood in naturalistic terms that exclude the notion of  conscious design. For exarnple, 
- - -- - - 
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one c m  say that the function of the heart is to  pump blood, and it performs this fùnction 

best when it works according to a set of specifications that outline optima1 heart rate, 

blood pressure, etc. One does not have to assume that the set of specifications that spe* 

proper coronary fùnction are the result of wnscious design; rather, they may be the result 

of the mechanism of natural selection. Simïlarty, one can suppose that evolution, thought 

of in naturalistic terms (one can think of in supematuralist terms, as being directed by 

God), may have furnished our cognitive faculties with a set of specifications for proper 

fiinction. While Plantinga entertains the possibility that evolutionary natwalism can 

account for proper fùnction, by the end of Warrant arsd Proper Function, it is quite clear 

that he thinks that proper fùnction cannot be properly understood outside of the context of 

a theistic metaphysic. So, interestingiy, Plantinga argues that naturalued epistemology - 

which he takes his ùieory to be a species of - flourishes best in the context of a theistic 

metaphysic. Piantinga takes his theory of warrant t o  be a version of naturalistic 

epistemology because the only kind of normativity he admits is that of proper finction - 

when a person's cognitive faculties are fûnctioning properly, they 'ought' t o  form certain 

kinds of beliefs in a way analogous to how a person's heart should beat within a certain 

range of bats  per munite when the circulatory system is hctioning properly.4g 

Plantinga argues that this notion of proper fùnction is absolutely essential for 

understanding warrant. Reliabilism, another externalist theory that is a close relative of 

Plantinga's theory (as we shall see, Plantinga's theory of warrant includes a reliabilist 

component) fails t o  see the importance of proper fiinction, and Plantinga thinks that this 

causes reliabilism to fa11 short of accounting for warrant. While Plantinga thinks that 

reliability is a necessary condition for warrant, he does not ttUnk that it is sufficient. At 
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this point, it is necessary to point out that reliabilism, as put forth by various 

epistemologists such as Goldman, Dretske, and Alstoq has its own unique contours and 

nuances in each case. Since it will not be possible to speil out each version, 1 will instead 

deal with what Plantinga calls 'paradigrn reliabiiism": 'The basic idea is that a belief has 

warrant ifit is produced by a reiiable belief-producing mechanism or power or f a c ~ l t y " . ~ ~  

Plantinga thinks that through an examination of reliabilism we can corne to see 

the importance of proper fùnction. When proper fùnction is excluded from a reiiabilist 

acmunt, any belief-produchg mechanisrn or faculty that reliably produces tnie beliefs 

produces warranted beliefs. However, Plantinga argues that an otherwïse reliable belief- 

producing faculty f d s  to produce warranted beliefs if it fùnctions improperly. Plantinga 

points out that my vision may be a reliable faculty, but i f1 am suffering fiom a fever or 

delirium tremens, it can produce beliefs that lack warrant." 

Typically' a cognitive malfiinction will cause the affected faculty to no longer 

reliably produce true beliefs. However, Plantinga also argues that it is possible for a 

belief-producing mechanism to reliably produce tnie beliefs that lack warrant. Plantinga 

illustrates this possibility with the example of the 'Episternically Serendipitous Lesion". 

He presents a scenario where a person has a brain lesion that causes the occurrence of a 

number of processes, most of which cause its victim to hold absurdly fdse beîiefs. 

However, the lesion also causes a process that results in the victim forming the true belief 

that he has a brain lesion (this despite having no evidence for and plenty ofevidence 

against the belief). In the example, the brain lesion reliably causes the victim to hold the 

true belief that he has a brain lesion. Plantinga thinks that in the example, the victim's 
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belief that he has a brain lesion meets the reliabilist condition because the relevant 

process is the one that produces the belieÇ and that process reliabiy produces a true 

belief. However, Plantinga argues that we surely do not want to  say that the victirn knows 

he has a brain  esi ion.^^ The example is intended to show that i f a  tme belief is reiiably 

produced as the result of a cognitive glitch, then it is only accidentally reliable, and this 

accidentai reliabiiity is not sufficient for warrant - proper function is also needed." So 

Plantinga concludes that while reliabilism contains an element of truth, reliability is not 

sufficient for warrant because, in addition to reliabilitty, warrant requires proper fùnction. 

C. Cognifive E~wiro~tment 

Another important aspect of Plantinga's notion of warrant is that a belief produced by the 

appropriate cognitive faculty (one whose purpose is the production of true beliefs), when 

that faculty is fùnctioning properly, according to the design plan has warrant only ifthe 

belief is produced in an appropriate cognitive environment. Plantinga argues that our 

cognitive faculties are adapted to our surroundings. Since our cognitive faculties are 

adapted to Our surroundings, ifwe h d  ourselves in an enwonment for which Our 

faculties are not suited - in which they were not designeci to tùnction - they may produce 

unwarranted beliefs even if they are ninctioning flawlessly according to  their design 

~~ec i f i ca t ions .~~  

Plantinga thinks that this component of his theory - this account of the 

importance of the cognitive environment - giveq his theory a suitable way of dealing with 

Gettier problems: a way that is not available to intemalists. According to  Plantinga's 

extemaiist theory of warrant, the warrant that a belief enjoys is a product of how and 
- - 
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where the belief is formed - and al1 of  the relevant facts are not necessarily facts that the 

subject can be aware of upon introspection or refiection- Facts about the workings of 

one's own cognitive faculties, or facts about the cognitive environment, may be 

inaccessible to the subject. Internalist justification, on the other hand, depends upon the 

subject beiieving in a manner appropriate given the facts that she is aware of. The Gettier 

problems depend on situations in which a true belief is justified, but the facts about the 

environrnent - facts that are not accessible to the subject - are such that it ends up being a 

happy coincidence that the belief is mie, so the subject fails to know. 

In the case of Gettier problems, the problem essentially lies in a glitch in the 

cognitive environment. For example, in the "either Smith owns a Ford, or Brown in 

Barcelona" example, the problern lies in Smith's attempt to deceive. Plantinga argues that 

there is a cognitive faculty of 'testirnony' or 'credulity': a natural tendency to believe 

what others teli us. This faculty is designed to operate in a congenial environment, which 

would be one in which people do not attempt to deceive us. However, since Smith is 

attempting to deceiive by c 1 a i . g  to own a Ford, and presenting corroborating evidence 

for that fact, the belief that Smith owns a Ford fails to acquire the warrant requisite for 

k n o ~ l e d ~ e . ~ ~  Thus, the belief that "Smith owns a Ford or Brown is in Barcelona" is 

unwmanted, and fails to constitute knowledge; this despite the fact that one is justifieci in 

forming the belief - no epistemic duties are king ignored, and in addition to his 

testimony, Smith provides evidence that he owns a Ford - and despite the fact that the 

belief is true. In al1 Gettier-type examples, the cognitive environment deviates fiom what 

would be considered appropriate. Our cognitive faculties may be operating flawlessly, 
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drawing conclusions appropriate for the evidence at han& but an anomaly in the 

environment can still result in the production of an unwarranted belief 

D. Reliabilzty 

A final but important condition that Plantinga includes in his account of warrant is 

reliability. The reliabilist component of Plantinga's theory is embedded in the idea that 

the design plan must be a good one - that the cognitive faculties aimed at the production 

of true beliefs in a congenial environment reliably produce true beliefs in the appropriate 

circurnstances. If the designer is incompetent, then properly functioning truth-directed 

cognitive faculties, fùnctioning in the environment for which they were designed, could 

fail to produce true beliefs with any regularity. In the case of a failing design plan, when 

a true belief happas  to be produced, that betief would have little wanant. Ifthe design 

plan is a good one, cognitive faculties whose purpose is the production of tme beliefs in a 

congenial environment d l  reliably produce true beliefs in that environment. According 

to this condition, a beliec B, that is produced by a cognitive faculty whose purpose is the 

production of h i e  beliefs, functionuig properly in a congenial wgnitive environment, has 

warrant only if the objective probabiiity of B's being true under these conditions is 

appropriately hi&. 56 

The above conditions are taken by Plantinga to be necessary and sufficient for 

warrant. When added to true belief, Plantinga takes it that they 'epistemke' true belief: 

they are what are needed for the true belief to wnstitute knowledge. In Wmanted 

Christian Beiief, Plantinga states these conditions clearly and succinctly: 
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Put in a nutsheil, then, a belief has warrant for a person S only if that 
belief is produced in S by cognitive faculties bctioning properly (subject 
to no dysfùnction) in a cognitive environment that is appropriate for S's 
kind of cognitive faculties, according to a design plan successtùlly aimed 
at truth-" 
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Chapter 2 

The first task in this chapter shall be to assess Plantinga's interpretation of internaiist 

theories of justification, which he takes to be intemalist theories of warrant. The 

contentious issue that shall be addressed is whether or not internalist theones of 

justification can be properly understood as theones of warrant: of what, added to true 

beliec is both necessary and sufficient for knowledge. If internalist theories of 

justification carmot be understood as theories of warrant, then there is a question of why 

epistemologists continue to present internalist theories. 1 shall suggest an answer to this 

question. Next, I shall examine Planthgays arguments for the view that justification, 

understood in either deontological or evidentialist ternis, is not necessary for knowledge. 

1, Warrant and Justification 

A. InternaIist Justzj?catlcatlon as Nawhere Near Sutficienf for Warrant 

Plantinga makes it quite clear that, accordhg to his theory of warrant* justification is 

neither necessary nor sutficient for warrant. The clairn that  justification is not SUfficient 

for warrant is the more easily defensibie. In fact, one could make a good case to the effect 

that no contemporary epistemologists, particularly the ones whose views Plantinga 

surveys in Wmmtt: litle Cunent Debate, claim that any intemalist theory of justification 

can serve as a theory of warrant. Richard Feldman rnakes this argument: 

In my view, approximately no recent nonskepticai epistemologists have 
been intemalists about warrant. In particular, the contemporary 
philosophers Plantinga takes as characteristic intemalists have not been 
internalists about warrant- They have been intemalists about something 
eke -justification - but not about warrant.58 
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Feldman points out that there is no inîernalist condition - nothing available to  the 

cognizer through introspection - that can solve Gettier problems. Feldman argues that 

even Chisholm, who is clearlly an intenialist about justification, sees that intenialist 

justification is not sutficient for warrant. Because of this his work evolved to include an 

additional condition - an ex teds t  condition - in his epistemology: 

His account of what else is needed evolved over tune, but in ail cases the 
something else was something extemalist in character, In the first edition 
of Theory of Kirowïedge he says that a person knows Cr only if sornething 
that justifies h justifies no fdsehoods (P. 23). This is no internalist 
condition, since two worlds intemally alike could be such that in one a 
justifier justifies no fdsehoods while in another it does justif;/ a 
f a l s e h o ~ d . ~ ~  

It seerns that Chisholm's basic position in Theory of KitawIedge is that internalist 

justification is necessary but not aiways sufficient for warrant. To use Plantingays 

terminology, a person can be justified in believing h without possessing a warranted 

belief thut h. Whether or  not a justifieci belief that h has warrant will be, as illustrated by 

the Gettier examples, ultimately dependent upon cucumstances outside of the 

introspective awareness of the believing subject. 

Feldman objects to  Plantinga's characterization of contemporary intemalist 

theones ofjustification as atternpting to provide a theory of wamuit by adding a 'YilLip to 

molli@ Gettier" to their accounts of justification. On Plantuiga's characterization, 

internalists believe that only a technical £Wip is needed, since he takes it that internalists 

believe that justification is necessary and almost sufficient for warrant. Feldman, 

however, argues that Gettier has tumed the world of internalist justification upside down. 

As a result, contemporary intemdists realize that justification is nowhere near sufficient 

for knowledge. While a justined true beliefanalysis rnay get many cases right - cases in 
- 
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which there is a rational subject and no anomalies in the cognitive environment - Gettier 

problems show that justification does not and cannot provide a complete picture of what, 

added to true belief, results in knowledge. 

If this is correct, then whatever one's views regarding justification - whether or 

not one thinks that intemalism can give an adequate account of justification - one cannot 

give an anywhere near adequate intemalist account of warrant- Contemporary 

epistemologists seem to at least agree that whatever internalist account of justification is 

given, Gettier problems rnuddy the waters as far as warrant is concerned, and therefore 

intemalist justification is not sufficient for warrant- However, this does not entail that 

internalist justification is not valuable, and perhaps even necessary for warrant. 

B. n e  Value of Infemufisz Jusfr;ficaiion 

According to internalist theories of justification, in principle, one can tell upon reflection 

whether or not a belief is justified. Plantinga's theory of warrant is extemalist, entaihg 

that one cannot tell by reflection whether or not a belief has warrant- Warrant is a product 

of the manner in which our faculties function, and the suitability of the environment in 

which they fùnction. These are not the kinds of facts that are accessible to the cognizer 

upon reflection. Thus, in principle, it is not possible to tell whether a belief has warrant 

because the factors that confer warrant are extemal to the scope of  one's awareness. 

Since unqualified e x t e d s r n  (extemaiisrn without any internalist constraints) 

laves us in a position where we cannot evaluate the epistemic status of our beliefs by 

reflection, it is easy to be unsatisfied with e x t d i s m  Many f-1 that intemalist 

constraints are essential for a satisfactory epistemic theory of warrant or justification. As 

William Alston observes, there are "widely shared and strong intuitions in favor of some 



kind of accessibifity requirement for j~stification"-~~ As explaiwd in the previous 

chapter, Plantinga thinks that these internalist intuitions folIow naturally fiom the 

deontological conception of epistemic justification - fiom the "ought implies can" 

principle; and he gives them no fùrther expianation. In fact, he is puzzled by intemalists 

who fail to  endorse a deontological conception of justification, since he fails to detect any 

motivation for their intemalism- 

Though Plantinga understands intemalism as an entailment of deontologicai 

assumptions, one can find motivation for internakm apart h m  deontological 

assumptions. Intemalkm allows us to pursue questions that are lefi unanswerable by 

extemalkt theories. As Richard Fumerton argues: 

Knowing, or having a justi6ed belief, in the extemalist's sense doesn't 
satisfi our philosophical curiosity, doesn't answer our philosophical 
questions, because qua philosophers tmg to be rational, we want more 
than to be autornata responding to stimuli with beliefs. 1 would argue that 
we want facts, including facts about which propositions make probable 
others, before our consciousness, 6 1 

As rational agents, we want to  hold beliefs that are likely to  be true, given what 

we already know, believe, and are aware of If a belief is not likely to be true, given the 

facts that we have at Our disposal, then it is unreasonable for us to  hold the belief- the 

beLef is unjustified. Thus, an internalist account of justification provides grounds on  

which to assess the reasonableness of our betiefs - internalist accounts provide a basis 

upon which a rational agent cm assess the reasonab~eness of her epistemic activity. If we 

find extemalism unsatisfjing, it is likely because we want the facts that we are or can be 

aware of to  count for something in this assessrnent of reasonableness; and, we want this 
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evaluation of reasonableness to be acknowledged as epistemicaiiy significant - And there 

seems to be little reason to  thïnk that only deontologicai theories can provide this basis 

for assessing the reasonableness of episternic activity. The reasonablemess of a beliefcan 

be assessed by only considering the evidence, since the facts about which propositions 

make probable others before our consciousness may be facts that are explicable in purely 

evidentialist terms. Thus, one can have a strong motivation for internalism irrespective of 

whether or not one is drawn to a deontological version of intemalism. 

Though intemalism cannot provide us with the sufficient conditions for 

knowledge, there is good reason to pursue the question of whether or not we can discover 

or develop an intemalist account of justification that aiiows us to  pursue questions that 

externalism leaves unanswered. So 1 will now turn my attentioa to that task through a 

critical analysis of Plantinga's understanding and critique of justification. Throughout 

this analysis, 1 will attempt to ascertain whether we can find a plausible, workable, and 

episternicaily significant intemalist acwunt of justification. 1 wiii then take up the 

question of whether or not intenialia justification, as 1 think it is best understood, is a 

necessary condition for knowledge- 

II. Prospects for Interuaiist Justification 

A. Pht inga  's Conception of Deontological Justzjication 

Intemalists c l a h  that justification is necessary for warrant, and hence for knowledge. 

There is a sense (as it turns out, a rather trivial sense) in which Plantinga would agree- 

Phtinga agrees, for instance, that Christian belief ought to  be deontologidy justified; 

t hat if it is not - if the Christian cannot be within her episternic rights in believing- then 



there is something wrong with Christian betief? But since Plantinga has rejected the 

epistemic duties that are typicdly prescribed by deontologists (e-g- believing only where 

there is evidence, trying one's best t o  bnng it about that only true propositions are 

believed) are necessary for warrant, al1 that deontological justification requires, on his 

constmal of it, is that S believes B only if B seems to S to be me, even upon carefbl 

reflection, inclucihg reflecting upon objections to B. If B seems utterly obviously tnie to 

S, and still seems so upon careiil reflection, then, according to Plantinga, S is 

deontologically justifid in believing B, since one cannot be blamed for believing  B.^^ 

The form of deontological justification that Plantinga appears to be endorsing 

rejects the necessity of observance of a positive epistemic duty, and instead dows for 

belief when one is aware of no compelling reason to th* that in holding a beiief, one is 

violating an epistemic pruiciple. Since he rejects the traditionaiiy prescribed duty to 

believe only in the presence of supporthg evidence, he thinks that in many cases where 

evidence is not forthcorning, it is stiü possible to claim 'deontological justification'. For 

example, in ''Reason and Betief in Goci", Plantinga argues that theistic belief is 

deontologically justified, even ifit Jacks any evidential support. The theist is justified in 

believing because theism seems to her to be me, and by so betieving she is violating no 

epistemic duties. This accords weli with Wrlliam Alston's understanding of 

'deontological justification'. Alston defines deontological justification in the following 

way: 

To say that S is justified in believing that p at tirne t is to say that the 
relevant rules or principles do not forbid S7s believing that p at tM 
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According to Alston's definition, the deontological conception of epistemic 

justification prescribes that a person is deontologicaily justified in holding a belief if no 

epistemic principles are violateci when holding the belïef Of course, if one accepts 

classical epistemic deontology7 believing where there is a lack of evidentiai support for a 

proposition would constitute a violation of an epistemic p ~ c i p l e -  This requirement to 

believe only propositions that have appropriate evidential support can be seen as a way of 

attempting to fùlfil a more general epistemic duty of the type stated by Chisholm: 

We may assume that every person is subject to a puely intellectual 
requirement: that of tryùig his best to b ~ g  it about that for any 
proposition p he considers, he accepts p if and only i f p  is tme? 

According to Chisholm's deontology, justification is a matter of trying one's best 

to bring it about that one believes only true propositions. While he thinks that trying to 

bnng it about that one believes only true propositions may be a virtuous and admirable 

way to conduct one's epistemic activity, Plantinga rejects ChishoImian deontology as 

neither necessary nor sufncient for warrant. More specifhUy7 Plantinga rejects the idea 

that warrant requires deontological justification in the sense of 'Yrying one's best" - of 

exerting effort towards the epistemic end of  believing only tme propositions. Rather, 

Plantinga argues that one can be warranted in believing what seerns to be tme, as long as 

one can do so without being epistemically culpable, and as long as there is no reason not 

to hold the belief 

Chishoh's principles yield whoUy wrong results. In many of these cases, 
the way for a person to try his best to achieve epistemic excellence will 
depend, naturally enough, upon what he (nonculpably) believes about the 
way to achieve epistemic excellence. In particular, if a person is strongly 
(and nonculpably) convinced ofthe tmth of a proposition - if that 
proposition seems obviously true to him - then (bamng defeating 
conditions) the way for him to try to achieve epistemic excellence is to 
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accept it; and the more obvious it seems to him, the more status of  this sort 
it has for him? 

The point where Plantinga disagrees with Chisholm can be seen m o a  clearly if 

we recall the example Plantinga uses to refùte Chisholm's episternic deontology. In the 

exampie, his Alpha Centaurian beliefs give him a reason to direct a great deal of effort 

towards withholding assent fiom the proposition that he is perceiving something red, so 

he fights the temptation to believe what seems to him to be obviously true. It seems that 

what Plantinga is rejecting-is the notion that one must direct one's efforts towards 

shaping one's beliefs to accord with what is required by an epistemic duty; that one must 

try one's best to appropriately shape one's beliefs. 

P1antinga7s rejection of Chisholm's deontoiogy rnay be partly based o n  his belief 

that it is not sensible to say that we can simply abstain fiom beiieving a proposition. 

While he does thïnk that we have some degree of indieet control over Our beliefs (we can 

train ourselves not to  jump t o  hasty wnclusions, to  wnsult reliable sources, etc.) he 

thinks it implausible to suppose that we have d i t  control over our beliefs to  the point 

where we can either believe o r  withhold assent fiom a proposition.67 If a proposition 

seerns to us to  be true, we m o t  help but believe it. Thus there cannot be a requirement 

to try one's best to  give or withhold assent in accordance with a perceived epistemic duty. 

Plantinga instead thinks that if a proposition carries with it the phenomenology associated 

with impulsional evidence - a seeming to be tnie - we simply believe the proposition and 

cannot do otherwise. Therefore, in the Alpha Centaurian example, he is in no position to 

do anything but flout what he takes to  be his epistemic duty - the duty to abstaïn from 
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believing that he is perceiving something r d  - and simply believe that he is perceiving 

sornething red; d e r  dl, that he is perceiving something red seems to him to be obviously 

tme. If he cannot believe othenivise, he cannot be blamed- 

Interestingly, this entails that one can be deontologically justifieci in flouting what 

one takes to be one's epistemic duty. This t'urther reveals that there are to very different 

conceptions of deontologid justification at work here. In the classical conception - 

which Plantinga rejects - diecting effort towards the observance of epistemic duty is 

required for deontological justitication- One must adopt and diiigentiy adhere to policies 

and foiiow procedures that will allow one to achieve the goal of assenting to true 

propositions and withholding assent fiom false propositions. In the example that 

Plantinga uses to refùte Chisholm's conception of deontological justification, given his 

Alpha Centaurian beliefs, he is not - according to the duty to try one's best to ensure that 

one believes only truths - deontologically justified in allowing himself to believe that he 

is perceiving a red bus. His Aipha Centaurian beliefs give him a reason to not assent to 

the proposition that he is perceiving a red bus. According to Chisholmian deontologism, 

his duty to withhold assent fiom the proposition that he is perceiving something red is 

deterrnined by his beiief that assenting to the proposition will derail his goal of believing 

only true propositions. 

Plantinga is right to reject the idea that Chisholm's notion of deontological 

justification is necessary for warrant. He rightly recognizes that deontological 

justification, as understood by Chisholm, "is a fine thing, a valuable state of afFairs - 

intrinsically as well as extrinsically; but it is neither necessary nor sufficient for 



Sureiy, through trying our best t o  believe only true propositions, we can wrne 

to know many propositions that we would not know otherwise, and we can avoid 

believing many fdse propositions that would be believed as a result of epistemic laziness 

and negligence. However, there are many propositions that we can know even ifwe are 

episternically lazy and negiigent- Trying ones best to believe only true propositions is 

desirable and commendable, and will, in many cases, lead to favourable epistemic results; 

but it is neither necessary nor sufficient for warrant. It's not being sufficient for warrant is 

not of very much consequence, because, as we have seen, Chisholm does not propose it 

as a theory of warrant. However, there seerns to be no reason to think that deontological 

justification of this sort is necessary for warrant, since we can know many things apart 

fkom trying our best to Mfil an episternic duty in believing them. in the Alpha Centaurian 

examp1e7 he does seem to know that he is perceiving sometbing red, despite believïng 

counter to his perceivd duty to withhold assent fiom the proposition. Furthemore, he 

cannot sensibly be expected to  withhold belief since it seems implausible to  think that it 

is within his power to do so. 

In addition to the Alpha Centaurian example discussed above, Plantinga also 

produces a number of examples that show that, given Plantinga's assumptions, 

deontological justification, as he understands it, becomes a trivial matter. In one of his 

examples Plantinga o u t h e s  a scenario in which he believes that he will be the next 

president of the United States, despite the fact that he has no political experience 

whatsoever (excluding an unsuccessfùl bid for the vice-presidency of his sophomore 

class in college). Due to a cognitive malfùnction, this belief seems to him to  be obviously 

true - as obviously true as the elementary trriths of mathematics. He argues that since he 
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is not aware of his cognitive maifùnction, he is deontologicaliy justified in holding the 

belief that he will be the next United States President 

So if1 try to achieve epistemic excelience, 1 will count this proposition 
arnong the one's 1 accept. The way for me to try to achieve epistemic 
excellence in these circumstances, 1 should think, is for me to act on what 
1 (nonculpably) believe about how best to  achieve this end. But this 
proposition seems obviously true to me; so, naturally enough, 1 believe 
that the way to achieve epistemic excellence here is to accept it. We may 
add, ifwe like, that 1 am exceptiondy dutifid, deeply concerned with my 
epistetnic duty; 1 am eager t o  bring it about that 1 am in the right relation 
to the truth, and am trying my level best to do so. Then, surely, 1 am doing 
my epistemic duty in accepting the proposition in question; nevertheless 
that proposition has Little by way of warrant for me.69 

Plantinga's argument is that though one may be completely deluded, and thus 

amve at wildly fdse conclusions, it is, however, u~easonable to fauit someone for 

believing what seems to be obviously true. Thus, in another example, the inmate at the 

Pine Rest Christian Psychiatrie Hospital is justified in believing that Chicago was 

populated by a method of reproduction that he calls 'rotational reproduction', that 

involves producing a large number of children by suspending a woman fiom the ceiling 

with a rope and rotating her at a high rate of speed. Plantinga notes that this man may be 

doing his level best to carry out his cognitive duties; if so, his mad 'rotational 

reproduction' belief is justified.'' 

So Plantinga seems to endorse a conception of deontological justification that 

prescribes that one is deontologically justified in believing what seems obviously true. As 

a result, according to Plantinga's analysis, many bizarre beliefs can enjoy deontological 

justification. Furthemore, given his assumptions, his position seems to entail (perhaps 

inadvertently) that ai l  beliefs that one actually holds are deontologically justified, since 

69 Plantinga, Warrant: The Current M a t e ,  44 
'O Plantinga Warranted Chrisriun Beliej; 10 1 



seeming obviously true is the distinguishing characteristic of impulsional evidence, and 

he argues elsewhere that all beliefs that one holds have impulsionai evidence for the 

person holding them- 

You have impulsional evidence fo rp  just by virtue of believing p; p fits 
this kind of evidence just ifyou believe it- It isn't even possible that you 
believe p but lack impulsional evidence for it; how could it be that you 
believep althoughp doesn7t seem to you to be t r ~ e ' ? ~ '  

When he outluies his account of  impulsional evidence, he makes it clear that he 

thinks that al1 beliefs a person holds will have impulsional evidence for that person, and 

thus seem to that person to be me. In his analysis of deontologid justification, he 

assumes that one cannot sensibly be blamed for beiieving what one thïnks to be true. 

Since one cannot be blamed for believing what seerns to  be tme, and people believe only 

what seems to them to be tme, it follows that ail beliefs are deontologically justified - al1 

beliefs are such that one cannot be blamed for holding them. 

While the assumptions mention4 above entail that aü beliefs that one actually 

holds are deontologicaily justifiecl, Plantinga does, in passing, refer to conditions in 

which a belief can faü to be deontologically justifieci. He mentions that one must be 

nonculpably convinced of the truth of a proposition, and that there should be no defeating 

conditions. 1 will first discuss the effect of defeaters on deontological justification. 

Broadly defined, a defeater for a belief is a belief that, when acquired, serves as a 

reason for our noetic structure to be modified. Plantinga provides a more precise 

definition of a defeater: 

A defeater for a belief b, then, is another belief d such that, given my 
noetic stnicture, 1 cannot rationally hold b, given that 1 believe d. ia the 

--- 
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typicai case of defeat, I will first believe b and then later corne to believe 
the defeater d-72 

A defeater gives us reason to change our attitude towards the defeated belief in some 

cases, we will hold the defeated belief with less certainv, in other cases, we ought not 

continue to hold the belief at dl- Furthemore, a defeater can be defeated by yet another 

belief a defeater-defeater, 

While Plantinga States that one is deontologicaily justified in believing what 

seems obviously true, baning de fa thg  conditions, it is diicult to see how defeaters 

bear any relevance to his understanding of deontological justification. According to 

Plantinga's understanding of defeaters, defeaters can defeat ratiomlity, or they defeat 

w a r r ~ n t . ~  Ifyou acquire a rationality defeater for a belief, you can continue to hold that 

belief only on pain of irrationality. In such a case, I am given a reason to no longer hold 

the belief in question. In the presence of a rationality defeater for a beliet; b, the 

appropriate doxastic response is to no longer believe b,or to believe b with less certainty. 

If my belief b rernains unaitered, then my defeaer system is fùnctioning improperly. 

Given Plantinga' s assumptions regarding deontological justification, it is di8icult to see 

why 1 would fail to be deontologidy justified in contïnuing to beiieve b if it continues 

to seem to me to be me.  In the spirit of Plmtinga's examples, 1 would be cognitively 

dysfùnctional, but deontolo@callyjustified. How can 1 be blamed for a malfiinction in 

rny defeater system? 

In the case of warrant defeaters, defeaters are not typically beliefs; rather, warrant 

dcfeaters are typicaily situations or circumstances. Warrant defeaters do not render 
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beliefs irrational; instead, beliefs lose their warrant in the presence of a warrant defeater. 

If 1 encounter a warrant defeater for a belief, b, 1 may be rational in continuing to believe 

6,  but b would lack warrant- In the Gettier examples, Smith is not irrational in believing 

that Jones owns a Ford, but Jones's deception defeats the warrant of Smith's belief In 

fact, al1 situations in which 1 acquüe a warrant defèater are, or closely resemble Gettier 

cases. Since the consensus is that belief is justifieci in Gettier cases, warrant defeaters 

bear no relevance for deontologicai justification. 

Rationality defeaters do appear to be relevant to the question of whether or not 

one is deontologicaiiy juaified in holding a belief However, this ap-ance is 

deceiving. IFone acquûes a rationaiity defeater for a betief; then one ought not continue 

to hold that belief But 'ought' in tbis sense is the ought of proper tiinction The proper 

fùnctioning of the defeater system is specined by the design plan, and failure to rnodie 

one's beliefs appropnately is the result of cognitive rnalfùn~tion.'~ Thmefore, as used in 

the context of Plantinga's theory, 'ought' does not properly refer to duty or obligation. 

Rather, 'ought' is to be understood in a manner analogous to the way our blood pressure 

'ought' to be within a certain range; ifit is not, then our circulatory system is not 

functioning properly. When defeaters are encountered, our cognitive faculties ought to 

revise Our noetic structure; if they do not, then our cognitive faculties are not fùnctioning 

properly . 

Furthemore, rationality defeaters are relative to one's noetic structure. In a 

rational noetic structure, a defeater, d, defeats a belief: b, only if d is believed. However, 

there are a number of possible situations in which a potential defeater wiii not be 

believed. If b seerns obviously tme, one rnay becorne incapable of believing propositions 
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that can potentially serve as a defeater for b. I fa  belief, b, is believed with a higher 

degree of certainly than a defeater, d, then b can itself defeat d." Thus, if a belief is held 

with a high degree of certainty, it will be very ditficult to defeat, so one can hold it 

rationdy in practically any circumstance- 

Alsa, cognitive dysfùnction may cause a person to dismiss any potential defeaters 

for a belief. In Plantinga7s example, due to cognitive dysfùnction, his belief that he will 

become president seems as obviously true to him as the elementary truths of 

mathematics In the example he seems to be aware of no defeaters for his belief His 

dysfunction must make t the case that is incapable of  acquiring a defeater for his belief 

If it were not for cognitive dysf'unctÏon, surely defeaters would be plentifid. But cognitive 

dysfunction can prevent defeating conditions from obtaining either by causing him to 

believe the proposition in question so M y  that any potential defeaters wïil be 

dismissed, or by not ailowing him to grasp the significance of any potential defeaters. If 

the above analysis is correct, his cognitive dysbction can work to ensure that his 

unwarranted beiief is justifieci; it continues to seem tme to him, and he c m o t  be blamed 

for believing it. 

But there are, of course, situations in which defeating conditions can and do 

obtain; situations in which one holds a belief b, and later acquires a defeater, d, for belief 

b; situations in which a defeater is both grasped and not dismissed. It may be the case that 

one nevertheless continues to hold a belief despite beiieving a d e f ~ e r .  Accordhg to the 

no-defeater proviso placed on deontological justification, this should mean that the belief 

for which there is a defeater lacks deontological justification. But it is diBcult to see why 
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defeaters should have this consequence. Plantinga says that one is deontologically 

justified in believing what seems to be true, d e s s  there are defeating conditions. But 

what if 1 continue to hold a beiief that seems to me to be true, despite the presence of 

defeating conditions? Why should my beiief lack deontological justification? Given 

Plantinga's understanding of 'defeaters', wntinuing to hold a belief in the presence of a 

defeater is indicative of irrationality, in the sense of cognitive dysfùnction. If a belief is 

held in the presence of a rationality defeater, the belief is irrational since it is the result of 

cognitive malhction; but why should it indicate a lack of deontological justification if 

the proposition still seems to be true? In the absence ofcognitive dysfùnction, a 

proposition will no longer seem to be tme in the presence of a defeating belief; and thus it 

will no longer be beiieved (or it will be believed less M y ) .  Therefore, in a healthy 

noetic structure, there is no question remaining regarding the justificatory status of beliefs 

for which there is a defeater- But what if there is cognitive dysfùnction present, and this 

dysfùnction causes a belief to be held in the presence of a defeater? Plantinga's examples 

seem to indicate that beliefs held in this way retain their deontological justification. Due 

to cognitive malfiinction, they lack warrant, not deontological justification. 

The other way Plantinga mentions that a beiief couid fd to atîain deontological 

justification is if one is culpably convinceci of the truth of a proposition. But the question 

of whether or not someone is culpably convincd of the truth of a proposition reduces to a 

question about wheîher that person is deontologicaily justified in believing the 

proposition, since culpabiiity just is blarneworthiness, and whether or not one is 

deontologically justified is a matter of whether one's belief is praiseworthy or 

blameworthy. If one is deontobgically justified in believing a proposition because one is 



not blameworthy or subject to cenaire or disapprobation for believing the proposition, 

then it follows trivially that one believes the proposition nonculpably. The question then 

is: how is one deontologically justified? Plantinga rejects Chisholm's idea that 

deontological justification is a matter of m g  one's best - of exerting effort - to believe 

only true propositions- He rejects the classical deontologist's suggestion that one is 

deontologicaliy justifieri by fùlfiliing a duty to believe only propositions that are 

supported by adequate evidence. He suggests instead that one is deontologicaliy justified 

in believing what seems to be true. 

Despite the two possible conditions in which a belief would fail to be 

deontologically justifie& Plantinga's account continues to h p l y  that ali of the beliefs 

that a person actually holds are deontologidy justified. In situations where defeating 

conditions obtain, continuing to hold a belief is a sign of cognitive malliinction rather 

than of a lack of deontological justification. And holding a belief nonculpably just is 

deontological justification; and according to Plantinga, one is deontologically j u d e d  in 

believing what seems to be true. Since he thinks that people believe only what seems to 

them to be true, it turns out, given his understanding of deontological justification, that 

persons c m  oniy hold justified beliefs. 

While the question of whether or not deontological justification is necessary or 

sufficient for warrant is an important question, there is another important issue at stake: 

does Plantinga supply us with a satisfactory account of justitication. He thinks that 

deontological justification is justification in its most basic and naturaliy understood form. 

But then his acwunt ofjustification is implausible, since he seems to exclude the 

possibility of actually committing a violation. As has b e n  argued, on Plantinga's 



account, it tums out that beliefs cannot be anything but justified, rendering justification 

entirely superfiuous. This is highly counte~tuitive.  Eone's assumptions entaii that just 

any belief can be justified, then there must be something wrong with one or more of  the 

assumptions- 

Given Plantinga's account of irnpulsional evidence, we are in a similar position if 

we understand justification evidentiaiiy- Plantinga thinks that the evidentialist is forced 

into a position where ne has to admit impulsional evidence as a form of justifjing 

evidence, sùice he takes it to be the only form of evidence supporting many instances of 

knowledge.  ut if al1 beliefs have impulsional evidence, then any proposition is 

supported by irnpulsional evidence just in case we believe it. As a result, ail beliefs are 

tnvially justified. Again, this account of justification is both implausible and unhelpfùl. 

1 take the main problem to be the result of  his views on 'impulsional evidence' - 

he thinks that ali beliefs that are actually held have impulsional evidence which gives 

them a felt attractiveness that makes them seem t o  be tnre. Tbus, 1 shall now tuni my 

attention to an analysis of Plantinga's view of impulsional evidence, which 1 take to be 

faulty. I f1  am correct, thea it is not the case that al1 beliefs are tnvially justified. 

Furthemore, through the foliowing analysis, 1 hope to  show that deontology is on the 

wrong track when trying to  account for justification. 1 wili go on to argue that the 

justificatory status of a belief does not essentidy tum on matters pertaining to 

deontological concepts. Rather, 1 shall join Conee and Feldman in arguing that 

justification tums entirely on rnatters pertaïning to the quality of evidence in favour of a 

belief Thus I judge matters of praise and blame to  be epistemically insignificant when 



justification is at issue. The important questions that will remain for justification - 

conceived of in evidentialist terms - is whether or not it is necessary. 

B. Irnplsional Evidence 

Plantinga's analysis of impulsional evidence seems problematic. Ifit is correct, then not 

only are ail beliefs deontologically justified, they are also evidentially justified - the 

impulsional evidence will automatically support them. Thus, any attempt to rescue 

justification - that is, any attempt to show that justification is an important concept - will 

need to address Plantinga's explication of 'impulsional evidend- Recall Plantinga's 

statement that: 'Tt isn't even possible that you believep but lack impulsional evidence for 

it: how could it be that you believe p although p doesn't seem to you to be tnie?"." This 

would be the case if"impulsiona1 evidence is no more than the phenomenal reflection of 

the fact that you do indeed believe the proposition in question"n. 

On Plantinga's constmal of it, any belief that a person holds will satis* the 

condition of having impulsional evidence. The assumption seems to be that people do not 

hold beliefs that lack a sense of rightness, appropnateness or felt attractiveness: they 

believe ody  what seems to them to be me. Ifa proposition seems weird, absurd, or 

eminently rejectable, it will be rqected rather than believed. But it does not seem to be 

the case that al beliefs are accompanied by the phenomenal properties associated with 

impulsional evidence." Furthemore, it is plausible to say that many beliefs that are 

accompanied by the phenomenology associated with irnpuisional evidence corne to be so 

associated after the belief has acquired justification via evidence of some other kind. 
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For example, it is reasonable to  suppose that at least some philosophy students 

have corne to agree with David Lewis' position regarding the reality of possible worlds 

despite having an aversion towards the belief. SuIce Lewis is an extremely clever 

philosopher, and has produced strong arguments in favour of his position, it is plausible 

to suppose that he has convinced soine for whom modal realism seems weird, absurd, and 

erninently rejectable. 

Consider a hypothetical third year undergraduate, Sam, who initially fùids modal 

realism weird, absurd, and- eminently rejectable. Upon reading Lewis' arguments for 

modal realism, Sam searches for flaws in Lewis' reasoning, desperately wanting to find 

some, because modal realism seems so surprishg and implausible. However, Sam h d s  

no flaws; the arguments are, as far as Sam cm detect, sound, valid, and generdy airtight. 

Given that Sam has a great respect for the power of philosophicai argument, believhg 

that sound and valid arguments lead inevitably to the truth, Sam grudgingiy concedes that 

Lewis is correct, and that modal realism must be true- AU the while, Sam feels forced into 

believing something weird, absurd, and eminently rejectable. 

One could argue that if Sam continues to h d  modal realism weird, absurd, and 

eminently rejectable, he does not really believe it, even though he may think that he does. 

Perhaps he only thinks that it is possibly true, and is wnfùsing that state with a state of 

belief Maybe he oniy beiieves that Lewis has provided good arguments in favour of an 

unbelievable position, thus he ought to  believe. But Sam's impulsional evidence 

continues to override the propositional evidence, thus not ailowing hùn to ever r d y  

acquire the beliefthat modal realism represents the truth of the matter regarding the 



existence of possible worlds. In this case? Sam would not really believe until the 

impulsional evidence changes: until it is in favour of the belief 

However, it seems ad hoc to say that Sam does not really believe that modal 

realism is tme, even though he thinks that he does. Rather, Sam cornes to  distnist the 

impulsional evidence since he has been given reason to be suspicious of it. He believes 

that continuing to insist that modal realism is false on the basis of impulsional evidence 

(even though, perhaps, he does not dl it impulsional evidence) would be indicative of 

sheer stubbomess. He believes that the impulsional evidence is not leadiig him to the 

truth, so the arguments cause him to believe in spite of the impulsional evidence. He 

thinks it quite clear that impulsional evidence is not enough - he must look, in this case7 

to the propositional evidence. 

If the above analysis is correct, then impulsional evidence does not necessarily 

accornpany each belief that a person actualiy holds. One can think of a number of cases 

where people sensibly hold highly counterintuitive beliefs on the basis of evidence that 

conflicts with irnpulsional evidence. For example, highiy counterintuitive beliefs 

regarding the activity of sub-atomic particles are held by many people on the basis of 

testimonial evidence from quantum physicists. Thus, it does seem possible to believe 

propositions that seem weird, strange, and eminently rejectable. 

So, impulsional evidence does not seem to necessarily accompany belief. Thus, 

impulsional evidence camot do the job that Plantinga thinks it an; it does not make it the 

case that all actudly held beliefs are trivially justified by the evidence, even if one counts 

'impulsional evidence' as a fonn of evidence. This conclusion mns counter to Plantinga7s 

statement regarding how impulsional evidence trivially justifies al1 beliefs: "So the 



proposition that S s  beliefthat p fits S s  evidence, on this consmial of 'evidence', is 

satisfied by S s  merely b e l i e ~ i ~ ~ ' ' . ~ ~  Plaminga contends that since a person has 

impulsional evidence for al1 beliefk that are actually held, it trivially foiiows that aU 

beIiefs are evidentially justified, since they are supporteci by that person's evidence. As 

we have seen, given Plantinga's view that one is deontologically justifiai in believing 

what seems to be m e ,  al1 of the beliefs that a person actually holds also tum out to be 

deontologically justified. By establishing that not ail beliefs have irnpulsionai evidence in 

theu favour, we can reach the conclusion that not all beliefs are triviaily justitied- 

But should impulsional evidence - this seeming to be true - be considered 

evidence at ail? One reason for classifLing it as evidence would be that in ordinary 

situations, much of out knowledge is accompanied by a high degree of impulsional 

evidence. Conversely, many of the propositions that we know to be fdse seem weird, 

strange, and erninently rejectable. This makes sense ifwe consider that, if the cognitive 

design plan is a good one, Our faculties shouid equip us with mostly true beliefs in 

ordinary situations. Assuming that our cognitive design plan in a good one, if our 

faculties are fùnctioning properly in normal circumstances, beliefs about what we 

perceive, beliefs about simple logical and mathematical tniths, and beliefs about the 

recent past are very likely to be tme. And these are precisely the kinds of beliefs that are 

accompanied by a bigh degree of irnpulsionai evidence - we have a strong feit inclination 

to believe them. If this is correct, then for a significant range of doxastic situations, our 

faculties produce a strong felt inclination in us to believe propositions that are likely to be 

true. Thus, we can suppose that when our faculties are fùnctio~ng properly, there will be 

a positive correlation between the amount of impulsional evidence that we have when we 
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consider a proposition, and the likelihood of that proposition king tme- If this is correct, 

then in ordinary situations, the propositions that are most likely to  be true are the one's 

that seem to us to  be tme. So, in many cases, impulsionai evidence provides us with a 

prima facie reason to hold a belief It provides us with only a prima facie reason because, 

as we have seen in Sam's case, one can acquire reasons to believe counter to the 

impulsional evidence- In Sam's case, he cornes to distrust his impulsional evidence, since 

Lewis' arguments give him a reason to believe a proposition that is not supported by 

impulsional evidence, and not to believe one that is. In Sam's case, and in other dficult  

cases, impulsional evidence does not seem to be trustworthy since there are reasons to 

think that does not reliably points us towards the t h -  

Ifwe think o f  what Plantinga's theory of warrant may have to say about cases 

such as Sam's, and other cases where a consideration of difficult rnatters such as quantum 

mechanics results in the afhnation of propositions that seem weird and absurd, he may 

Say that while our fàculties readily f'uniish us with warranted beliefs in a wide range of 

circumstances, our cognitive faculties are not as readify equipped to reliably M s h  us 

with true beliefs when we consider rnatters such as the metaphysics of modality or 

quantum mechanics. In c o n s i d e ~ g  these di8icult matters, we stretch and ofken go 

beyond the limits of our cognitive capacities. However, for a vast amount of epistemic 

terrain, when our cognitive faculties are able to produce a warranted belief in us, belief 

can simply be tnisted. In these cases, warranted beliefs are automatically accompanied by 

though not formed o n  the ba is  of impulsional evidence. Thus in ordinary circumstances 

(and these are the circurnstances in which our cognitive f d t i e s  are designed to operate), 

when Our cognitive faculties are fùnctioning properly the propositions that are most Uely 



to  be m e  are the ones that seem to us to be true - the one's that are accompanied by 

impulsional evidence. 

Much seems correct about the above response. We simply find ourselves 

believing things about what we perceive, remember, and judge others to be feeling; and 

we happen to find ourselves with strong impulsional evidence for these beliefs. In 

ordinary circumstances, we take it that these beliefs constitute knowledge- In these cases, 

we seem to simply form warranted beliefs apart fiom any need for justification. In 

contrast, issues such as modal realism and quantum mechanics stretch our cognitive 

capacities to, and perhaps beyond their lunits. So, in those cases, we search for evidence 

to support Our beliefs, since our n a t u d y  arising beliefs about these issues cannot be 

misted as readily as beliefs such as Our ordinary perceptual beliefs, memory beliefs, and 

beliefs about simple logical and mathematical tniths. This theory ùnpiies that for a vast 

number of our beliefs, our naturally arising beliefs can simply be trusteci, and additional 

evidential support is not necessary for warrant. But there are also cases in which our 

cognitive faculties do not seem equipped to fùrnish us with warranted beiiefs. In these 

difficult cases, evidential justification is necessary (though not sufficient) for warrant; but 

this in no way would imply that evidential justification is necessary for warrant as a 

general condition. 

In the next section, 1 shail take up the question of whether evidential justification 

is necessary for warrant. But what about deontological justification? In the example, 

where Sam cornes to believe that modal realism is tme, it seerns uncontentious to say that 

Sam's belief is justified; both deontoiogically and evidentially. While his original beiief 

fits his impulsional evidence, his impulsional evidence is only prima facie, and the 



propositional evidence (evidence consisting of propositions that are believed) finctions 

as a defeater. Thus if Sam fàils to alter his belief, he then f ~ l s  to be evidentially justified 

- his belief no longer fits his evidence. In this case, gïven Sam's evidence, the 

proposition "modal realism is true" is evidedaily justified for Sam. (Or, at the very least, 

the proposition "modal realism is false" fails to be evidentially justifie& For the sake of 

sirnpiicity, 1 will suppose that belief in either the tmth or falsity of modal realism is 

justified for Sam.) As it turns out, his appropnately altered belief is both deontologically 

and evidentially justifie& By altering his belief to fit the evidence, Sam acts with perfiect 

epistemic propriety. 

Suppose, as in the above example, that Sam considers Lewis' arguments in favour 

of modal realism and cannot find any flaws in them; they seem to him to be sound and 

valid, thus entailhg that, wntrary to his beliec modal r d s m  is true. However, d & e  in 

the above example, Sam is unable to alter his beliec and thus continues to believe the 

proposition "modal realism is false" with unwavering fïrmness. (Add that the 

irresistibility of  impulsional evidence is not the reason he cannot help but believe - 

suppose, much to his chagrin, he also finds himselfunable to avoid believing some 

propositions that he finds repulsive). Since he has good reason to think that modal 

realism is true, can he be blamed for thinking that it is false? It is dficult to see how he 

could be blarned. He has done al1 that he can; he has wnsidered the evidence, the 

evidence points to the falsity of his belief, but he still cannot help but believe. In such a 

case7 surely he is deontologically justifieci- He may be by suffering fkom cognitive 

dysfunction, but he cannot reasonably be blamed for holding his belief 



In the above scenario, it seems right to say that Sam is deontologicaiiy justified, 

since he is not properly subject to blarne. He has considered the evidence carefûlly, so it 

is difficult to see how he could be expected to do  more than he has already done. 

According to deontologkal standards, he is justified in his belief although he has tried but 

failed to  believe the proposition that is evidentially supported: bis justification is the 

result of his trying. However, there seems t o  be something wrong wiih a conception of  

justification that allows one to say that he is justined in believing despite having evidence 

for the falsity of his belief Here, Conee and Feldman's suggestion seems plausible: the 

proposition that Sam is justifieci in beiieving is the one that actuaüy fits the eviden~e.~' 

The proposition that Sam is justified in betieving is the one that fits his evidence, whether 

he is capable of believing it or  not. Accordhg to  Conee and Feldrnan's edentiatist 

account, whde Sam is not properly subject to blame, he fails to be justifid. I take this to 

be a plausible conclusion The set of beliefs that count as justifiecl on this evidentialist 

conception of justification excludes many beliefs that the deontologist is forced to  

include, and the beliefs that are excluded are the kuids of beliefs that we would typically 

count as unjustified: beliefs that fd to fit the evidence. 

Suppose, on the other hand, that Sam fails to believe that modal realism is true, 

despite being able to give and withhold assent at will. AU goes just as in the onginal 

enample in that he has impulsional evidence for the proposition 'hoda1 realism is fdse", 

and then acquires strong propositional evidence for the proposition ''modal realism is 

tnie". In this scenario, Sam does not want to believe that modal realism is true, so he 

withholds assent and continues to his original belief. Suppose that Sam refbses to  

revise his belief because he had scoffed at Lewis' supporters, and he is too proud to 
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change his mind and agree with them. This refusal to change bis mind is indicative of 

Sam's stubbom streak. In the present case, his beIief that modal realism is false will lack 

both deontological justification and evidential justiîïcation. It will lack deontologicd 

justification because his refùsal to go with hÏs evidence is blameworthy; he could go with 

his evidence, but he is too stubborn to do so. If he were t o  change his mind, his belief 

would be both deontologically justifieci and evidentiaily justifiai; he could be praised for 

following his epistemic duty to foliow the evidence- 

At this point, it becornes difticult to see how the deontological concepts of praise- 

worthiness, blame-worthiness, and observance of duty are relevant to the justificatory 

status of  his belief. His stubbornness may be a moral fault, but it has little epistemic 

significance. Rather, it is most plausible to say that he is unjustified if be continues to 

believe that modal realisrn is false because his belief does not fit his evidence- The 

question of which belieffits the evidence is of much more epistemic interest than the 

question of whether a person is praiseworthy or blameworthy in holding a beiief. By 

reflecting on the above scenarios, we can see that the justifkatory status of Sam's beliefs 

is a product of whether or not he believes in accordance with the evidence. Issues 

regarding praise, blame, and observance of duty, though perhaps important in other 

respects, seem extraneous where justification is at issue- 

The important question that must now be addresseci is that of whether 

justification, understood in evidentialist terms, is necessary for warrant: Plantinga thuiks 

that it is not. Therefore, we shall now tum Our attention to  that question - the question of 

whether al1 beliefs require evidential justification if they are to be nghtly counted as 

knowledge. 



C. Is evidence Necessmy for KnawIedge? 

While Plantingays daim that much of our howledge is not based upon evidence is 

plausible, it is not clear how it defeats evidentidism, especially aven his understanding 

of evidentialism as "a  special variety of foundationalism that stands in an interesting 

relation to modem classical foundationalism'? I f  one is a foundationalist, one wili think 

only that non-basic beliefs require an evidential basis. However, one can stili be an 

evidentialist in the sense of thuiking that matters ofjustification tum entirely on issues 

related to evidence, and that one's beliefs need to fit the evidence that one has. 

Plantinga is a foundationalist, as he explicitly States: 'Youndationalism is the truth 

of the matter"." According to foundationalism, a noetic structure consists of basic and 

non-basic beliefs. Non-basic beliefs are believed on the basis of other beliefs, and this 

basing relation tetminates with the basic bediefs. Various foms  of foundationalism d s e r  

in the criteria they employ for determining which betiefs are properiy basic. Classical 

foundationalism, which has been a hugely iduential varkty of foundationalism, puts 

forth what have been the most commonly accepteci sets of criteria. Plantinga 

distinguishes between ancient classical foundationalists such as Aristotle and Aquinas 

who hold that properly basic beliefs are those that are self-evident, evident to the senses, 

or incomgible, and modem classical foundationalists who follow Descartes and Locke in 

limiting the scope ofproperly basic beliefs to beliefs that are seKevident or about one's 

own mental ~ife.'~ Plantinga sees the classical foundationalist constraints on how to 

distinguish basic beiiefs as too stnngent, entailing that very few of our beliefs are 

justifieci. Furthemore, he t h k s  that classical foundationalism is self-referentially 
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incoherent, since the tenets of classical foundationalism are neither properly basic 

according to its own standards, nor do they appear to be supported propositions that meet 

these standards." So Plantinga rejects classical foundationalism and înstead endorses 

what he 4 1 s  'Reidian Foundationaiism', which is much more relaxed in its constraints 

regarding which beliefs can be properly counted as basic: 

I've already argued that many kinds of beliefs can be properly basic, in 
addition to those that the ciassical foundationdist countenances: for 
example, perceptual beliefs, memory beliefs, beliefs about the mental 
States of otber persons inductive beliefs, and testimonial belief~.'~ 

In his rehtation of evidentialism, the instances of knowledge that are not based on 

evidence that he cites are examples of what he claims are basic beliefs. Basic beiiefs are 

basic because one does not wme to  believe them on the basis of evidence- In his 

examples that are intended to refùte evidentialism by demonstrating that not al1 beliefs 

that count as knowledge are formed on the basis of evidence, Plantinga includes memory 

beliefs. He claims that memory beliefs can constitute kmwledge, even in cases where 

they are not fomed on the basis of any eviden~e.*~ However, since he argues that 

memory beliefs are basic, accurding to foundationalism of any stripe, they need not be 

held on the basis of evidence: 

Many foundationalists may dispute whether ail of the species of belief Plantinga 

admits as basic should be included in a list of basic beliefs- However, if the beliefs are 

basic, then foundationalists would agree that they are not, nor should they be, forrned on 

the basis of endence. Rather than being in need of an evidential basis, these basic beliefs 

serve as part of the evidence base for one's non-basic beliefs. The controversy that arises 
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arnong foundationaiists wiU be in regard to whether or  not it is permissible to allow 

memory beliefs into the stock of what counts as basic. There are, of course, many other 

questions about foundationalism t o  be answered, such as questions regarding the 

mechanics of the basing relation and questions of how an experience can j u s t e  a 

proposition. But various answers t o  these questions may be compatible with a form of 

evidentidism that prescribes only that al1 non-basic beliefs are in need of an evidential 

basis. 

Furthemore, while the inclusion of me- as a basic belief may be problematic 

for many foundationalists, many a priori beliefs, such as belief in the validity of modus 

ponens, are not- Plantinga uses the exarnple of one's entertaining an instance of modus 

ponens to  illustrate how one can form a p M  beiiefs apart fiom evidence. However, 

mu&s ponem is a good example of  something that classical foundationaiists would take 

as properly basic on the grounds that it is self-evident. For example, Bertrand Russell, 

who places a high value on believing on the basis of evidence, makes the following 

comment regarding the inclusion of rncxhspone~ts as a first principle: 

If any one asks: 'Why should 1 accept the results of  valid arguments based 
on true prernises?' we can only answer by appealing to our principle. In 
fact, the truth of the principle is impossible to  doubt, and its obviousness is 
so great that at first sight it seems almost trivial." 

One would be hard pressed to find a foundationdist who would argue thai when one 

entertains an instance of m&s pnens, one must form the ' m h s  ponens beiief on the 

basis of evidence. But one is also hard pressed to see how tlüs is a problem for an 

evidential requirement in the context of foundationalism, since the evidentid requirement 

does not apply here. 



If Plantinga is correct in his judgement that evidentialism is a variety of 

foundationalism, whether or not evidentialism is mistaken then seems to  depend on just 

what the evidentialist is clairning. if the evidentialist claïms that all beliefs - including 

self-evident beliefs such as beliefs formed when entertaining instances ofmodusponens - 

must be forrned on the basis of evidence, then evidentialism or  foundationalism is 

mistaken. Ifevidentialism requires that ail beliefs be formed on the basis of evidence, 

then evidentialism would not be a variety of foundationalism at dl, and if tme, it would 

show that foundationalism must be fdse. Evidentialism that requires that ail beliefs be 

formed on  the ba i s  of evidence certainly has hale in cornmon with classical 

foundationalism, and thus Plantinga's claim that evidentialisrn is a varïety of 

foundationalism that stands in a special relation to  modem classical foundationalism 

would be false. If an evidentialist is making only the Limiteci claim that all non-basic 

beliefs should be formed on the basis of evidence, then evidentialism can co-exist 

comfortably with foundationalism. In fact, ifthe evidentialist is making the Limiteci claim, 

then there seems t o  be Iittle for Plantinga to object to. The differences that arïse would be 

regarding which beliefs can be admitted as basic. 

Plantinga's quarrel with the evidentialist turns on the idea that many beliefs that 

are clearly knowledge are not fonned on the basis of  evidence. However, the 

evidentialist's essential clah does not seem to be that all justified beliefs must be f o m d  

on the basis of evidence. Rather, the c l a h  is that a belief is justified ifitfjts the 

evidence. Conee and Feldman state the following evidentiaiist definition of epistemic 

justification: 



Doxastic attitude D toward propositionp is epistemically justified for S at 
r if and only if having D toward p fits the evidence S has at r." 

According to the above definition of epistemic justification (El), justification is a 

matter of a belief s fitti-ng the evidence, and it says nothing about having to fom beliefs 

on the bais of evidence. This interpretation is supported by their reply to Plantinga's 

objection that simple rnathematical truths, like memory beiiefs and rnd1sp0nen.s beliefs, 

lack evidential support. They speak about Our success in dealing with arithmetical 

matters, the assent that our assertions about these matters enjoy, the fact we have been 

given no reason to think our beliefs false, and a kind of a priori insight that enables us to 

grasp rnathematical truths- Thus, they conclude that it is highly implausible to say that the 

only evïdence for the tmth of simple mathematical propositions is impulses.89 However, 

in this reply, they say nothing about how the belief is forrned - whether or not it is 

formed on the basis of the evidence mentioned above, or any other evidence. Rather, they 

daim oniy that the belief is justifieci i f i t j ts  the evidence. 

When justification is at issue, Conee and Feldman do not seem wncemed about 

how a belief is formed - whether or not it was fonned on the basis of evidence - but 

rather with whether or not there are reasons to continue holding the belief This uicludes a 

concern about whether there are reasons to think the belief false. If there are clear reasons 

to th& a belief is false, then the belief does not fit the evidence. 

In holding these concems about whether beliefs fit the evidence, Conee and 

Feldman are proposing a reasonable requirement for knowledge. We cannot know a 

proposition if we have sufficient evidence (putting aside for a moment the question of 

what counts as sufficient) for the proposition's falsehood - even if it is accompanied by a 
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high degree of impulsional evidence. We cannot know such propositions because we are 

not justified in believing them. And it seems reasonable to expect that any proposition 

that we can know will likely have more evidence in its favour than only impulsional 

evidence. If even the siniplest of mathematical truths lacked the kind of evidential 

support that Conee and Feldman describe, we would surely be hard pressed to count them 

as items of knowledge. (It is interesting to note that it is d i c u l t  to imagine simple 

mathematical truths lacking the kind of evidence Conee and Feldman describe). 

This requirement for justification - that a beiief fits the evidence - has the 

desirable result that beliefs such as paranoid betiefs and beiïefs about rotational 

reproduction will ofien tum out to be unjustified. The believer in rotational reproduction, 

like the paranoid person, may have Little or  no evidence apart fiom impulsionai evidence; 

and he would liiely have plenty of counter-evidence. In the case of paranoia, a person 

may be weli aware that there is no good evidence to support the paranoid beiiefs, and that 

there are reasons not to be paranoid. Nevertheless, the paranoid beiiefs may persist. In the 

'rotational reproduction' example, it is clficuit to imagine that the person holding such a 

belief does not have plenty of counter-evidence. It is most likely that he believes despite 

the counter-evidence, suice he has a great deai of impulsional evidence for his rotational 

reproduction belief. in such a case, the belief fails to fit the evidence that the person has. 

People may not be blameworthy in holding delusional beliefs such as paraaoid belief, or 

rotational reproduction beliefs. However, the beliefs are, nevertheless, unjustified if they 

do not fit the evidence. So the evidentialist can, unlike Plantinga, make the intuitively 

plausible daim that 'rotational reproduction' beliefs are not justined if they fail to fit the 



evidence (and they likely do not fit the evidence), even if the person holding them is 

b~ameless.~~ 

While it will likely be the case that delusional beliefs tend not to be justifie& there 

may be situations in which they are- Recall Plantinga's example in which he forrns the 

delusional belief that he will be the next president of the United States. Suppose that he 

informs his fnends of his ambition, and in an effort avoid hurting his feelings, they avoid 

saying anything to discourage him. Yet others, in an attempt to be cornical, assure him 

that he wilI certainly win the presidency. Furthemore, a defence mechanism has blocked 

his unsuccesstùl bid for the presidency of bis sophomore class ftom his memory. in these 

circumstances, it seems plausible to say that his delusional belief will fit his evidence, 

and will thus be justified. But clearly, his belief lacks warrant. His belief lacks warrant 

due to the way in which it was produced: it is produced by means of a cognitive 

maifûnction. Thuq we can see that justification is not sdlicient for warrant. Even if it is 

justified, a belief lacks warrant if it is not produced in an appropriate fashion. 

In the above exarnple we can see that warrant is a product of how a betief is 

produced, and justification is dependant on whether a belief fits the available evidence. 

Thus, Plantinga's theory of wamuit nuictioos as of a theory of 'weU-foundedness' rather 

than a theory of justification. Conee and Feldman explain that: 'The term 'well-founded' 

is sometimes used to characterize an attitude that is episternically both weU-supported 

and properly arrived at?" They propose 'WF' as their account of 'well-foundedness': 

S's doxastic attitude D at t toward propositionp is well-founded if and only if 
(i) having D toward p is justified for s at 1; and 
(ii) S has D toward p on the basis of some body of evidence e, such that 

(a) S has e as evidence at r;  

k l h n  does daim this in "Plantinga, Warrant, and Getticr," 206 
91 Conee and Feldman, "Evidentialism," 24 



(b) having D toward p fits e; and 
(c) there is no more inclusive body of evidence e ' had by S at t 
such that having B toward p does not fit e '? 

WF prescribes that beliefs merit the favourable appraisal of 'weil-foundedness' ifthey 

are justified and ifthey are held on the basis of an appropriate body of evidence. In 

addition to just being held on the basis of appropriate evidence, Conee and Feldman seem 

to want to say that well-founded beliefs are awived at on the basis of evidence This 

conclusion is inferred fiom their statement immediately preceding their presentation of 

WF, that, in addition to justification, 'well-foundedness' is concemed with how beliefs 

are arrived at. This is quite a difEerent concept than EJ, which States only that a belief 

must fit the evidence. They propose WF as an alternative to reliabilism, which Conee and 

Feldman take to be a theory of weil-foundedness rather than a theory of justification. 

Conee and Feldman make it quite clear that WF attempts to  capture something 

quite different from epistemic justification. WF, Ore Plaminga7s theory of warrant, is an 

appraisal that evaluates the epistemic status of a belief based on the way that a belief is 

anived at. While EJ is a plausible definition of epistemic justification, there is good 

reason to prefer Plantingays theory of warrant rather than W F  as an account of  'weil- 

foundedness' . 

The examples that Plantinga cites to refute evidentialism are illuminating for 

dowing us to  see why Plantinga's theory provides an account of 'well-foundedness' that 

is superior to  WF. Plantinga argues that his belief that he saw his g e n d  Paul a year 

earlier in California is not formed on the buis of evidence. He argues that many &priori 

beliefs are not forrned on the basis of evidence either- If these indeed are instances of 

beliefs that are not formed on the basis of evidence, then they show that the extension of 

* Conee and Feldman "Evidentialism," 24 
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WF does not include beliefs such as memory beliefs and many o prion befiefs, sich as 

where one gives assent to instances of madrusponens- WF prescribes that weU-founded 

beliefs are arrived at on the basis of evidence. But it seems plausible to suppose that the 

beliefs Plantinga cites are often not fonned on the basis of evidence- A ment of 

Plantinga's theory is that it provides a plausible account of how these beliefs are arrived 

at: reliable, truth-aimed cognitive faculties produce them, and they are weli-founded if 

these faculties are fùnctioning properly in the appropriate environment- This is a merit 

because, according to Plantingays theory, these beliefs are weU-founded, even if they are 

not formed on the basis of evidence - even if evidence plays no role whatsoever in how 

one arrives at these beliefs- Since it is plausible to suppose that there are instances of 

knowledge that are not arrived at on the basis of evidence, and Plantinga's theory is 

consistent with this possibitity, Plantinga's theory is preferable to W F  for explaining 

well-foundedness. 

The rejection of WF as a theory of well-foundedness does not, however, entail 

that evidentialisrn ought to be rejected as a theory of epistemic justification. Rather, the 

failure of WF simply shows the limitations of evidentialisrn- Evidentialism oniy provides 

an adequate account of justification; and when justification is defineci in evidentidist 

terms by EJ, justification is necessary for warrant. In other words, ifa belief does not fit 

the evidence one possesses - evidence to which, in p ~ c i p l e ,  one has access upon 

reflection or introspection - that belief fails to be an item of knowledge. For example, if 

we wnsider memory beliefs, we can see that they cm constitute knowledge ody if they 

fit the evidence. In the case of a paiticular memory belief, if 1 seem to remember 

something but have good reason to believe that 1 the event 1 am remembering wuld not 



have happened, my belief is unjustified because it does not fit rny evidence In such a 

case, it seerns right to say that failing to fit the evidence disqualifies the belieffiom being 

counted as knowledge. Or, i f1  have reason to think that, say, my short term memory is 

unreliable or is subject to a maltùnction (perhaps 1 have had a concussion recently), then 

perhaps none of my short term memory beliefs are justified unless they have 

corroborating evidence to support them (e-g. someone else's testimony, documentation 

that supports my belief). Wïthout this corroborating evidence7 my belief does not fit my 

evidence. Here again, it seems right to say that my memory beliefs do not constitute 

knowledge unless they fit my evidence. I$ on the other hand, 1 have good reason to ttünk 

that my memory is reliable, and I find myself with a memory belief, then my belief fits 

my evidence. In such cases, 1 am justifid in believing; and in these cases it seems right 

to say that if they are true and well-founded, my memory beliefs constitute knowledge. 

This supports the idea that 1 need some kind of evidence besides impulsional 

evidence. In the above case7 1 recognize the belief as a memory beliec and it seems 

plausible to suppose that we can have plenty of evidence in favour of memory itself. 

Then, if 1 recognize a belief as a memory belief; 1 have evidence in favour ofmemory, 

and I have no reason to think that a particular memory belief is false, then my belief fits 

rny evidence. A justifieci memory beiieffits my evidence, even ifit is not ùiitialiy arrived 

at on the basis of this evidence - even if 1 just find myseif with a beliefthat has the 

phenomenology characteristic of memory beliefs. If, on the other hand, 1 find myself with 

a belief that appears to have just popped into my head, and 1 cannot recognize it as, say, a 

memory belieÇ perceptual beliec or any other identifiable species of belief, then it is 

difficult to see how the belief can be justified - even it is accornpanied by strong 



impulsional evidence. Thus, if for no apparent reason I fuid myself with the betief that 

Chicago was populated by rotational reproduction, then my belief is not justified. 

The above analysis points to  the necessity of El as a condition of warrant. Beliefs 

that fail to fit the etidence do not appear to be instances of knowledge; rather, their lack 

of justification seems to disquali@ them- If, however, a belief is justified, then whether or 

not it is an item of knowledge depends on whether it is true and well-founded. If, 1 

somehow acquire a great ded of evidence that Chicago was in fact populated by 

rotational reproduction, 1 then hold a justified belief th& f d s  to be warranted. My 

rotational reproduction beliefwill lack warrant because it is a product of cognitive 

malfùnction. 1 thus conclude that epistemic justification, as prescribed by EJ, is 

necessary, though not sufficient for warrant - for distùiguishing true belief fiom 

knowledge. In addition to being justined, a belief rnust be well founded. And a beiief is 

well-founded if it m e t s  Plantinga7s conditions for warrant - if it is produced by a 

properly fùnctioning cognitive facuity, succecessty aimed at the production of tnie 

beliefs, operating in a congenial epistemic environment. If a belief is true, justifia and 

well-founded, then it constitutes knowledge- 



Conclusion 

Plantinga contends that intemalist theories ofjustification are entirely on  the wrong track 

in attempting to account for warrant - the property that ditferentiates knowtedge fiom 

true beiief 1 agree that deontological theories are entirely on the wrong track While 

deontological principles may be important in other ways, epistemic deontology provides 

neither a necessary nor sufficient condition for knowkdge. Furthemore, deontology does 

not provide us with a satisfactory account of epistemic justification. 1 have argued that a 

purely evidentidist account of epistemic justification better captures our epistemic 

intuitions. 

while 1 agree with Plantinga that deontology cannot account for warrant, 1 

disagree with his assessrnent that evidentialism should be discarded as well. 1 have 

agued that knowledge is at Ieast evidentially justified hie belief. 1 argue that fitting the 

evidence is a necessary condition for warrant. But more is required for a complete 

analysis. Plantinga's theory of warrant goes a good distance towards providing that 

analysis. His numerous thought-provoking and engaging examples do a great deal to 

show that proper fùnction is an important aspect of warrant. 

Plantinga's theory is a version of reliabilism, but it has advantages over its 

theoretical cousins. If warrant is only a matter of  a process o r  faculty reliably producing 

true beliefs, then a belief will be warranted if it is produced by a process that is 

accidentally reliable. Proper function provides a way of dealing with problems caused by 

accidental reliability, by prescribing that the faculty that produces the belief mua be 

functioning properly. The teleology that is built into the theory also allows us to 



individuate faculties according to their purpose. This goes some distance in alleviating 

problems that are cornrnon to reliabilist theones- 

1 do not c l a h  that Plantinga's theory is problem-fiee, or that I have actually 

solved any of the problems that it may face. Rather, I take it that Plantinga's theory 

shows great promise, and, based on my judgement that it has great promise for providing 

epistemologists with a fiamework for deaihg with some perennid problems in 

epistemology, 1 claim that it, o r  something very much like it, likely represents the truth of 

the matter. The importance of a c o n g e ~ a l  cognitive environment sheds an interesthg 

light on Gettier problems. And his theory does an admirable job of accounting for our 

cornmon-sense intuitions about our ability to  have knowledge of other minds, inductive 

knowledge, and apnori knowledge, although we ofien do not arrive at these beliefs on 

the basis of evidence, and it is often difficult to find evidence by which to arrive at these 

beliefs. His theory involves the idea that we have cognitive faculties that are designed to 

produce these kinds of beliefs in us - and when these faculties are fiinctioning properly, 

in the environment for which they were designeci, we have knowledge. 

1 add an additional condition: that our beliefsfit our evidence; that they be 

evidentially justifïed. According to Plantinga's account, the kinds of beliefs listed above 

are basic, since they are not arriveci at on the basis of evidence; they are not the 

wnclusion of an inferential process; we do not use a reasoning process to arrive at them. 

Rather: Our faculties produce them as outputs when given the appropriate input. While 1 

agree with him, I also think that there is g w d  reason to think that once we have these 

beliefs, they constitute knowledge only if they fit our evidence. Evidential justification is 

not sufficient for warrant, since there may be many evidentially justifiai beliefs that lack 



warrant. However, it seems to me to be reasonable to say that aii warranted beliefs are 

evidentially justified. In fact, believing a proposition that does not fit any evidence apart 

fiom impulsional evidence may very well be a symptom of cognitive mafinctiom Ifthis 

is tme, then perhaps a happy marriage beîween evidentialism, excluding WF, and 

Plantinga's theory of warrant is possible. 

If 1 am correct in thinking that evidential justification is a necessary condition for 

warrant, even in the wntext of a proper tùnctionalist theoty of warrant, then there is a 

sense in which the evidential requirement, while conceptualIy distinct fiom warrant, is 

superfluouskith respect to warrant. Ifthe design plan specifies that a weil-formed noetic 

structure should contain only beliefs that fit the evidence available to the person who 

holds them, then the evidentiaiist requirement seems to add nothing to the theory - in a 

sense, it hardly seems worth mentionkg. It will just tum out that an interesthg feature of 

a well-formed noetic structure is that it contains only beliefs that fit the person's 

evidence. If1 am correct, then bdiefs are evidentiaiiy justifid by vhue of their being 

warrant& and this does not require anything over and above what is already contained in 

Plantinga's theory of warrant. 

What evidential justification adds is of pragmatic value. The requirement that Our 

beiiefs fit the evidence allows us to assess and mod@ Our beliefs. Thus, the evidentialist 

cntenon for justification can provide a guide for one's 'belief maintenance'. Plantinga's 

theory already includes the 'defeater system' that goes some distance towards allowing us 

to assess and, perhaps, modifil Our beliefs. It is obviously the case that if we have a 

defeater for a belief, the defeated belief will not fit our evidence. However, Plantinga's 

theory d o w s  for belief in the absence of any evidence besides impulsional evidence, ss 



long as there are no defeaters present- But one rnay hold epistemicaily substandard 

beliefs, such as paranoid beliefs, without havhg any defeaters for those beiiefs (in order 

for a beEef to fùnction as a defeater, it must be believed; paranoia may render a person 

incapable of forming beliefs that defeat the paranoid beliefk). The evidentialist condition 

that I propose includes the positive requirement that there must be at least some evidence 

apart fiom impulsional evidence in favour of  a belief 

As has already been argued, al1 of the beliefs that Plantinga raises as exarnples of 

beliefs that are held without any evidence in there favour - memory beliefs, simple 

mathematical truths, m d s p o n e n s  - do in fact have plenty of evidence in their favour. 

For example, in the case of mernory, one can recognize a belief as a memory belief, and 

one may have evidence in favour of the reliability of mernory. In the case of memory, one 

rnay then Say that if a belief of this sort seems to  be tme, then 1 am justifieci in believing 

it. Here, impulsional evidence does seem to have some evidential value. Ic on the other 

hand, 1 corne to hold beliefs such as paranoid beliefs and rotational reproduction beliefs 

and these beliefs cannot be identifieà as a species of beiief that has evidence in its favour, 

then the only evidence these beliefs fit is the impulsional evidence. In such cases, beliefs 

will not be justifiai; impulsional evidence alone is not sufficient for justification. I fa  

belief fails to be justified, then it seems reasonable to conclude that it cannot be an item 

of knowledge. Thus, whiie evidential justification c m o t  provide us with the means for 

conclusively establishing that a belief has warrant, the evidential requirement that I 

propose - that a belief can be an item of knowledge only if it fits the evidence - provides 

us with a criterion for evaluating beliefs according to an accessible, significant, and 

episternically indispensable standard. 
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