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und chrıstlıchen Glaubens. Der vorliegende
Warranted Chrıstian Belıef and erfüllt el einen doppelten Wec.

ıst einerselits eın Werk christlicher 310Alvın Plantınga
New York:; Oxford Oxford Universıty Press, sophıe, das einen Weg aufzeıgt, auf dem eın
2000, 508 DD.; Chrıst ber den erkenntnistheoretischen Sta
ISBN 0-19-5 13193-92 EUS seıiınes Glaubens nachdenken annn nde

rerseıts ıst eın Werk negatıver Apologetik,RESUME das Einwände theistischen und chrıst-
Dans SO  S livre arrantie T1st1aAn Belıief, lıchen Glauben zurückweıst. Plantınga unter-
Uın Plantınga applıque la theorıe de la egı scheıdet zWwel Arten DO  S Einwänden, dıe
tımııte qu 1ı developpee ans les deux DrFe- Jemand Theismus oder das Chrıisten-
miers lıvres de trılogıe. Ve volume est le tum vorbrıingen annn den de facto Eıinwand,
troısıieme de Ce ser1ıe Amns laquelle Al etudıe daß der (G(laube falsch LSt, und den de Jure Eın
le StTafut epıstemologıque de Ia fOL theıste el wand, daß der G(laube auf ırgendeine Weilise
chretıenne. Cependant, volume, UISeE ratiıonal ınakzeptabe sel. Die Hauptthese des
double but une DArE A s’agıt  Z d’un OUUrTragsge Buches LSt, da dıese zıwel Arten nıcht unab-
de philosophie chretienne, MONIran Ia acon hängıg vonNeLNANder Sınd.: Jjeder ernstzuneh-
dont chretien peult envısager le STatut eDLS- mende de Jure Einwand Sert.:  3 4  m  Z  T dıe Unrichtig-temologıque de fOL d’autre DAart, c’est UNe eıt DO  S Theismus oder Chrıstentum DVDOTAUS.,.

d  apologetique negatıve, refutant les Pantınga argumentıert für diese ese, ındem
objections 0PPOsSeEES la fO1 theıste et chre-
thienne. Plantınga dıstıngue eUX dıfferentes

eınelaufstellt, eiNne Erklärung,
dıe, T’homas 0DO  - quın und Calvın auf-objections QUE [  on pourraıt soulever contre greıfend, erläutert, WLLE theistischer Glaube,le theiısme le chrıstianısme l’objection de Wenn wahr, zugleıich rational, berechtigt und

AaCTio selon laquelle ce est fausse, el
l’objection de Jure selon laquelle CcCe

erkenntnıistheoretisch akzeptabel seın Rönnte,
uch Wwenn nıcht auf proposotionaler Ev:L

est DOUF Urn raıson DOUFT Uune Aautre ratıon- enz beruht eıl der Argumentatıon ıst dıenellement ınacceptable. K prıncıpale affır- Entkräftung sämtlıcher ernsthafter Eınwäandematıon du Iıvre de Plantınga est QUEC Ces euUuxX Theismus und Chrıistentum vVonN Kant,objections SONnt DAas ındependantes meme
ULE objectıon de Jure peINE vzable presup- Kaufman und Hıck, bıs den Problemen des

Bösen, Pluralısmus, Postmoderne und hısto-
DOSE la faussete du theisme du chrıstıa- riısch-krıitischer Bıbelauslegung.nısme. Plantınga plaıde faveur de Ce affır-
matıon proposant ‘modele’ c’est-ä-dıre Uune Thıis, Plantinga’s MAagnum OPUS, 1S5 the ına
explıcatıon, ınspLıree de Thomas d’Aquın et de volume of hıs T110ZYy warrant, 1C he
Calvın, MONTLFAaAN.: combıen UunNne fOL theıiste defines that 'qualıity quantıty (perhaps
chretienne, s1 Urale, pourraıt etre rationnelle, ıt. In degrees), whatever precısely ıt.
legıtıme et de anıere generale, acceptadble d’un INAaYy be, enough f which distingu1ishes now|l-
point UU epistemologıique, meme S elle edge from INeTe true behef” Thıs volume fol-
FEeEDOSE Das Sur des DFeUVDES explıcıtes. En chemuin, lows arrant: T’he OCurrent Debate Oxford
Plantınga muolıt DFeEeSQUE foutes les objections OQUP.; hereafter c and arrant
QUE L  on pourraıt ımagıner CONTLre le theisme LIra- and Proper Function (Oxford Ö
dıtionnel le chrıstianısme, depuls le point de hereafter °WPR” Warranted Chrıstian Belıef
UU de Kant, de Kaufman, et de Hıck, JUSQU AUX (hereafter WCB”’), ıts suggests, 15
problemes du mal, du pluralısme, du postmod- devoted LO the applıcatıon ofPlantiınga’s VIeWS
ernısme et de la crıtıque bıblıque hıstorıque. warrant LO the consıderatıion of the ep1Ss-

temıc Status ofTISLIAN behaef. 14 approaches
USAMMENFASSUNG thıs OPI1C from LWO 1SL1NC angles irst,
U1ın Plantınga verwendet ın arran Plantınga argues agaınst objection he
T1stL1AN Belief seıne Berechtigungstheorıe, Ca find LO the epıstemı1c acceptabilıty of
dıe ın den erstien beiden Bänden seıner T1I1sSL1AN belıef, arguıng for the conclusıon
I rıologıe, deren drıtter Band der vorlıegende that ere 1S v1ıable objection LO ıts epls-
LSt, entwickelt hat, für Überlegungen zZzZuU temı1c respectabilıty 1C 1S nOoL Iso
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objection LO ıts 7n Here Plantınga PreSsSup- turn out LO be unjustified. But he Iso S0OCS
nothıng ou the Tr of Christianıty. to sShow that classıcal foundationalısm 15

econdly, Plantınga discusses partıcular ‘self-referentially ıncoherent;': the princıple
iıtself 15 noL self-evıdent, incorrig1ble, EeV1-WaYy 1ın which TYT1ıst1an COU. thınk of

her behefs as avıng posıtıve epıstemı1Cc STta- dent LO the SE115S5eS for an vOoNne, an cannot be
LUS; thıs project 0Oes presuppoOse the 111 of valıdly inferred from prem1ses which ATre self-
T1ı1st1an behaef. The r1g0orous an etaıle evıdent, incorrigıble, evıdent LO the Senses

for an yonNe, an by ıts OW: lıghts shoulddıscussıon (extending LO LWO Lype faces: stand-
not. be behllievedard for the r1g0orous, an SmMa for the really

r1g0orous) of the 508 of thıs massıve So Plantınga urns hıs attentiıon LO another
book 1S enlivened by Plantiınga’s ready wıt candıdate In hıs search for v1ıable de Jure
an refreshıng choıce of examples—those objection, DL 11) Here he discusses Varıous
famılhar wıth Plantınga’s prevı1o0us works wıll Concepts of rationalıty, fastenıng the COI-

be pleased LO See I1INOTEe examples en from cept of rationalıty 4as ProDer function,
the author’s of mountaın climbıing an which concept ırrationalıty" malfunc-
from hıs (distant) relatıve eıke, the Frisj]an. tıon of the ratiıonal facultjies He then d1ıs-

tiınguıshes nternal rationalıty irom externalantınga eg1ins Dy distinguishing LWO
objections SOTITNEOIEC m18g ave LO e1istiic rationalıty. He defines nternal rationalıty
OChrıstian belief—the de facto objection that eing matter of ProODer function of all belief-
the belhlief 15 alse an the de Jure objection producıng PTFOCESSCS ‘downstream)’ from CXDEC-
that the belıef 1S intellectually unacceptable. rıence, 1.e., princıpally, formıng holdıng
In WCB Plantınga eals wıth the de Jure the approprıiate belıefs In LO exper1-
objection eekıng LO ShOw that the SOort of DOT- EINNCE Plantınga argues that the de Jure objec-
SO  } who SaysS ‘Well, don' know whether tıon ouched 1ın erms of ınternal ratiıonalıty
T1sSL1aAN belhief 15 true after all, wh: could 15 Iso LOO CaS y LO re If somebody  S experI1-

ENCE includes 1t, strongly seemıng LO her thatknow Ing lıke that’”), but do NOW that ıt.
15 noLt intellectually acceptable hım herself theısm Chrıistianıty 1S true then obvıously,

rationall untenable VIEW. Plantınga he SaVS, che 15 internally ratiıonal 1ın belıeving
trıes LO elucıdate the objection: 1ın virtue of In (God Chrıstianıty, indeed, che would be
hat COu elstiic Christian belhef be internally iırrational not LO
intellectually unacceptable”? He dıistingu1ıshes Plantınga extT uUurns LO external ratiıonal-
Tee candıdates for reconstructing the objec- 1ty, 10 he defines as ProODer functjion of
tıon: (1) that el1sStiiCc T1stL1aAn belief 15 the cognıtıve facultjes ‘upstream’ from CXDEC-
unjustifıed, 11) that ıt, 15 iırrational internally rıence, 1.e., wıth espect to formatıon of the

externally, and 111) that ıt. 15 WAaT- rıght kınd of experıence. Plantiınga concedes
ran that ere 1S Drıma facıe plausıble objection

Plantinga eals 1Irs wıth (1), 1C. he to elIstiiCc rıstıan behef ıf ON nterprets
interprets As the objection that heısts the de Jure objection AaSs alleging that e1Istıic
hrıstlans ATe not. conformıng LO eır intellec- TYT1sStL1aAN belief 1S externally irrational.
tual dutıjes 1n behevıng 1n God Christianıty. But, Plantınga SaVSs, warrant iıncludes EXTer-
Plantınga oesn’t Sa y In WCB hat OUT iıntel- nal ratıonalıty, he consıders the de Jure
ectual dutijes atre, SINCE he has riefly dıs- question Iın terms of warran(t, an thereby
eussed thıs 1n WCD, but he thınks that 1ıt Iso consıderıng 1t. ın terms ofexternal ratıon-
1S5 Just obvious that theıst T1st1an 15 alıty
wıthın her epistemı1c rıghts LO believe 1n God So Plantınga then turns LO 1 an examı-

Chrıstianıty, EeEVeEenN ıf che ese beliefs natıon ofwarrant, W.  1C. mentioned above,
basıc, 1.e., wıthout alnıy (proposıtional) eV1- he has defined as that Ing enough of IC

dence. He discusses the classıcal V1eW hat turns true beliefınto owledge. Plantınga’s
entral claım ere 1S5 that belief 1S warrantedmMaYy be held basıc belief, inıtiated Dy ‚.John

ocke, 1n SOINE eta callıng thıs answer ıfan only ıf (roughly ıt. 15 produced by COgN1-
‘“classıcal foundatıonalısm', an takıng ıt. LO tıve facultjes 1C. ATe functionıng properly
be the VIECW that the only Sort ofbehefs which 1n approprıate envıronment accordıng LO
INa y be held basıc by behever AaTe desıgn plan successfully alımed ql the DrO-
ose IC AT self-evident for S, 1NCOTrTI1- duction of true behefs Thus warrant includes
x1ıble for S, ou thıngs vıdent LO S’S 1n ıts 1rs condıtion (cognıtıve faculties func-
SEeEI1Ses vervy er behef has LO get O_ tiıonıng properly) external rationalıty, inter-
ıtıonal evıdence from somewhere. Plantınga nal ratiıonalıty, an Justificatıon fere ATE
claıms that thıs V1IECW most of OUTr belhiefs epıstemı1c duties, an perhaps vacuously ıf
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not) However, ıt 15 hard LO SEE that (iod LO ıts rationalıty".
has an Yy nowledge Plantinga’s definıtion Plantınga then gy1ves the detaıls of hıs
ere God W as not. desıgned an ere 1S model, C are; for eISTIC belıef, that God
esiıgn plan 1n accordance wıth 1C hıs fac- has reated each of wıth natural fac-
ulties INa Y work. Hence behefs aAaTe not ulty, the SeCeNHNsus dıivınıitatis, along ıth OUTr
warranted ın Jantınga s an faıl LO er natural ac  1es (perception, MEIMOTYV,
COouUun knowledge. reason), W.  1C. 1ın approprıate cırcumstances,

Plantiınga then claıms that Freud’s an ırectly creates theistic behef 1ın wıthout
Marx’s complaınts about eIstıCc TrTıst1an OSe beliefs resting anı V proposıtiona
belhef ATEe best interpreted verslons of the evıdence. Plantınga ca thıs ‘*the quınas
de Jure complaınt that el1stiic T1st1an Calvın), ‘A/C’ MO On the MO
behef 15 unwarranted. reu!: he SaVys, alleges eIsStiIiCc belıef 1S produce by cognıtıve acul-
that eI1sSiic belhief 1S produce by wıshful tıes functionıng properly (as theır designer,
ınkıng— a cognıtıve PTFOCECSS W.  3C though God, ıntended) ın approprılate EeNVvIrON-
workıng properly, 1S5 not aımed al IL ment for which they WeTeEe desiıgned—lıfe
Kor Marx, eISi1iCc behef 1S produce Dy COS- Earth) accordıng LO design plan SUC-
nıtıve PTFOCESSCS aımed at. truth, but 10 cessfully almed ql zr (we Ca Presumle

that (G0d o0es noOot make miıstakes an WAäantsAre not functioning properly, because they
ATe perverted by unjust soc1al structure LO form true belıefs ou hım) Hence
Plantınga poınts out that, neıther Freud 1910728 eISTIC behef has warrant, and, ıf Lrue an
Marx offers much Iın the WAaYV of argument held sufficıently strongly, CONSTLILULES now/|l-
for eiıther of ese claıms, an each edge ere 0es thıs leave atheıstıc behef”?
LO FEeESUPPOSE the falsehood of theısm One antınga SaVyYS ‘Faılure LO believe Ca  ; be due
m1g be tempted LO respond that eır behef LO SOTrT of blındness deafness, LO 1mproper
that theism 1S alse COU be Just properly function of the sSsPeNSsSus dıivinıtatis. On the
basıc Plantınga s that theısm 15 true But present model, such aılure LO beheve 15 lırra-

tional.’ So atheistic belief an EeVEeN ack ofthe ONUS 1S Teu an Marx (or theır fol-
owers) LO CONVıncCe Plantınga that theısm eISTIIC belhlief aPpPPCar to be unıversally 1rra-
15 unwarranted rather than Plantınga LO tional (sınce the SPCNSuUSs dıvinıtatıis 15 unıver-

that elr atheısm 1S unwarranted. sal, and, presumably, because the unıversal
Plantinga then makes hıs maJor claım of desıgn plan WOlLL prescr1ibe W1

the book that the de Jure objection LO eISTIC ıng theistic belıef)
Christian behef 15 not independent of the Plantınga then uUurns LO the defence of

de facto objection. Hence the claım that the- Christian behef. Thiıs the reviewer OUnN! INOTE
istıc T1ISLIAN belhef 1S unwarranted PTe- ambıguous. The centreplece 15 the internal

that the1ism Chrıistianıty 1S5 alse instigatıon Holy pırCLIHS for short),
Plantınga for thıs DYy claımıng that ıf 1C ırec produces ın rıstlans, by WaYV
theı1ısm Chrıistianity 15 true then ve lıkely of direct indırect. testıimonY from the 1  ©,
eIsSstiCc Christian belhef 1S warranted, an basıc beliefs ın ‘the great things of the gOS-
argues for Fhıs by S1VINg poss1ı  e mMO of pel’, that 15 rınıty, ıncarnatıon, Chrıst’s 1e$S5-
how ıt COUuU be that ıt 1S warranted. Plantınga urrection, atonement, forgıveness of S1INS, sal-
oes not Lry LO sShow that hıs mMO 1S true, vatıon, regeneratıon, eternal lıfe’ 'T’hıs Sel,
SINCE ıt. Pre  CS the TU of theistic of basıc belhiefs 15 ıdentified wıth al by
Christian behef, merely that 1t. 1S true for all antınga, though he unhelpfully SsSes the

know, ın partıicular, that the objector CAalnll- term faıth’ LO denote both TısSst1aAan beliıef
not show that ıt, 1S not true, an cannot g1ve an! the PTOCESS of formıng that belief. ere

cogent objections LO ıt. 1C are not Iso AT couple of ıimportant dıfferences between
cogent objections LO the truth of theısm the 1IIHS the SCNSUuS dıvinıtatiıs: the
Chrıstianıity. He then concludes that, SINCE 1IHS 1S not part of anybody’s natural COgN1-
the LWO vers1ons of the objection ATEe noLt ınde- tıve equıpment, an 15 NOLt unıversal, ıt
pendent, the PEeTSON, escrDbe: above, wh. o0es not follow ere that theistic 11011-
SayS Well, don' know whether T1st1aAan T1sSL1aAn 15 ırrational. What 15 ambıguous 1ın
belhlief 1S true (after all, wh: could NOW ıng Plantınga’s account 1S the eEeXaC SOUTCE of the
1ıke that”), but, do know that ıt. 15 not intel- warrant for the T1sStT1aAn behef 1n question:
lectually acceptable’ oes not ave ratıon- 1S ıt. the Holy pırıt, the ınternal instigatıon
ally enable posıtıon. Plantınga thus CONMN- 1C forms the belıef, the scrıptures, est1-
cludes that sSuccessful atheologıcal objec- IMONY, SOINE combınatıon of the above?
tıon wıll ave LO be LO the truth of theism, not antınga claıms that Chrıistian belief 1S5
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produce Dy cognıtıve PrOCesSseSs (at eas the than theism an OUr belief 1ın elr ex1st-
functionıng properly (sınce it, 15 the EINNCE g1ves 1e4AS0ON LO o1ve theı1ısm

dırect actıon of the Holy pırı 1t. cannot faıl The reply 15 that thıs princıple applıes only
LO functj]on properly) 1ın approprıate eNVI- LO belhiefs which derıve eır warrant proba-
ronment. the Holy Dır would not choose bılıstıcally from er proposıtions, 1C. 15

inapproprıate one) accordıng LO esign not for theısm Last of all, Plantınga CON-

plan successfully alımed ql the production of sıders the argument that atheıiısm 15 properly
tru belıef the Holy Drı 0es not make MmM1S- basıc when OI SEES the exıstence of evıl Hıs
es and wants us LO form true behefs ou LO be that the warrant for
Christianıty) Chrıistian belief 15 therefore theısm for the rıstlan, al eas 1S much
warranted, and, ıf held sufficıently strongly, eater than that for athe1ism— 1n partıcular,
constıtutes, M Lrue, knowledge. Plantınga that the SPCNnNsus dıivinıtatis renewed by the
then gOeS consıder Varlıous objections LO Holy Drı affords much stronger doxastic
hıs suggestion ou the nature of the WaTl- experıence for theısm than the perception of
rant for theısm Chrıstianıty, admıiıtting evıl oes for atheısm
thaterei1stic relıg10ns than Chrıstianıty Plantınga’s book 15 riıch 1ın iıncıdental ınter-
Ca  ; tell sımılar SLOFY LO the ON he e  ® est, for instance, he o1ves 1ın passıng

extremely ıinteresting argument that atheısmsuch that they ATeEe not ace ıth an V objec-
tıons LO elr warrant 10 aAaTe nOoLt Iso 1S self-defeating, claımıng that OIle who oes
objections LO eır TU not, belleve IN (G0d has 1e4s0O1 LO bellieve

In the ına part of the book, Plantinga that her belief-producing faculties ATe reha-
Urns hıs attentıon LO eieaters for theısm ble, an has eileater for behef che
Christianıty, definıng eieater d roughly, The of evolutionary epıste-

behef such that OIl cannot ratiıonally hold mology 1S summarıly and perhaps LOO hast-
ıt, an the eieate belıef (which belhlıef m1g 11y) dismiı1issed.
otherwıse be warranted) avıng 1spose of WCB 15 delıght LO read an ll Complete

the Plantıngan revolutıon ın relız10us epıiste-Teu: an Marx, Plantınga LO COIl1-
sıder the claım of hıstorıical 1D11CcCa er1ıtic1sm mology Its demolıtion of objections 15 AW @-

that cannot deduce from scrıpture 1n the SOINE an the castle of rationalıty at: buıilds
accepted sc1entihc-hıstoric INaillller Chrıistian for theısm an Chrıstianıty impregnable The

maın WOrrTIes ATe (a) whether Plantınga’sbehefs T’he 1S5 that deduction Lın the
accepte scıentific-historic NAaNnnNner 15 not the AarInOoUFrY 1S LOO strong—defeaters SEEeIN LO be
SOUTCE of warrant. for the behever, an the ruled Out almost DrIONL: Plantinga LO
purported eileater 15 iırrelevant. AaASSUmMe that the esıgn plan leg1ıslates for the-

avıng rejected alleged defeaters from pOST- iıst1ıc TISLIAN behef matter hat COIl-
Tary arguments m1g arıse, an (b) whethermodernism, Plantınga turns LO pluralısm,

arguıng that the purported eieater that, Plantınga’s 15 LOO wıdely avaılable
g1ven the pluralıty of relıg10ns, Chrıistianıty’s he admıts that hıs methodology COU. be sed
probabilıty 15 low, 15 ırrelevant SINCE the not only LO defend Juda1sm an slam, but
Christian oes not beheve and derıve her Iso ‘ some forms of Hınduism, u  1sm, an!

Amerıcan Indıan relıg10n/. WCOCB should be-ofwarrant from the balance of probabilıties. He
then consıders the ıdea that ONMNeEe 15 not WarT- interest. noL only LO the phılosopher of reil1-
ranted ır 0)81 basıcally behef wıth 210N, but Iso LO the epıstemologist who Wants
1C others dısagree, replyıng that such LO SEE Jantınga  S eOTYy of warrant evel-

oped ın WCD and WPF In actıon.ıdea 1S unwarranted by ıts OW:' lıghts, and
Danıiel llave TEeASONMN to beheve ıt, He argues

that ere 15 duty LO thhold basıc behef 1verpool, England
In the face of disagreement, an a  oug. ıt.
mı1g. be warranted for the objector LO ıt3-
hold Chrıstian belıef, the Chrıstian knows
that she has SOUTCE of warrant the objector
aCc the LLHS Fınally, Plantınga uUurns LO
the alleged defeater of suffering an evıl
Since the objection that (God an evıl ATe

logıcally inconsıstent has een largely aban-
one!' Plantınga consıders only the claım
that the ex1istence of evıl an suffering 15
much INOTEe probable wıth espect LO atheism
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