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Abstract: This article advances a non-doxastic account of saving faith that
nevertheless emphasizes the connection between faith and belief. I argue that
saving faith epistemically justifies some religious beliefs. I offer an account that is
meant to show how faith can play a variety of significant roles it is often purported
to play, that is, how a specific virtue of faith can secure salvation, epistemically
justify theistic belief, practically justify religious ways of life, and belong to
practitioners of different religions. The account also provides an alternative to
evidentialist, fideist, and Reformed Epistemology approaches to faith and reason.

Introduction

The doctrine of justification by faith connects faith to soteriological justifi-
cation: faith is thought to justify one before God and thereby secure one’s salva-
tion. In this article, I try to connect faith to another kind of justification,
epistemic justification. In fact, I try to bring together these two kinds of justification
by arguing that (if God exists) faith is a virtue that is both salvific and a source of
epistemic justification for belief in God. Succinctly: if God exists, saving faith is a
reliable truth-tracking virtue. To defend this thesis, I explain what constitutes
the disposition I am calling saving faith, why one should think this disposition reli-
ably tracks true beliefs about God, and why one should think this disposition has
salvific force. The thesis is important because it entails that there is a disposition
that can make one jointly () acceptable before God, () intellectually entitled to
the cognitive component of one’s religious commitment, and by extension, ()
practically justified in leading a religious life.
The view of saving faith proposed here is implicit in Christian scripture. It is

related to Cardinal John Henry Newman’s account of what he called ‘natural reli-
gion’. It is a different view of saving faith from the typical one, which treats faith as
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a type of belief. However, the view I propose shows better than some contempor-
ary defences of ‘non-doxastic faith’why faith and belief are so tightly connected in
practice. It also offers an account of the relationship between theistic belief and
epistemic justification that differs from the three major accounts on offer: eviden-
tialism, fideism, and Reformed Epistemology. Finally, the view of saving faith that I
provide helps answer a common pastoral question: why doesn’t God provide
everyone with indisputable evidence for theistic belief; why does God want us to
believe by faith?
Jonathan Kvanvig distinguishes between two methodological approaches one

could take in ‘pistology’, the study of faith. The customary approach is that of con-
ceptual analysis: begin with the vast array of faith-locutions and, by analysing each
locution, isolate their common core. The hope is that this common core, if it exists,
will reveal the ‘essence’ of faith. Instead, Kvanvig () recommends the axiolo-
gical approach: ‘Look at the phenomenon in question and ask what, in the neigh-
borhood of things pointed to by the language in question, is worth having and
thinking about’.
I adopt the axiological approach: I am going to theorize about what really

matters among the range of phenomena referred to by faith-locutions. Of
course, what one thinks matters most depends on one’s view of the purpose of
human life. Given my view that the telos of human life is union with God, I
think the most important claims made for faith are about how faith can connect
us to God. Here are some of those claims:

i. Most importantly, faith is purported to provide access to salvation and
eternal life with God, as when the apostle Paul says ‘by grace you have
been saved through faith’ (Ephesians :).

ii. Faith is purported to provide a unique and sometimes laudatory mode
of believing things about God, as expressed by the locutions ‘x believes
in the resurrection by faith’ and ‘x takes it on faith that God exists’.

iii. Faith is purported to provide legitimate support to (often risky) reli-
gious acts or ways of life, as expressed by locutions such as ‘x acted
on faith’ and ‘x lives by faith’.

iv. Faith is purported to be a virtue possessed by exemplary religious
persons.

v. Faith is purported to provide a point of contact and shared purpose
among practitioners of different religions, as in the locution ‘all
people of faith agree . . .’.

If there is something that really does jointly fulfil these roles – something that is (i)
salvific, (ii) epistemically justificatory, (iii) practically justificatory, (iv) virtuous,
and (v) unifying across religious differences – it would be important to understand
it. I am offering a theory of what this something is. For obvious reasons, I call it
‘saving faith’. Although I think saving faith is exemplified across traditions, my
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theory of saving faith is rooted in Christian scripture and thought. I propose that
Christians understand saving faith as playing roles (i)–(v) in the lives of many
people, including people who do not identify as Christian.

Saving faith

Saving faith is a disposition to actively seek after God, constituted by the fol-
lowing three sub-dispositions: first, holy curiosity – a disposition to inquire about
God; second, holy concern – a disposition to seek right relationship with God; and
third, holy credulity – a disposition to give credence to and pattern one’s life in
accordance with supposed general or special revelations of God that satisfy
one’s holy curiosity and concern. Children are paragons of saving faith: they are
natively curious about God, tender of conscience, and credulous. Hence Jesus
teaches: ‘Truly I tell you, unless you change and become like children, you will
never enter the kingdom of heaven’ (Matthew :).

That children are paragons of faith indicates that the virtue of faith is odd in
comparison with other virtues. Most virtues are not paradigmatically displayed
by children, because most virtues take time to develop. The virtue of faith is not
like this, a fact that is signalled in the Christian theological tradition by describing
the virtue of faith as a gift. One way to understand what it means to call the virtue of
faith a gift is that the dispositions constitutive of faith are inborn; persons don’t
have to work to gain them, although they do have to work to refine them and
can diminish and even lose them. That is, God creates us with holy curiosity,
holy concern, and holy credulity, dispositions that have God, and God only, as
their rightful target. To speak of these sub-dispositions as constitutive of a virtue
is to point out at least the following two things. First, these sub-dispositions
orient us to a specific good (God) that is crucial for human flourishing. Second,
these sub-dispositions are more than instinctual; they are habitual, meaning
they can be increased or decreased in response to reason. Like all virtues (but
unlike, say, faculties) faith orients us to some good that is crucial to human flour-
ishing. But unlike most other virtues, faith is given to us at birth.
So saving faith is the virtue constituted by the dispositions to inquire about God,

to seek right relationship with God, and to give credence to purported revelations
of God that appear to satisfy the demands of enquiry about and/or right relation-
ship with God. Holy concern, the disposition to seek right relationship with God,
provides a link between holy curiosity and holy credulity. It is because persons
care to be in right relationship with God that their curiosity is neither idle nor
detached. Such concern lends urgency to the religious quest, making neutral dis-
passion and objectivity inappropriate. Persons sense – though they can suppress
and dull the sensation over time – that their holy curiosity has to do with some-
thing that has the power of life and death over them. This sense gives rise to
holy credulity; desperation to understand and be rightly related to God leads
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persons to seek out and believe whatever offers plausible claim to connect them to
God.
Saving faith, like all virtues, comes in degrees. A person’s degree of faith is con-

strained by degree of desire for knowledge of and relationship to God. There is
great or robust faith at one end of the spectrum. There is little or faltering faith
at the other end of the spectrum. People typically think that what makes for
great faith is a high degree of confidence in one’s particular theistic beliefs. But
high credence in specific theological propositions is a common effect, not a neces-
sary condition, of great faith. What really constitutes saving faith is the set of dis-
positions outlined above: holy curiosity, holy concern, and holy credulity. One’s
degree of faith increases in proportion to the increase in these dispositions; the
more disposed one is to inquire about, seek right relationship with, and give cre-
dence to plausible revelations about God, the greater one’s saving faith. And a
person who lacks these sub-dispositions altogether lacks saving faith.
Saving faith precedes and undergirds propositional faith (faith that God exists)

and relational faith (faith in God). One can possess or embody saving faith, in
fact, without possessing or embodying these other kinds of faith. One can have
the virtue of saving faith without having faith in anything or faith that anything,
and furthermore, without subscribing to a particular faith and therefore without
being a faithful devotee of any religion. I suspect saving faith rarely persists in iso-
lation from these other kinds of faith because credulity prompts belief except in
abnormal circumstances. Nevertheless, it is possible.
The foregoing analysis suggests the following truth-conditions for customary

faith-locutions in the theistic domain:

. Connor has faith that God exists iff Connor has some ‘pro’ cognitive atti-
tude (belief, acceptance, assumption, etc.) towards the proposition
God exists and that ‘pro’ attitude is partly caused by Connor’s saving
faith. (Of course, cognitive attitudes can be overdetermined. Connor’s
‘pro’ cognitive attitude that God exists might be caused by his saving
faith and also by a natural theological argument he’s heard about the
existence of God.)

. Cole has faith in God iff Cole has placed his trust in God as a result of the
manifestation of his saving faith.

. Caden believes the gospel by faith iff Caden believes the propositions that
constitute the gospel by virtue of their fulfilling the desires and concerns
constitutive of Caden’s saving faith. (Remember that the causes of belief
can be overdetermined.)

. The righteous live by faith iff their action/way of life is premised on a
proposition or propositions towards which they have ‘pro’ cognitive
attitudes produced by their saving faith.

. Many Jews, Christians, and Muslims are people of faith iff many Jews,
Christians, and Muslims possess saving faith. (Agnostics, atheists, or
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practitioners of other religious traditions may also possess saving faith
as I’ve defined it.)

. Christianity is a faith tradition iff there is some relevant collection of
Christian beliefs that has been found by many to satisfactorily fulfil
the desires and concerns constitutive of saving faith. (This is why it
may be wrong, for example, to speak of ‘the Buddhist faith’; some
forms of Buddhism simply aren’t responsive to the kinds of desires
and concerns that are constitutive of saving faith – which is not to say
a Buddhist can’t have saving faith as I’ve described it.)

To sum up: saving faith is comprised of an affective disposition (urgent desire for
knowledge of and right relationship with God) that gives rise to a cognitive dispos-
ition (tendency to believe in plausible revelations) and a behavioural disposition
(tendency to orient one’s lifestyle around the dictates of plausible revelations). I
repeat that one may have saving faith and lack belief (or any ‘pro’ cognitive atti-
tude) and/or religious practice, and this for any number of reasons: because
one justifiably deems purported revelations implausible; because one is rationally
convinced by atheistic arguments; because one is culturally isolated and has no
access to special revelation; because one has been abused by practitioners of a
specific faith and is psychologically inhibited from seriously considering their
tenets; and so on. In other words, one may possess the virtue of saving faith
but, because of circumstances, fail to manifest its customary fruit: religious
belief and practice. However, the tendency of saving faith is to prompt theistic
belief and practice, in part because the telos of faith is growth in relationship
with God, and such growth is deeply aided by theistic belief and practice. So
although saving faith does not require theistic beliefs or practice, such are its cus-
tomary fruit, and a person who had no interest in having theistic beliefs or a reli-
gious way of life would thereby be shown to lack saving faith.

Saving faith and epistemic justification

My thesis is that saving faith is a virtue that contributes positive epistemic
status to agents and to beliefs or other ‘pro’ cognitive attitudes (take ‘beliefs’ in this
section as shorthand for ‘beliefs or other “pro” cognitive attitudes’). The thesis
includes the following three claims. First, any belief that is caused by an agent’s
saving faith gains some epistemic justification thereby. A belief gains some epistemic
justification if there is some explanation for its being held that increases its prob-
ability of being true. Second, sometimes beliefs are epistemically justified by their
connection to saving faith. Beliefs are epistemically justified if there is some explan-
ation for their being held that increases their probability of being true and that
meets some minimum threshold for establishing that probability. Finally, some-
times agents are epistemically justified by their exercise of saving faith. Agents
are epistemically justified with respect to some belief by meeting the standard of
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intellectual responsibility that rests on anyone who aims at having true beliefs and
avoiding false ones. So any belief causally connected to saving faith gains some
epistemic justification through the connection, and sometimes that belief gains
enough epistemic justification to cross thresholds that secure the belief’s epistemic
justification and/or the agent’s epistemic justification with respect to that belief.
To envision the truth-tracking connection I have in mind between saving faith

and theistic belief, consider a child who has holy curiosity and holy concern,
stirred up by the starry heavens above and the moral law within. She is told
there is a God who created the world, and who has sent Jesus to fix the mess
we have made of it. She believes what she is told. She now has several theistic
beliefs on the basis of testimony, among them that God sent Jesus to save the
world. But it is important to my view that there is more going on here than
mere belief on the basis of testimony. This particular testimony satisfies desires
the child has antecedently, desires she has to know about God and to be rightly
related to God. Compare her newfound theistic belief

(J) that God sent Jesus to save the world

to two other beliefs she holds on the basis of testimony,

(S) that Santa Claus brings presents to nice children on Christmas

and

(M) that monsters live in the shed

All three beliefs may be accepted on the basis of testimony, but a normal
child in the relevant historical and cultural contexts will be more ready to
believe (J) and (S) than (M), because (J) and (S) satisfy antecedent desires. (J)
satisfies the antecedent desires I’ve termed holy curiosity and holy concern, (S)
satisfies the antecedent desire children have for gifts. These antecedent desires
aren’t evidence for the truth of (J) or (S), but they are partial explanations for
why beliefs (J) and (S) are held by the child. These antecedent desires explain,
for instance, why a child will more readily believe (J) and (S) than (M). So the
difference between (J) and (S) on the one hand, and (M) on the other hand, is
that antecedent desire is typically part of the explanation of why a child comes
to believe (J) or (S), whereas antecedent desire is not part of the explanation of
why a child comes to believe (M).
Now compare (J) and (S). Suppose both beliefs are formed on the basis of tes-

timony and antecedent desire. On my view, (J) may be epistemically justified but
(S) is not, because the particular set of antecedent desires operative in moving the
child to believe (J) – holy curiosity and holy concern – are designed by God to lead
people to true beliefs, whereas the particular antecedent desire operative in
moving the child to believe (S) – desire for gifts – is not so designed by God.
The picture is similar in many respects to the one on offer in Alvin Plantinga’s

version of Reformed Epistemology. According to Plantinga, humans have
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implanted in them by God a special belief-producing faculty called the sensus divi-
nitatis. Under the right conditions, the sensus divinitatis produces true beliefs
about God, true beliefs that aren’t based on evidence but are simply produced
by the sensus divinitatis faculty functioning properly under the right conditions.
This set-up is according to plan; God designed us with this faculty for the
purpose of producing in us true beliefs about God. And since, according to
Plantinga, a belief has warrant only if it is produced by cognitive faculties function-
ing properly in an appropriate environment according to a design plan successfully
aimed at truth, beliefs produced by the sensus divinitatis have warrant. To say such
beliefs have warrant is to say at least that they are epistemically justified.
The view I defend is similar to Plantinga’s, except on my view saving faith is not

(as it is for Plantinga) the result of a properly functioning faculty. Rather, saving
faith is itself the properly functioning faculty. Or something like it. Saving faith is
not a cognitive faculty in the way that, say, perception or memory (or possibly
the sensus divinitatis) is. It is a virtue, a state of character that triggers responsive-
ness to a fundamental good of human flourishing. I’ve described the constitutive
dispositions of the virtue of saving faith already. My claim is that the virtue of
saving faith – the virtue consisting in holy-credulity-motivated-by-holy curiosity/
concern – is designed by God to prompt true beliefs when functioning in an appro-
priate environment. If this is true, then saving faith is plausibly a source of epi-
stemic justification.
Plantinga envisions something like this as a possibility. ‘Perhaps God has

designed us to know that he is present and loves us by way of creating us with a
strong desire for him, a desire that leads to the belief that in fact he is there’
(Plantinga (), ). Plantinga rightly detects the main objection such a view
faces, namely that wish-fulfilment is not an intellectually respectable way of
coming to believe. Indeed, as he points out, this is precisely the accusation levelled
against Christian belief by the likes of Freud and Nietzsche. If it can be shown that
Christian belief is a matter of wish-fulfilment, popular wisdom holds that Christian
belief will thereby be debunked. But Plantinga observes that such undermining
objections rest on an untested assumption.

Even if it were established that wish-fulfilment is the source of theistic belief, however, that

wouldn’t be enough to establish that the latter has no warrant. It must also be established that

wish-fulfilment in this particular manifestation is not aimed at true belief. . . . [But] perhaps

human beings have been created by God with a deep need to believe in his presence and

goodness and love. Perhaps God has designed us that way in order that we come to believe in

him and be aware of his presence; perhaps this is how God has arranged for us to come to

know him. If so, then the particular bit of the cognitive design plan governing the formation of

theistic belief is indeed aimed at true belief, even if the belief in question arises from wish-

fulfilment. (ibid., –)

Although this is not Plantinga’s settled view, it is close to mine. God has created
human persons such that it is natural to them to experience holy curiosity and
concern about the things of God, such that they are superstitious, credulous,
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inclined to seek after and cling to claims and practices that purport to satisfy those
desires. And God has designed it so that this particular set of desires and disposi-
tions – saving faith – tends over time to track true beliefs, not only beliefs about
basic theism such as the existence of a personal, loving, perfect, and holy God,
but also more specific beliefs peculiar to Judaism, or Christianity, or Islam.
Desire is not usually a source of credible belief, but in the theistic context it can
be. Not always, of course. If the desire characteristic of saving faith operates to sup-
press legitimate defeaters, then it will fail to bring about justified beliefs, even as it
pertains to theistic belief. Or if it operates in an environment that contains too
many obstacles to its proper functioning, then it will fail to bring about justified
beliefs. That is not its design plan; it’s not designed to work against the deliver-
ances of evidence and argument, nor is it designed to work well regardless of envir-
onmental obstacles. But it is designed to draw human persons beyond evidence to
beliefs and practices that put them into better positions to relate to God.
Because saving faith is highly defeasible, it sometimes brings about propos-

itional attitudes thinner than belief. But its design plan is to bring about the stron-
gest propositional attitude consistent with the evidence. Hence theistic belief is the
default cognitive result of saving faith. For instance, children are prone to theistic
belief; they don’t begin by wagering that God loves them, and then accepting that
God loves them, and finally believing that God loves them. They just believe that
God loves them when they hear it, not simply on the basis of testimony, but
because the testimony attests to something that satisfies their antecedent saving
faith. This is the way saving faith is supposed to work, and when it does, it can epis-
temically justify belief.
But saving faith can fail to bring about justified theistic belief and knowledge for

a number of reasons. One important possibility is that saving faith itself may be
weak, and therefore the tendency to believe a plausible revelation diminished.
This is the most common biblical explanation of unbelief. When the cares and con-
cerns of the world interfere with the cares and concerns of saving faith, holy curi-
osity is dampened, holy concern is quieted, and in turn, holy credulity is
diminished. When worldly concerns mute these holy dispositions, firm belief in
claims about God is less likely. More likely are weaker propositional attitudes:
perhaps acceptance, or assumption, or hope, that God exists.
Another important possibility is that saving faith runs up against counter-evi-

dence. A young girl with childlike Christian faith grows up and goes to college.
She is devoted to God, to the works of mercy, and to sharing the gospel, but she
encounters arguments in some of her classes that purport to show the religious
propositions she believes are false. She can see no way around the arguments,
though she begins by believing there are rebuttals. She talks to her friends, her
parents, her pastor, and is unsatisfied with their responses (perhaps they are not
very adept at natural theology or Christian apologetics). After a while, she finds
that she no longer believes everything she once did. She doesn’t disbelieve
either, but she doesn’t have the experience of immediately sensing the truth of
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these propositions upon calling them to mind. She still patterns her life around
these claims, hopes they are true, assumes they are, even desperately prays that
they are. She has strong saving faith but, due to its interaction with evidence, it
is bringing about ‘pro’ propositional attitudes thinner than belief. Still, I want to
say in this case that those thinner propositional attitudes may be epistemically
justified by their connection with her strong saving faith. Were it not for her
saving faith, she would no longer accept the truths she once believed, or take
them to be true in her practical reasoning. Although they fall short of belief, her
propositional attitudes about Christian claims are brought about by her saving
faith, according to design, and they may be epistemically justified thereby.
Yet another important possibility is that saving faith’s orientation towards true

theistic belief is thwarted by an inhospitable environment. Suppose, for example,
that a child is raised in an overtly white supremacist community. Because con-
science is deeply susceptible to environmental influence, the child grows up con-
vinced that non-white people are morally inferior, and he casts about for
revelation of the divine author of his strong moral sense of racial hierarchy. Such
a child may have saving faith, even strong saving faith, and if he does, such
saving faith is liable to bring about distorted, damaging, false, and unjustified
beliefs about God. This child is liable to believe the wrong purported revelations
about God, due to operating in a severely inappropriate environment.

And, of course, there are many causes of waning faith, many kinds of evidential
challenge, and many environmental obstacles. Scripture is strict about these
matters, suggesting that most of us are ‘without excuse’ (Romans :). I take
this to mean that most of us operate in environments in which, properly heeded
and nourished, saving faith can lead us to many true beliefs about God.

Objections

Of several objections that could be raised against the theory of saving faith I
have proposed, three are most threatening. Objection one: if saving faith confers
epistemic justification in the way I suggest, it justifies too much. For presumably
the kind of desire-motivated credulity that I have placed at the centre of the
account leads people to conflicting religious views. And a belief-producing mech-
anism that consistently brings about conflicting beliefs cannot be a source of epi-
stemic justification for those beliefs. Suppose perception or memory were
consistently producing conflicting beliefs between people. Wouldn’t that lessen
our trust in perception or memory as reliable belief-producing mechanisms?
Surely one criterion a mechanismmust meet in order to make a claim to reliability
is that of producing widely shared beliefs. But people don’t just occasionally dis-
agree about religious claims; they disagree consistently and dramatically.
Therefore there is no reliable virtue of saving faith that prompts theistic beliefs.
In response, it bears repeating that a virtue differs from a faculty. Epistemic fac-

ulties are shared by all normal epistemic agents, but this is not so for virtues. So the
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mere existence of widespread disagreement isn’t a reason to deny that the virtue of
saving faith can generate justified beliefs. Rather, it would be the existence of wide-
spread disagreement among those who possess the virtue of saving faith that
would pose a challenge to the view I am defending.
How widespread is disagreement among those who possess the virtue? It is

difficult to say. We can’t easily know who possesses the virtue, and to what
degree. But suppose, as seems entirely reasonable, that there are Jews,
Christians, and Muslims with the virtue of saving faith. How widespread is the
disagreement among them? There is a great deal of overlap. They will have a posi-
tive cognitive attitude towards the claims that God exists; that God rewards those
who earnestly seek God; that God intends to redeem this world that has fallen into
disrepair; that God is good, powerful, and just; that God is displeased with human
greed, envy, hatred, malice, lust, and pride; that God is pleased with human gen-
erosity, love, compassion, loyalty, and humility; and the list could be extended at
great length. But there are disagreements, of course. Christians with saving faith
have a positive cognitive attitude towards the claim that Jesus is God whereas
Jews and Muslims with saving faith do not. Does the existence of disagreement
at this level among those who possess the virtue of saving faith undercut the
claim that saving faith can confer justification on theistic beliefs? I don’t think
so, for the following reason.
The more specific the belief in question, the more finely tuned the virtue needs

to be and the more dependent it is on ideal conditions. In this sense there is an
analogy between the reliability of the virtue of saving faith and the reliability of fac-
ulties like perception and memory. For these latter faculties, too, some highly
specific beliefs admit of much broader disagreement even among those who
possess well-functioning faculties. For highly specific perceptual and memory
beliefs, the relevant faculty has to be very strong and it has to be operating in
ideal circumstances. Visual perception, for example, confers varying degrees of
epistemic justification depending on these two metrics – the condition of the
faculty and the propriety of the circumstances. A man with / vision sees a
street sign fifty feet away and immediately forms the belief that Commonwealth
Avenue is ahead. Another man with / vision sees the same sign from 
feet and forms the belief that Cannondale Avenue is ahead. Both beliefs may
possess some epistemic justification, but probably not the same amount, since
both the circumstances and the functioning of the visual faculty are so much
closer to ideal in the first instance. Maybe only the first possesses enough epi-
stemic justification to count as a justified belief; nevertheless, both beliefs gain
some positive epistemic status from their causal connection to the faculty of sight.
The same is true for the way in which saving faith confers epistemic justification

on theistic beliefs. Strong or great saving faith exercised in ideal circumstances is
likely to lead to true theistic beliefs; that is the design plan of the virtue of saving
faith. But few have strong saving faith, and even those who do exercise it in con-
ditions of varying sub-optimality. Thus disagreement on highly specific theistic
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claims is unsurprising. I’ve already said what makes for strong saving faith, what
makes for a / virtue of saving faith, so to speak. I haven’t said anything system-
atic about the conditions under which it is designed to operate, and I won’t try to
do that here, either. But the claim is that strong saving faith exercised in circum-
stances free of the most debilitating obstacles (subjection to propaganda, familial
censure, extreme cultural prejudice, crushing poverty or pain, etc.) tends, over
time, to narrow the range of viable theistic beliefs and to increase the justification
of those theistic beliefs that are held. If something like this is true, my thesis won’t
be easily rebutted by the observation that people hold conflicting theistic beliefs.
Imagine a Muslim and a Christian, both of whom have robust saving faith.

Imagine, furthermore, that they are in excellent religious communities. What
makes for an ideal religious community will depend on what is true. However,
suppose that excellent religious communities share in common openness to theo-
logical enquiry, an emphasis on deep moral formation, caution about the unto-
ward effects of excessive family or caste pressure, and vigilance about the
corrosive temptations to use religion for manipulative or ideological purposes.
So these two have robust saving faith, and they spend their lives in excellent reli-
gious communities, one Christian and one Muslim. The view of saving faith I am
defending predicts that, over time, there will be increasing overlap between the
beliefs of these two and, furthermore, the justification that each has for her
beliefs will increase. Overlap will increase because the range of viable theistic
beliefs for each will narrow; those religious claims in each tradition that are pri-
marily the result of internecine conflict or ideological control will recede from
the centre of each’s outlook, with those beliefs that are most able to satisfy the
longings of saving faith taking centre stage. And because saving faith is doing
the work here, the epistemic justification that each has for these central beliefs
will grow. Does that mean that all of their respective theistic beliefs are
justified? Not necessarily. Some of the claims made by each tradition are so
specific that they may require not only robust saving faith, but an ideal epistemic
environment for justification. And since Islam and Christianity can’t both be true,
at least one of their epistemic environments is less than ideal. So, for example, if
Islam is true, the Christian’s belief in the Trinity may not be justified.
Nevertheless, the Christian may be personally justified in believing in the
Trinity, and her belief in the Trinity will have gained significant epistemic justifica-
tion from her saving faith, though perhaps not enough to make the belief justified.
Objection two: if saving faith is so important, why isn’t it more epistemically

robust? Why would God allow it to be so fallible if it is meant to direct people
to the truth about God? First of all, it is not clear to me that the track record is
as spotty as is often suggested. And Christian scripture, at least, supports the
view that those who carefully attend to their conscience, preserving it and allow-
ing it to shape their actions and outlook, will come to know many true things
about God (Romans :–). But even if saving faith, over time, tracks the
truth about God to a high degree, it is far from perfect. It remains fallible. So,
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the objection runs, if salvation depends on saving faith, why wouldn’t God make
it more robust?
God need not make it more robust because salvation depends upon saving faith,

and not on the beliefs to which saving faith customarily gives rise. Indeed, I would
argue that it is a feature (not a bug) of the virtue of saving faith that the beliefs that
purport to satisfy holy curiosity are highly defeasible. Because of this, we never
reach a state of perfect theological knowledge and must therefore continually
labour to grow in wisdom. Sharpening the virtue of saving faith, by deepening
its constitutive dispositions, is one of our best ways of finding our way to more
adequate theological formulations. Exactly because the virtue must be so refined
to work optimally, our quest for knowledge of God demands moral rigour. In
this way, the epistemic fallibility of the virtue provides incentive for our growth
in holiness, which is, after all, what is most important for our eternal flourishing.

Objection three: even if saving faith is truth-tracking, the agent is not in a pos-
ition to determine whether her theistic belief is a consequence of saving faith or
some other more commonplace form of wishful thinking, and given that wishful
thinking is normally a bad way of arriving at true belief, the agent thus has no
reason to trust the beliefs prompted by saving faith.
A staunch externalist will reply that the agent need not have reason to think she

is justified in order to be justified. Granted, she may be in the dark about whether
her belief is connected to saving faith or some untrustworthy form of wishful think-
ing. No matter. It seems to her that God exists, and this seeming is caused by
saving faith. Therefore the belief has justification regardless of her lack of
reasons for thinking her belief is connected to saving faith.
But there is more to say here, which may quiet what seem to me to be appropri-

ate internalist worries. For although saving faith can be thought of broadly as a
type of wishful thinking, it is not typical. Saving faith is not just any wish that
any god exist. It is a desire for God that is rooted in holy concern. One of the
most customary ways we have of talking about this holy concern points to our
experience of ‘the voice of conscience’. As Newman points out, ‘Conscience
does not repose on itself, but vaguely reaches forward to something beyond self,
and dimly discerns a sanction higher than self for its decisions, as is evidenced
in that keen sense of obligation and responsibility which informs them’

(Newman (), ). It is the experience of conscience giving rise to the
sense of compunction and obligation that most commonly generates the holy
concern constitutive of saving faith. And therefore, an agent generally is in a pos-
ition to identify differences between the desires constitutive of saving faith and
more customary modes of wishful thinking.

Evidentialism, fideism, and Reformed Epistemology

Like Reformed Epistemology, the Newman-inspired view I am developing
rejects both evidentialism and fideism on their most straightforward
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interpretations. Evidentialism is the view that belief should be proportioned to the
evidence, but the position I’m elaborating says that the design plan of saving faith
is precisely to take us beyond the evidence, to draw us by desire and a correspond-
ing credulity to supra-evidential belief. So the ‘justification by faith’ position is a
non-evidentialist one.
It’s also non-fideist if fideism is defined as the suspension of the epistemic for

some other mode of justification. Pascal might be taken as an instance of
fideism so understood, with his suspension of the epistemic in favour of a pruden-
tial justification of religious belief. But the term is contested, and there are other
ways of defining fideism than this. Some would define as fideist any position
that denies evidentialism. On this definition, Reformed epistemology is a variety
of fideism, as would be the view I am defending.
Trying to defend a particular account of fideism is not necessary here. At one

extreme there are evidentialist views of the relationship between faith and ration-
ality, and at the other extreme are views that insist on an epistemic gap between
faith and rationality. In between are views that deny evidentialism but insist on
some other source of epistemic connection between faith and rationality. My
view, along with Reformed epistemology, belongs in the middle here, because
I think the virtue of saving faith is designed by God to be truth-tracking. Recall
the way saving faith functions in bringing the child to believe that God sent Jesus
to save the world. Saving faith does not provide her evidence, but neither is it epis-
temically neutral. So, the antecedent desires that are constitutive of saving faith are
not evidence for theistic belief; rather, they prompt theistic belief. Sometimes, they
prompt theistic belief in circumstances where the evidence itself is compelling. In
such cases, theistic belief is overdetermined. But at other times, they prompt the-
istic belief in circumstances where the evidence is ambiguous, where the theistic
beliefs in question are underdetermined by the evidence available to the agent.
When this happens, the antecedent desires constitutive of saving faith partly
explain how the agent came to the theistic belief in question in the absence of
compelling evidence. But because those antecedent desires constitutive of
saving faith are designed by God to play just this role, they are epistemically rele-
vant to the probability that the belief is true. So there are cases in which saving faith
may epistemically justify theistic belief in the absence of compelling evidence.
In sum, the ‘justification by faith’ view is neither evidentialist nor fideist because

it holds that supra-evidential theistic beliefs can nevertheless be epistemically
justified. In this respect, it is in agreement with Reformed Epistemology. But
although there are structural parallels between Plantinga’s Reformed
Epistemology and the view developed here, there are important differences. I’ll
mention four.
First, a virtue is under the control of an agent in a way that a faculty or a process

is not. For instance, the ‘internal instigation of the Holy Spirit’ (IIHS) – Plantinga’s
name for the process whereby specifically Christian beliefs are brought about – is a
process over which the agent has little control; it is given to some and withheld
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from others (apparently). Saving faith, on the other hand, is a virtue, a disposition
that an agent may strengthen over time and regenerate if it has been lost. Agents
therefore have a great deal of control over what they believe: not ‘directly’, as
though they are autonomously free at any one moment to believe anything they
choose, but also not merely by ‘indirectly’ putting themselves in environments
or circumstances that conduce to the beliefs they are interested in holding.
Rather, the primary way in which humans control what they believe about God
is by controlling their character. By honouring the dictates of conscience, ponder-
ing the good and the beautiful, and steadfastly cultivating inner purity and quiet, a
person grows in the virtue of saving faith. And by such growth a person typically
comes to believe in ever more robust ways true things about God.
Second, and relatedly, a virtue, because it is under the control of an agent, is

subject to increase and decrease over time. And, moreover, this increase and
decrease is relatively accessible to consciousness. A person can know when she
is growing or flagging in saving faith, for instance, when she notices her conscience
has become more or less active. Contrast this with the Reformed Epistemology
view that focuses on faculties (sensus divinitatis) and external processes (the
IIHS). There is little reason to think the reliability of these faculties or processes
might change over time. In any event, if they were to change, one would not be
in a position to know it (a feature of Plantinga’s strong externalism). Thus there
is a misfit between the story told by Reformed Epistemology about the way in
which theistic and specifically Christian belief is produced on the one hand, and
the actual phenomenological experience of most theists, including Christians,
on the other. Reliable faculties like perception and memory bring about beliefs
that are relatively consistent in firmness over time; we don’t find ourselves confi-
dently believing there is a tree outside the kitchen window one week, but waffling
about it the next. But most religious believers do experience swings, often dramatic
ones, in the degrees to which they hold various theistic beliefs to be true. On
Plantinga’s view this is mysterious, but not on my view. Variability is to be
explained primarily by the waxing and waning of the virtue of saving faith, and
persons have a variety of ways of gauging the strength of the virtue.
Third, unlike Plantinga’s Reformed Epistemology, I’m proposing a view accord-

ing to which the same entity – the virtue of saving faith – confers epistemic justifi-
cation on both restricted and expanded theistic belief. I don’t deny that there is a
sensus divinitatis or IIHS. That might all be true. My claim is simply that saving
faith is a virtue designed to bring about both kinds of belief – restricted beliefs
about the existence of a personal God and expanded beliefs pertaining to the
plan God has revealed for humans’ reconciliation and growth in intimacy with
God. Of course, this means my view must face challenges that Plantinga can
avoid, challenges I have attempted to overcome. The advantage of my view,
however, is that it is less ad hoc and better explains the intuition that thoughtful
and devoted Muslims may be as justified in holding their religious beliefs as
thoughtful and devoted Christians.
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Fourth, on my view saving faith is not a kind of belief but a source of belief. For
Plantinga faith is a cognitive state of some kind. Of course it is more than this, but it
is at least this. And since what one believes are propositions, ‘to have faith, there-
fore, is (at least) to believe some propositions’. Which ones? ‘To have faith is to
know that and how God has made it possible for us human beings to escape the
ravages of sin and be restored to a right relationship with him; it is therefore a
knowledge of the main lines of the Christian gospel’ (Plantinga (), –).
Insofar as Plantinga is talking about saving faith, he seems to me to be mistaken.
He has confused Christian faith with saving faith. Saving faith is not constituted by
belief at all, although it is partly constituted by a disposition to believe, a dispos-
ition that I have called holy credulity. So saving faith is not a type of belief. It’s a
virtue. According to Plantinga, ‘faith is the belief in the great things of the gospel
that results from the internal instigation of the Holy Spirit’ (ibid., ). But on my
view, faith is the virtue that (paradigmatically) prompts belief in the great things
of the gospel.

Faith, humility, and salvation

Christians claim that persons enter into right relationship with God only by
way of saving faith. But why should this be? Why should they not enter into right
relationship with God by way of right belief and right action? One way of testing an
account of saving faith is by asking whether it sheds light on this important ques-
tion, and the theory of saving faith I have proposed does.
Consider the scriptural prerequisite to the virtue of saving faith. Earlier, I

quoted Jesus’ words instructing his followers to be like children if they want to
enter heaven. ‘Truly I tell you, unless you change and become like children,
you will never enter the kingdom of heaven’ (Matthew :). And I suggested
it is their faith – their holy curiosity, holy concern, and holy credulity – that
makes children so pleasing to God and thus fit for relationship with God. In
the next verse, Jesus reveals the path to this virtue of childlike faith. ‘Whoever
becomes humble like this child is the greatest in the kingdom of heaven’
(Matthew :). Humility is the scriptural prerequisite to saving faith. The two
are so closely linked in scripture as to be inseparable (which is not to say indis-
tinguishable). There are no biblical instances of humble persons who are said to
be faithless, nor are there biblical instances of humble persons who are
unacceptable in God’s sight. ‘God opposes the proud, but gives grace to the
humble’ (James : and  Peter :, citing Proverbs :). There are, by contrast,
many biblical instances of right-believing and right-acting people who are
deemed unacceptable to God.
The Christian scriptures report at least three occasions on which Jesus connects

degree of faith to degree of humility (Matthew :–, Matthew :–, John
:). And the Fathers and Doctors of the church followed suit in connecting
humility and faith. St Augustine, responsible more than any other Church
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Father for the elevation of humility as a central Christian virtue, depicts in the
Confessions how his own lack of humility prevented him from embracing the
Christian faith: ‘To possess my God, the humble Jesus, I was not yet humble
enough’ (Augustine (), ). Aquinas also sees a crucial role for humility in
relation to faith: ‘Certain virtues may be said to precede faith accidentally, in so
far as they remove obstacles to belief. Thus . . . humility removes pride,
whereby a man refuses to submit himself to the truth of faith’ (Aquinas (),
). The Reformers, too, connect humility with faith. Calvin claims ‘there is
no access to salvation unless all pride is laid aside and true humility embraced’
(Calvin (), ), and Luther, the great champion of justification by faith
alone, also wrote, ‘humility alone saves’ (Luther (), ).
Thinking through the connection between humility and saving faith should help

us understand why it is faith, rather than belief or action, that allows us to enter
into right relationship with God. But what is humility in the first place? There
are many accounts of humility, some better than others. The most prevalent con-
temporary view is that humility is a cognitive disposition to accurately estimate
one’s worth, accomplishment, and skills, or at least to avoid overestimation of
those things. From a biblical perspective, this is surely wrong: children are
rarely so disposed.
Another influential view, the so-called low-concern view, asserts that humility is

‘an unusually low concern for status coordinated with an intense concern for some
apparent good’ (Roberts &Wood (), ). This is closer to a biblical view, since
it treats humility as a feature of one’s affective life. But the definition may be too
negative. There appear to be ways of meeting the low-concern requirement
apart from having humility. For example, obsessives tend to lack self-concern
due to their intense concern for some apparent good, but they aren’t thereby
humble. Certainly a kind of self-forgetfulness is typical of the humble, but it
appears to be a symptom of something more essential.
A third view seems closer to the mark still. According to this view, humility is

‘proper attentiveness to, and owning of, one’s . . . limitations’ (Whitcomb et al.
(), ). On this view, the humble person is someone who is aware of her lim-
itations (though she need not be exceptionally accurate in appraising them) and
who exhibits a range of cognitive, behavioural, motivational, and affective
responses: in appropriate contexts she calls her limitations to mind, accepts
them, admits them, seeks to overcome them when possible and appropriately
compensate for them when not, and feels dismay and regret about them. This is
close to the biblical view, but still wide of the mark. What seems right about the
view is that it locates humility at the point of response to limitations; the
humble person is indeed the one who appropriately responds to her limitations.
But from a biblical perspective the affective response adumbrated by the limita-
tions-owning account of humility is insufficient. For there are some limitations –
indeed those most fundamental to us – about which human persons should
experience neither dismay nor regret.
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There are some limitations – for example creaturely neediness – that persons
must learn to rest in and even embrace if they are to be humble. This is why scrip-
ture maintains the child as the paradigm of humility, for the child is neither regret-
ful nor dismayed about his neediness or his limitations. Rather, his neediness
becomes the occasion for his reliance upon and delight in his parents’ care. So
at ease are children with their neediness that parents must train them out of it,
must teach their children to come to experience regret and dismay about their lim-
itations. But cosmically we are forever children, for whom regret and dismay are
not appropriate responses to our deepest dependencies. Satan was deeply dis-
mayed by his dependence, and this dismay was, in fact, the root of his pride. So
on my view (Dunnington () ), humility is something like an embrace of our
radical dependence, a view of humility supported in the Christian tradition by
the depiction of Jesus in the ‘Christ hymn’ of Philippians .
As such, true humility is the seed of saving faith. Saving faith just is, to quote

Psalm , ‘the desire of the humble’. To recognize our creatureliness, our inescap-
able neediness and fragility, to acknowledge and honour what Schleiermacher
called the sense of absolute dependence (Schleiermacher (), ), and to do
so without resentment, regret, frustration, or dismay, automatically orients us
beyond ourselves to the source upon which our lives depend. Such a posture
fosters a desire for God, just as the hungry infant desires his mother’s breast.
And such is the posture that befits human persons for relationship with God.
Relationship with God is the path to salvation, and yearning for such relationship
is a sufficient condition for its obtaining: ‘When you search for me, you will find
me; if you seek me with all your heart’ (Jeremiah :). And what could possibly
prevent a person from seeking? Pride. So long as pride is resisted by humility, the
desire for God wells up within, constituted by holy curiosity and holy concern,
expressed through holy credulity. And this, as I’ve contended, is saving faith.
Saving faith is pleasing to God because it is reaching towards God from a position
of appropriate creaturely humility. Whereas belief or action is compatible with
pride and a refusal of relationship with God, saving faith is not. Neither right
belief nor right action can guarantee right posture for relationship with God;
saving faith can.
Of course many Christians (and probably Jews and Muslims) think of faith as a

species of belief. But I have argued that the focus on belief should be secondary. It
is really faith that God wants from us, but faith so commonly prompts belief that
the two can easily be conflated. They are distinct, however, and this is good news
to those who find it hard to believe.
This brings me to one final objection. If what matters for salvation is saving faith,

and if saving faith does not require belief, why think belief matters at all? Why
spend time analysing theistic claims, weighing their evidences, and defending
them? Why do theology? Why catechize, preach, or evangelize? Especially consid-
ering howmuch violence and oppression has been wrought in the name of theistic
beliefs, why not dispense with ‘propositional faith’ as far as possible? In other
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words, the objection runs, the position I’m developing here ends up making the
actual contents of specific religions otiose.
I don’t think so, but there is something right about the objection. Having the

virtue of saving faith really is more valuable than possessing the right theistic
beliefs. Christian scripture is clear about this. Even the demons believe (James
:). In fact, the demons presumably believe many more true propositions
(and fewer false ones) about God than any human being except Jesus. The idea
that what God wants from us most is proper belief is surely confused.
Right theistic belief is still important, however, even if it has little to do with

whether or not we are found acceptable by God. If, as Jews, Christians, and
Muslims believe, union with God is the human telos, then there is no more intel-
lectually significant endeavour than the attempt to understand who God is and
how to be rightly related to God. Take the relationship between a parent and a
child. Normally, what the child believes about the parent is of little consequence
to whether or not the parent loves the child. The child is loved unconditionally
by the parent. But what the child believes about the parent is crucial for the
child’s ability to enter into that love and to be nurtured by it. If the child cannot
really believe in the parent’s love, or if the child is tragically confused about the
nature of that love, the child cannot flourish.
The same is true in our relationship with God. And we human beings, living as

we do after sin, live in a cosmic broken home. We are the products of abuse,
estrangement, betrayal, deceit, envy, and hatred. And, like children of dysfunction,
we perpetuate it. Theology, the attempt to understand the nature of God’s love for
us, is the most important exercise of human reason because it is the attempt, for
the sake of our own future flourishing, to expose patterns of dysfunction and
tragedy that threaten to rend us from God. God gives us revelation, Jews,
Christians, and Muslims believe, precisely to rescue us from the kinds of distorted,
confused, and self-deceptive ways of understanding God that we inevitably incline
towards without God’s gracious intervention. The contents of specific religions are
therefore of urgent importance. Their differences matter, precisely because they
are differences about the nature of God’s love for us and about the best way
into that love. We cannot always understand how they are to be interpreted as
differences about these matters, but unless they are, they are not differences
that matter. Indeed, the task of theology is to show how specific doctrines allow
us to more perfectly display that God loves us and that our destiny is union with
God.
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Notes

. I do not mean to imply, however, that there is a single, unified view of faith to be found in Christian
scripture.

. See Alston (), Howard-Snyder (), and McKaughan ().
. In Roman Catholic theology, this aspect of faith is brought out by the classical distinction between fides

quae creditur (the faith which is believed) and fides qua creditur (the faith by which it is believed).
. Contrary to popular belief, Jesus never speaks of ‘childlike faith’ or ‘the faith of a little child’. Jesus does,

however, appear to laud childlike faith when he commends the way in which children ‘receive’ the
kingdom of heaven. ‘Whoever does not receive the kingdom of heaven as a little child will never enter it’
(Mark :, Luke :).

. Note that this way of interpreting the predominant language in the Christian theological tradition of ‘faith
as gift’ departs from one influential line of interpretation, according to which to say faith is a gift is to say
that sinners are unable to respond to God until some point at which God supernaturally infuses (some of)
them with faith. This view is mistakenly supported by appeal to Ephesians :. In fact, there is little
scriptural warrant for this way of thinking about faith. See, e.g., Hart (). There is, however, scriptural
warrant for thinking about an inborn yearning for God that, if honoured, is efficacious. This is what I am
calling saving faith, and I think the description of this disposition as a gift aptly reminds us that it is a
disposition with which we are born, not one we must achieve from scratch, like courage.

. The word ‘curious’ is probably incapable of carrying this sense of urgency. Curiositas in the mediaeval
Christian grammar named a posture of neutral and idle speculative interest, abstracted from existential
concern. It was thus a vice. But the word the mediaevals had for an appropriately urgent and focused
pursuit of saving knowledge of God – studiositas – has effectively disappeared from our vocabulary.
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. Some refer to great faith as ‘formed’ faith. I shy away from the language of formed faith because it gives the
impression that faith requires habituation to be complete. This is true of most virtues, but not of faith,
which is inborn. Thus children can be paragons of the virtue of faith.

. It is controversial whether or not acceptance and assumption, for example, are cognitive attitudes. For
example, L. Jonathan Cohen () holds that acceptance is an action. I don’t need to take a position on
that. If acceptance and assumption are cognitive attitudes, and if one’s acceptance or assumption that God
exists is partially caused by one’s saving faith, then one’s acceptance or assumption that God exists is an
instance of propositional faith.

. An anonymous reviewer suggests that the exercise of saving faith (not just the disposition constitutive of
saving faith) is required for salvation, citing James :: faith without works is dead. The reviewer suggests
that saving faith requires ‘actually placing one’s whole trust in the living God’. In response: a disposition
requires the right stimulus conditions for its manifestation, but there are circumstances (such as those
adumbrated above) in which a person may possess the virtue of saving faith but the stimulus conditions
that would be necessary for its ‘exercise’ are lacking. What could justify barring a person with the dis-
position of saving faith from salvation, simply because the stimulus conditions for the manifestation of
his/her virtue are lacking? So I maintain that the virtue alone sets us right before God, not the exercise of
the virtue. Insistence on the exercise of the virtue may be an attempt to avoid the implication of uni-
versalism, but on my view not everyone possesses the virtue of saving faith (since it can be lost), so there is
no implied universalism.

. Or maybe (S) satisfies holy curiosity and holy concern, too. After all, Santa has supernatural properties. I
doubt this is what prompts belief in Santa generally, but in such a case it would follow from what I’ve said
that the belief gains some epistemic justification in virtue of its connection with saving faith. It doesn’t
follow, though, that the belief would be justified, for reasons I’ll explore in the next section.

. It may be offensive to hold, as I do, that a white supremacist can have saving faith. I have avoided dealing
in this article with the question of just what salvation is and how it happens, because I think the view of
saving faith I am proposing is compatible with a range of answers to such questions. Suffice it to say my
claim that a white supremacist can have saving faith does not entail the claim that a white supremacist can
experience salvation and remain a white supremacist. I take it that the white supremacist is in a similar,
though more extreme, position as any other person whose heart turns to God while his life is corrupted
with ignorance and evil. The moment he turns, he is on the way to salvation, but his saving faith, if
authentic, will necessitate repentance and transformation sooner or later.

. As I make clear elsewhere, people who belong to traditions other than the Abrahamic religions can have
the virtue of saving faith. But since I know the Abrahamic traditions best, I use them here for illustration.

. Although saving faith is designed to be highly fallible, and this because it incentivizes moral rigour, I
maintain that theistic belief can be determined by the evidence. For instance, Aquinas may be right that
there are deductive proofs of God’s existence. But surely he is also right that few can understand such
proofs in a way that would make their belief in God determined by the evidence. Saving faith is designed to
go beyond the evidence, and thus it is highly fallible. But it is not essentially supra-evidential. In other
words, sufficient evidence need not crowd out saving faith. Maybe Aquinas’s belief in God was overde-
termined – determined by the evidence (the Five Ways) and also by his saving faith.

. Compare Rabbi Heschel’s comment about what unites Jews and Christians: ‘Our conception of what ails
us may be different; but the concern is the same . . . The demands are different but the conscience is the
same’ (Heschel (), ).

. Holy concern is not reducible to conscience, though. There are many features of human experience that
can generate concern for being rightly related to God. Following Newman, though, I think conscience is
the most robust and therefore the most discriminating.

. John Bishop () defends a William James-inspired account of the rationality of faith that he calls
fideism but that may also fall between the two extremes I’ve sketched. On his interpretation of James,
when evidence fails and when a number of other conditions are met we are justified in falling back on
‘passional’ motives to believe. Such a fall-back, however, is not necessarily a suspension of the epistemic
because, Bishop argues, there are no successful arguments against the thesis that under certain con-
straints the passions may be truth-conducive (ibid., ). I’m sympathetic to Bishop’s account. My
account goes further by trying to clarify what passions might be thought to be truth-conducive in this way
and to explain why theists have good reasons to think a specific set of passions (those connected to the
virtue of faith) are in this way truth-conducive.

 KENT DUNN INGTON

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0034412517000348 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0034412517000348


. Recall the distinction between an agent’s being justified and a proposition’s being justified.
. See Richards () and Flanagan ().
. Theirs is a position about intellectual humility, but it is readily adaptable to a view about humility sim-

pliciter. A similar account is offered by Snow ().
. This project was supported in part by a grant from the Templeton Religion Trust. Thanks to the members

of the Bellingham Summer Seminar on Faith for feedback on an earlier draft, especially Dan Howard-
Snyder, Sam Lebens, and Matthew Lee. Thanks as well to my colleagues Tom Crisp and Gregg Ten Elshof
for comments on an earlier draft. Finally, an anonymous reviewer from this journal was especially helpful
in improving the article.
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