
reflective equilibrium
 as one p

art in
 a triu

m
v

irate of know
ledge. S

urely, th
is 

is th
e m

ost su
p

erio
r w

ay in
tu

itio
n

 w
ill b

e able to see itself in
 th

e future, 
especially ifit is to be practiced as it is in

 so
u

th
ern

 fu
n

d
am

en
talism

, w
h

ere 
th

e m
odals are constructed on 'arm

-ch
air obtainable d

ata' (284). 
O

n
 th

e w
hole, th

e book engages its read
er w

ith
 its clear p

resen
tatio

n
 o

f 
arg

u
m

en
ts b

o
th

 for an
d

 ag
ain

st intuition, as it relates to cp an
d

 ph. If th
ere 

is a w
eak

n
ess h

ere it is th
at th

e w
ork does n

o
t enough consider th

e role o
f 

com
putation in

 th
e cp-ph debate. N

evertheless, stu
d

en
ts an

d
 scholars in

 b
o

th
 

psychology an
d

 philosophy w
ill find th

is book com
pelling an

d
 ed

u
catin

g
 for 

som
e tim

e to com
e. 
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In
 lig

h
t of th

e long, sad
 history ofreligious strife -

a
 h

isto
ry

 th
at show

s little 
sign o

f en
d

in
g

 soon -
E

v
an

s's topic could n
o

t be m
ore im

p
o

rtan
t: Is religious 

faith
 rationally criticizable? A

ny tw
o groups a

t w
ar because o

ffu
n

d
am

en
tally

 
opposed religious com

m
itm

ents h
av

e only th
eir sh

ared
 h

u
m

an
 reaso

n
 as 

com
m

on g
ro

u
n

d
. B

u
t if, as E

v
an

s claim
s, faith

 is n
o

t alw
ays rationally 

criticizable, th
en

 th
e w

arrin
g

 p
arties m

ay
 be u

n
ab

le to u
se th

at com
m

on 
g

ro
u

n
d

 to reconcile th
eir differences. 

E
v

an
s defends a K

ierk
eg

aard
ian

 version o
f w

h
at is com

m
only called 

'fideism
,' th

e view
 th

a
t religious faith

 is a
t odds w

ith, beyond, o
r im

pervious 
to h

u
m

an
 reason. W

hile conceding th
a
t 'th

e question o
f w

h
eth

er th
is label 

["fideist"] 
does 

o
r does n

o
t apply to a 

p
articu

lar th
in

k
er is not a 

v
ery

 
in

terestin
g

 one' (57), E
v

an
s discusses several arg

u
ab

ly
 fideistic view

s asso
ciated w

ith
 A

quinas, K
an

t, W
ittgenstein, P

lan
tin

g
a, an

d
 o

th
ers before com


in

g
 dow

n in
 favor of K

ierkegaard's view
. H

e th
en

 u
ses th

is K
ierk

eg
aard

ian
 

position to arg
u

e th
a
t n

atu
ral theology can

n
o

t b
y

 itself discover tru
th

s ab
o

u
t 

G
od an

d
 th

a
t th

e ab
u

n
d

an
ce o

f ap
p

aren
tly

 pointless suffering is n
o

t good 
evidence ag

ain
st theism

. 
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T
he book belongs to a series m

ean
t 'to introduce stu

d
en

ts an
d

 educated 
g

en
eral read

ers' to issues concerning reaso
n

 an
d

 religion, and, accordingly, 
its clear an

d
 accessible tex

t does n
o

t p
reten

d
 to b

reak
 m

u
ch

 new
 ground. T

he 
w

ell-w
ritten exposition does, how

ever, contain at least tw
o notable flaw

s th
at 

m
ay

 m
islead

 som
e o

f its in
ten

d
ed

 readers: E
v

an
s describes a p

articu
lar 

arg
u

m
en

t as 'form
ally valid' (118) w

h
en

 in
 fact th

e arg
u

m
en

t com
m

its th
e 

fallacy o
f denying th

e antecedent, an
d

 h
is discussion o

f ex
tern

alism
 an

d
 

in
tern

alism
 in

 epistem
ology (146-8) confuses th

e conditions for justified 
belief (w

hich th
e in

tern
alist claim

s are en
tirely

 in
tern

al to th
e believer's 

consciousness) w
ith

 th
e conditions for know

ledge (w
hich no one claim

s are 
en

tirely
 in

tern
al to th

e believer's consciousness). 
A

ccording to th
e book's cen

tral K
ierk

eg
aard

ian
 th

esis, h
u

m
an

 reaso
n

 is 
radically d

isto
rted

 by sinfulness an
d

 is th
u

s especially incom
petent in

 relig
ious m

atters: '[T
]he fideist typically rejects th

e ratio
n

alist assu
m

p
tio

n
 th

at 
reaso

n
 is o

u
r b

est o
r even o

u
r only guide to tru

th
, a

t least w
ith

 respect to 
religious tru

th
. T

h
e fideist sees h

u
m

an
 reaso

n
 as ... d

am
ag

ed
 in

 som
e w

ay 
... lin

k
ed

 to th
e sinfulness o

f h
u

m
an

 beings' (9). M
ore to th

e point, as E
v

an
s 

read
s K

ierkegaard, it is because o
f th

e sinful 'pride' an
d

 'selfishness' of 
h

u
m

an
 reaso

n
 th

at ratio
n

alists reject th
e m

o
st im

p
o

rtan
t elem

en
t o

f C
hris

tia
n

 theism
: th

e in
carn

atio
n

 o
f G

od in
 C

h
rist (96-100). T

he problem
 for 

religious p
lu

ralism
, of course, is th

a
t n

o
t only ratio

n
alists reject th

e incarna
tion; so do devout th

eists from
 th

e Jew
ish

 an
d

 Islam
ic faiths. E

v
an

s n
ev

er 
ask

s w
hy p

rid
e an

d
 selfishness cause those Jew

s an
d

 M
uslim

s to doubt th
e 

C
h

ristian
 revelation b

u
t n

o
t to doubt th

e uniqueness, personhood, goodness, 
om

niscience, etern
ality

, creative pow
er, an

d
 red

em
p

tiv
e in

ten
tio

n
s of G

od: 
w

h
at ab

o
u

t th
e in

carn
atio

n
 m

ak
es it unacceptable to th

eir sinful ratio
n

al 
faculties w

h
en

 those sam
e faculties m

an
ag

e to accept a dozen o
th

er theistic 
doctrines also em

braced b
y

 C
h

ristian
ity

? H
e likew

ise n
ev

er considers th
e 

dialectical consequences, for an
y

 d
isp

u
te b

etw
een

 C
h

ristian
s an

d
 others, o

f 
th

e a
d

 h
o

m
in

em
 rejoinder 'T

he reaso
n

 you're n
o

t a C
h

ristian
 is th

at your 
th

in
k

in
g

 is w
arp

ed
 b

y
 p

rid
e an

d
 selfishness.' If h

isto
ry

 is an
y

 guide, those 
consequences are ap

t to be significant. 

S
tep

h
en

 M
aitzen

 
A

cadia U
n

iv
ersity
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