
 

 

Institutionen för litteratur,  
idéhistoria och religion 

  

 

Risking to Rationally Believe 

Risk vs. Trust as Rational Evidence of Christian Faith and Belief 

 

 

Angeliki Tsagri 

 

 

 Term: Spring Semester, 2026 

Course: RT2903, Degree Project MA Religious 

Studies and Theology, 30 Credits 

Level: Master’s Thesis, Two-Year MA, 26000 Words 

Supervisor: Dr. Simone Kotva 

  

 



1 
 

Abstract (200 WORDS) 

 

In this MA thesis, I argue that risk serves as a form of rational evidence within Christian faith and 

belief (CFB), unlike trust. I assume that CFB rests on some evidence, even in its seeming absence, 

as any kind of faith and belief. Yet I do not equate CFB with any faith-belief. Instead, I search for 

rational evidence in CFB since we need some evidence, not proof of God’s existence. Otherwise, 

CFB appears to be an idiosyncratic matter, driving to an “anything-goes” skepticism. And I identify 

this rational evidence in internal risk rather than in external trust, as is expected etymologically, 

given that faith and belief correlate linguistically with trust. Although trust has a risky component 

from the beginning, what happens when you are rationally, but non-instrumentally, thrown at risk 

for CFB from the outset, too? And this topic is usually neglected in the analytic philosophy of 

religion, philosophical theology, and religious epistemology. In this framework, the what-if and 

when-at types of risk arise. Two novels by J.D. Salinger and Marilynne Robinson exemplify these 

new types of risk and serve as thought experiments. Thus, I show that risk, as evidence, is a reverse 

“leap of faith” because it is rational. 

 

Key-Words: Christian Faith and Belief (CFB), Analytic/Anglo-American Philosophy – Theology, 

Rational Evidence, Risk, Trust, J. D. Salinger, Marilynne Robinson 
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till minne av min farmor för våra teologiska kärlekar, 

till mina studier i filosofi och medicin eller i medicin 

och filosofi, ‘ιατροφιλόσοφος,’ 

Och till det virtuella faktiska-aktuella som överträffar 

det verkliga och det möjliga, alltid, i Sverige. 

 

 

 

‘§Διὸ δὴ/δεῖ ἀναλαμβάνοντα τούτων τῶν προειρημένων 

ἕκαστα, μετάγειν τὴν σοφίην ἐς τὴν ἰητρικὴν καὶ τὴν ἰητρικὴν 

ἐς τὴν σοφίην. ἰητρὸς γὰρ φιλόσοφος ἰσόθεος· οὐ πολλὴ γὰρ 

διαφορὴ ἐπὶ τὰ ἕτερα· […]’ 

 

Ιπποκράτης/Corpus Hippocraticum, Περὶ εὐσχημοσύνης, V: 1-

5, pp. 286-287 
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Introduction 

‘[…] Will die Mathematik ihren alten Ruhm der »Evidenz« 

behaupten, so kann dies, wie es scheint, nicht anders geschehen, 

als dadurch, dass sie zum Urquell dieser Evidenz, zu der 

Grundintuition der ganzen Zahl zurückgeht.’ 

Ernst Cassirer, Phänomenologie der Erkenntnis: Philosophie 

der symbolischen Formen, III, p. 427 

 

A substantially underexamined topic within analytic systematic theology, analytic philosophical 

theology, and analytic philosophy of religion is the investigation of risk as rational evidence in 

faith and belief generally, specifically in Christian faith and belief (CFB). Although the inferential 

or non-inferential rational evidence in CFB, or some sort of rational evidence in CFB, is usually 

presupposed by several approaches, the parameter of risk as a sort of evidence is not problematized 

(e.g., cf. Kenny 1992; Lovering 2013; Arcadi and Turner, Jr. 2022; Baker-Hytch 2023a). Nor is 

risk seen as a sort of rational evidence in and of CFB ipso facto. The area of interest regarding the 

rational evidence encountered in CFB often falls within the evidential-non-evidential distinction. 

Or it examines the extent to which the alleged evidence is seen as weak or strong across various 

frameworks (cf. Lovering 2013). Yet, even evidence remains unquestioned. To figure this out, let’s 

take the example of the monograph, Evidence and Faith: Philosophy and Religion since the 

Seventeenth Century, by the analytic philosopher Charles Taliaferro (2005). What this historically 

focused work stresses is the difficulty of addressing evidence. That said, we do not come across 

anything more specific about the evidence in terms of a notion or concept. In parallel, this notion 

is clarified later. Taliaferro (2005, 371) notes that evidence comes from the ‘I see,’ the Latin verb 

‘video,’ I add (Glare 2016, 2269-2271). Still, the term evidence is used throughout. Its conception 

is presupposed, without further clarification or sufficiently dredging up the ground.  

In particular, this lack of problematization is even more pronounced when rational evidence 

is examined alongside the risk-versus-trust axis of CFB. That is, when risk is seen as a sort of 

rational evidence of CFB in contrast to trust, as one would expect. And the same applies when we 

examine the same axes under the assumption of rational evidence of CFB in literary contexts. To 

a great degree, this lack of problematization also applies when the rational evidence in CFB is 

examined even in the absence of the intervening adversity between the axes of risk and trust (vid. 

infra). Here, I highlight that I largely set aside terms pertaining to faith, belief, and trust, such as 
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loyalty, credence, and assurance. These terms and notions require another framing, not necessarily 

limited to the rational evidence in CFB. 

At this point, I also note that I am referring to CFB in this general way because this master’s 

thesis focuses on the construction of a reductive account, as most analytical rather than continental 

philosophical and theoretical ventures often propose (cf. Crisp 2009, 33-53; Abraham 2009, 54-

69). Specifically, I follow what the analytic philosopher William P. Alston ([1991] 1993) did with 

Christian Mystical Perception (CMP) in his seminal work, Perceiving God: The Epistemology of 

Religious Experience. When clarifying, for instance, the issue of denominations that concern his 

analytical, reductive account of CMP, Alston (1993, 194) points out that:  

 

More concretely, what Christian denominations am I thinking of as included within CMP? I will 

try to give some answer to this question, even though denominational distinctions are too crude to 

capture all the significant distinctions in doxastic practice. Not all members of a denomination will 

be involved in forming perceptual beliefs about God; of those that are, there may be important 

differences in how the practice goes. In some subgroups an “anything goes” attitude will prevail, 

whereas others will utilize a strict overrider system. Nevertheless, we can make some rough 

statements about the extent of CMP in denominational terms. Certainly it includes vast stretches of 

the center of traditional Christianity – the Orthodox, Roman Catholic, and Anglican churches – as 

well as the more conservative strands in the Reformed, Lutheran, Baptist, and Methodist traditions. 

I won’t try to be more exact than this. The crucial test of involvement in CMP for an individual or 

group is the set of stipulations given above, not the official denominational affiliation. 

 

And the same applies to the proposed risk account. This conception of risk in CFB remains the 

same regardless of denominations, even though I acknowledge that most of my bibliographical 

references and my analytic philosophical toolkit come from divisions within the Protestant Church. 

And my decision to focus on analytically-oriented rather than on continental philosophical 

and theological discussions is, first, a way to delimit my research material and, second, to deploy 

matters that are mostly investigated in the analytical realm, mainly in the way I address them here 

(cf. Wolterstorff 2010, 17-34). The perception of philosophy of religion and philosophical theology 

as separate fields, even in relevant areas such as metaphysics, ontology, epistemology, or ethics, is 

an analytic feature (Wolterstorff 2009, 155-168). For continental thinkers, philosophy of religion 

is instead understood within the broader theoretical framework and toolbox of philosophy (cf. 
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Baring and Gordon 2015). Therefore, in this reductive analytic account of CFB, the rational 

evidence is limited to risk rather than trust, and, as the former term is opposed to the latter. In this 

light, risk, as an axis, reductively functions as a structural component of CFB. Risk is an integral 

feature of CFB, regardless of doctrine or denomination, and while I avoid overgeneralization.  

Meanwhile, when I distinguish evidence from proof, I do so because my research proposal 

is not associated with projects that fall within natural theology and various arguments, such as the 

ontological argument for the existence of God (Plantinga 1981, 42; Bayne 2018, 9). A relevant 

argument is provided by the Medieval philosopher and theologian, the archbishop of Canterbury, 

Anselm (e.g., cf. Barth 1960; Plantinga 1967, 3-111). Particularly, when we talk about that type of 

discourse, we mean arguments about the existence of God and logical paradoxes about the Trinity, 

which are based on one’s natural ability of Logos as Ratio to formulate similar propositions (cf. 

Baker-Hytch 2023b, 13-28; Bayne 2018, 8-9). Specifically, the main difference between evidence 

and proof is that, as the proof originates from the Latin verb probo, it presumes a test of something 

and an authorized approval of it (Glare 2016, 1611-1612). For this reason, we have these premises 

that test and assert a particular inference as they prove it. Conversely, in evidence and in conditions 

that presume shreds of evidence, we need instead to open our eyes and see around us, as the Latin 

verb denotes and as mentioned. When you tell me there are no red books in general, I ask you to 

open your eyes and look at that bookcase, for example. To indicate this, I provide you with shreds 

of evidence. But if it were to offer proofs of my claim, I would start with premise A, then move to 

B, to finally assert my postulation. I set aside here what might have greater or lesser validity. 

Thus, although I follow the research in analytic philosophy, the rational evidence for CFB 

is not limited to the formulation of proofs by logical arguments, the debunking of paradoxes, or 

the existence of God (e.g., cf. Mawson 2005, 11-197). According to my approach, when someone 

believes in Christianity, it is not necessary to verify God’s existence each time in logical arguments 

before believing. Which is to say, the evidence of God does not suffice for the evidentiality of 

CFB. One might believe in that corpus of ideas, but not be greatly concerned about proving the 

existence of God. Similarly, one might not be interested in discerning the logical inconsistencies 

of the Trinity, which is both three and one, or of Jesus Christ being both God and human (e.g., cf. 

Bayne 2018, 1; Moreland and Craig 2009, 21-43). In the following first chapter, which is divided 

into five sections, I discuss the purpose of this research, the research question, the delimitations of 

the research topic, the theory and method, the structure of this MA thesis, and how the remaining 
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chapters are organized. In this way, the first chapter serves as a roadmap for the rest of the MA 

thesis. As such, the second, third, and fourth chapters will be focused, leading to the final remarks 

without clutter. 
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First Chapter: Unpacking the Rational Evidence in CFB: Theoretical and Structural Remarks 

 

1.1. The Purpose of a New Research Proposal on Rational Evidence in CFB 

 

The research on the rational evidence in CFB, within analytic philosophy and theology, typically 

centers on reformulations of natural theology versus revealed theology, with the latter emphasizing 

the unmediated knowledge of God’s existence (Baker-Hytch 2023b, 13-14). Similarly, the research 

has also been oriented toward problematizing free will and the relationship between the divine and 

evil (e.g., cf. Plantinga 1967, 115-155; Chen, Ch. 2024, 5-10). This takes place through analytical 

philosophical tools, including logical arguments, such as those concerning the existence of God, 

as I have already mentioned. Nevertheless, while several analytically informed arguments of that 

kind are commendable for their technicality and thought-provoking rigor, they overshadow equally 

relevant topics (cf. Baker-Hytch 2023b, 26-28). The rationality of evidence in CFB, which I am 

examining here alongside risk as a sort of it, is considered a self-evident category and notion that 

does not require questioning. As I have mentioned, the rationality in evidence of CFB, at least, 

setting aside the risk as a sort of it for the moment, is presupposed. At the end, one might object to 

this research proposal. Faith cannot require rationality, and even less so evidence. 

In this light, one might wonder if this MA thesis is a hidden apologetic project. Do I want 

to address the rationality of CFB, in order to handle opposing viewpoints, by correlating, therefore, 

CFB to other disciplinary subjects? Am I pursuing an apologetic topic when I search for rationality 

and evidence in religious matters? Is that evidence also based on any testimonial account? Does it 

have any testimony? Or, is this evidence a testimony instead? What can assert the evidence of the 

religious faith? Is a particular religious textual corpus, the Bible, say, the testimony, and as such, 

the evidence of CFB? Several questions like these emerge and persist, even though rationality and 

evidence in CFB have long been thematized among others by prominent philosophers of religion, 

including Alvin Plantinga, Nicholas Wolterstorff, and, more recently, Lara Buchak. All of these 

philosophers are affiliated with the Protestant Church and work in the realm of analytic philosophy 

and theology, particularly in analytic religious epistemology. 

Yet, although there are several scholarly papers and books devoted to the work of Plantinga 

or Wolterstorff, we can still discuss aspects of their work alongside younger scholars who engage 

with it, such as Buchak. Beyond an unproductive criticism, we can reinforce their frameworks by 
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considering additional parameters, such as a new theoretical account of risk and its relationship to 

trust. However, the discussion of their theses is limited to this research proposal and confined to 

elements that could support the development of a new approach. So, on the possible question, what 

another discussion on Plantinga and Wolterstorff offers in the investigation of rational evidence in 

CFB, the answer is that, beyond the addition of Buchak’s philosophical work to my account, I offer 

a new proposal on the rational evidence in CFB. And this rational evidence in CFB is derived from 

its risky elements, not from agency and trust. 

The risk-versus-trust axis, as rational evidence in CFB, remains completely unaddressed, even 

by the above-mentioned thinkers, and that is the purpose of this MA thesis. Yet one might wonder 

how risk can provide an undebatable, unambiguous basis for rationality and how it can serve as 

testimony, especially when 1) we typically associate evidence with rationality and, by extension, 

2) with more trusting relationships. Addressing, therefore, these viewpoints, I examine this topic 

to fill a substantial gap, primarily but not exclusively, in scholarship on rational evidence in CFB. 

And I am filling this gap through risk rather than trust, maintaining that, contrary to common 

assumptions, trust might be more irrational than it initially appears. Trust cannot offer the sort of 

rational evidence in CFB that risk can provide, in the same advantageous way. 

Hence, the innovation of this MA thesis lies in the fact that no one, until now, has treated the 

category and concept of risk over against trust as a form of rational evidence in CFB, nor, less so, 

through two literary paradigms as I propose. However, by counterposing risk, we better understand 

a non-instrumentalized relationship with CFB and the rationality within it, since in risk, there is 

no exchange, as in trust. 

 

1.2. Research Question - Distilling the Framework and Used Terms – First Clarifications 

 

In response to the usual themes and preconceptions in analytic philosophy and theology, this MA 

thesis aims not only to problematize faith but also to demonstrate that CFB can be rational and, as 

such, provide rational evidence. And this can be achieved through the axis of risk rather than trust, 

since risk provides rational evidence in CFB against what one expects. In this light, the umbrella 

question is: Where lies the rationality, and what sorts of rational evidence, still not of proof, does 

Christian faith and belief (CFB) offer? More specifically, my research question is: Can risk, in 

opposition to trust, serve as a form of rational evidence, yet not proof, that the Christian faith and 
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belief offer? In addition, can this claim be verified or further unfolded through literature when it 

operates as a thought experiment? Can literature offer pieces of evidence and what kind of them 

in the realm of risk? I have already talked about evidence, rationality, and testimony. Could these 

literary works, therefore, be the testimony of risk as a sort of rational evidence in CFB? And as 

these literary works rather exemplify and promote my claim than I apply my framework to them, 

they constitute the evidence and testimonial discourse in my proposal of risk as rational evidence 

of CFB. 

It is also worth noting that I constantly refer to evidence rather than to perception or sense. The 

American analytic philosopher William P. Alston (1993, 74-75), in his inspiring monograph, which 

I have mentioned, Perceiving God: The Epistemology of Religious Experience, aims, from an 

epistemological perspective, to reaffirm the rationality of CFB with respect to perception and 

religious experience. To achieve this, Alston interweaves internal and external elements, including 

the internal, subjective perception and the external-to-the-subject ‘ground’ that reinforces such 

religious experience. But, by this externalist-internalist epistemology (cf. Zagzebski 1993, 5, 201-

208), Alston’s (1993, 74-76, 180, 284-286) externalist-internalist viewpoint, contrary to what I 

suggest here, falls within apologetics and fideism. 

In Alston, ‘the mystical Christian practice,’ and ‘Christian Mystical Perception (CMP)’ serve 

as evidence of CFB’s rationality. The external-internal affiliations, as guided by the divine, other 

than the subject source, and incorporated into the agent, are the crucial elements that reaffirm the 

evidence of CFB’s rationality in the form of a circular argument (ibid., 144-145). Which is to say, 

my internal capability as a believer enables me to perceive this external to me divine source, ‘the 

adequate ground,’ which has made me believe in it (Alston 1993, 73-74, 147). This procedure 

provides rational evidence for CFB, with the external divine source to the internal dynamics of the 

subject being ‘the framing principle,’ as philosopher John Bishop (2007, 10, 13, 82) calls it. Yet, 

one could argue that this line of thinking begs the question, as it does more explicitly in Plantinga’s 

arguments (Alston 1993, 197). A latent premise is entailed in the conclusion; what is to be proved 

is blended with what we assume. Nevertheless, I set this issue aside, though it might be central 

even to my argumentation on risk and trust as I deploy it in this MA thesis. 

Still, CFB, as I propose, is rational even 1) when seemingly lacking evidence, since some shred 

of evidence is usually conceived as a prerequisite for forming rational and reasonable premises 

and propositions, and 2) especially when it is pursued through risk rather than trust. Risk, as not 
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merely a risky component of trust, can provide rational evidence for CFB. Yet this can apply to 

CFB in a non-apologetic way. And because of this slight apologetic tone, my search for rational 

evidence runs counter to the ways in which many philosophers conceive of this issue, including 

Plantinga, Wolterstorff, and Buchak, whom I have mentioned and whose work is pivotal in this 

area. More focused, I will address my critical response to these thinkers in the second section of 

the second chapter. 

 

1.3. Delimitations of the Research Topic 

 

Although this MA thesis is not an apologetic project, presupposing some kind of fideism and/or 

foundationalism, that is, either assuming the flaws of reason in religious matters or employing 

reason to seek a foundation, religious faith is not equated with any kind of belief. If that were the 

case, equating CFB with any belief and faith, then this condition would lead to an “anything-goes” 

skepticism. In that skepticism, there is no distinction between religious faith and other forms of 

faith and belief, as some of Wolterstorff’s (1984, 56-57; [1983] 2007, 4) comments suggest. Still, 

this does not necessarily mean that Christian faith and belief cannot be examined alongside other 

forms of belief. CFB is not seen here as a tradition-based form that responds to a long-established 

religious category. Nor do I support, and that would be slight fideism, foundationalism, and 

externalism as well, that CFB has its rationality, and we cannot interrogate this type of rationality 

as we do in others (cf. Wolterstorff 1984, 28-41, 47-48). Paraphrasing the philosopher John Bishop 

(2007, passim), this would be a kind of “believe by faith.”  

Having discussed the meanings of foundationalism and fideism for the purposes of this MA 

thesis, it’s time to turn to Buchak’s clarifications of the relationship between foundationalism and 

externalism. We saw externalism in Alston’s lines. But to understand what distinguishes this MA 

thesis from other attempts and to clarify the delimitations of this research, it is important to think 

of Buchak’s definitions of foundationalism and externalism. Deploying Plantinga’s epistemology 

of religion, Buchak (2017a, 49) observes that:  

 

To understand Plantinga’s view, it is helpful to understand his epistemology. He is a foundationalist 

and an externalist. Foundationalists distinguish between basic beliefs – those that need no further 

justification, as long as there are no positive reasons to reject them or to worry about their source – 
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and non-basic beliefs – those that are justified by other beliefs, in a chain which can eventually be 

traced to beliefs in the foundation. For example, beliefs formed on the basis of perception (e.g. that 

the cat is in front of me) may be basic and thus in need of no further justification, and beliefs 

inferred from this belief (e.g. that the cat is not in the garden) are justified insofar as they are 

correctly inferred from other justified beliefs. Externalists hold that what makes a belief justified 

can be external to the subject – some fact about the world or about the subject vis-à-vis the world, 

rather than some fact only about the subject himself. For example, what makes my basic belief 

justified is that my perceptual faculty is working correctly, regardless of whether I have good 

evidence for this fact or know precisely how perception works. 

 

And that is a point to which I return in my criticism of Plantinga, Wolterstorff, and Buchak, who, 

roughly speaking, all seem to support similar ideas about rationality and evidence. This takes place 

even when they tend to distinguish the internal ratio of Christian faith and belief from an external 

rational account that is held by others (cf., e.g., Plantinga 2000, 204). As such, they reaffirm the 

rationality of CFB through fideism and foundationalism for devotees and believers, in contrast to 

those who do not share their faith and beliefs (cf. Plantinga 1967, 253-271; 2000, 83-85, 88; 2007, 

87-91). And this is a dimension that delimits the research focus here, as I do not follow this line of 

inquiry. This attitude could prompt skepticism, as I discuss below. 

Moreover, I do not incorporate Plantinga’s criticism of the New Atheists in this MA thesis, 

or the New Atheists’ critique, although the latter might seem indispensable for addressing rational 

evidence in CFB. But we cannot even partially handle the critique that monotheistic religions, like 

Christianity, fail to provide evidence comparable to scientific evidence. This criticism requires a 

thorough understanding of this particular view of evidence. And we can achieve this by referring 

to the numerous writings of some prolific authors, such as the New Atheists and their associates. 

Yet, the New Atheists, the most prominent four horsemen, and other figures associated with this 

tendency of critiquing religion cannot be presented in this space-limited MA thesis. In this sense, 

I also set aside the dialogue between Christian philosophers and New Atheists, as sought in Daniel 

C. Dennett’s (2006, 200-246) monograph Breaking the Spell: Religion as a Natural Phenomenon.  

Similarly, I put aside the exchange, transcribed into a book, between Alvin Plantinga and 

the analytic philosopher and New Atheist Daniel Dennett (Dennett and Plantinga 2011). Although 

this dialogue is productive as the two philosophers present different views on religion, it exceeds 

the limited scope of this research project. Also, a restrictive perception of evidence, juxtaposed 
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with a scientific one, does not align with the rational evidence of CFB, which is assessed on the 

basis of risk rather than trust. Risk unsettles fixed conceptions of evidence regarding the scientific, 

the unscientific, and the anti-scientific. A statement can be scientific, though risky; the same 

applies to CFB as a condition: it can be rational and provide reasonable evidence, yet one is at risk 

for faith purposes or remains at risk for the same rational purposes. Regarding the objections 

against religion in terms of scientific evidence, as Plantinga points out to Dennett (ibid., 15-16):  

 

Suppose there is scientific evidence against theism: it doesn’t follow that theism is false or that 

theists have a defeater for their beliefs, or that theistic belief is irrational, or in some other way 

problematic. Perhaps there is also evidence, scientific or otherwise, for theism. But second, and 

more important, as I mentioned, if theism is true, it is likely that it has its own intrinsic and basic 

source of warrant – something like the sensus divinitatis proposed by John Calvin, or the natural 

but confused knowledge of God proposed by Thomas Aquinas. If so, the warrant for theistic belief 

doesn’t depend on the state of current science. Indeed, what Christians and other theists should 

think of current science can quite properly depend, in part, on theology. For example, science has 

not spoken with a single voice about the question of whether the universe has a beginning: First the 

idea was that it did, but then the steady state theory triumphed, but then Big Bang cosmology 

achieved ascendancy, but now there are straws in the wind suggesting a reversion to the thought 

that the universe is without a beginning. The sensible Christian believer is not obliged to trim her 

sails to the current scientific breeze on this topic, revising her belief on the topic every time science 

changes its mind; if the most satisfactory Christian (or theistic) theology endorses the idea that the 

universe did indeed have a beginning (isn’t eternal), the believer has a perfect right to accept that 

thought. If so, then even if there were scientific evidence against theism, and no propositional 

evidence, scientific or otherwise, in favor of it, it might still be rational and warranted. 

 

 

Therefore, following Plantinga, the notion of evidence should be understood in a loose and 

contextualized sense. As science itself reaffirms, there is no undeniable offer of universally valid 

rational evidence, even in cases that presume a standard conceptualization of evidence. And as the 

ground for scientific evidence remains unsettled, it is no more rational to follow science than the 

evidence that religion presupposes, which appears to have a more standard basis. 
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1.4. Theory and Method: The Premises of the New Rational Evidence Account of CFB 

 

The proposed rationality of CFB, namely, its reliance on risk as a form of rational evidence, may 

resemble that of other, ordinary beliefs and faiths. Prior knowledge in both cases might shape these 

latter beliefs and faiths just as it does the former. And thus, this suggestive rationality based on risk 

eventually seems as a weaker form of evidence compared with others. But as ordinary faith and 

belief call for questioning and problematizing evidence, so does risk when conceptualized as a 

form of rational evidence in CFB. As we see in everyday settings, ordinary faith and belief can be 

rational even when they lack sufficient evidence, or better, when they seem to lack it. Even if there 

is ground for this ordinary belief several times, there is no definite reaffirmation of it, a fact that 

would add more rationality to this belief from an external perspective. For instance, unfurling some 

points usually seen in Buchak (2012, 225-229), being influenced by her paradigms, we often say 

that: ‘I believe you will do well in your exams and have faith in you! You’ve never disappointed 

me, and you’ve done well so far!’ Still, the rational basis for similar claims, even when grounded 

in some evidence, rests solely on prior beliefs, past knowledge, hope, and presumed trust. Thus, in 

these cases, trust over risk appears to be what can verify these claims, and in contrast to other, 

more solid sorts of evidence. The same seems to hold for CFB, where trust is often associated with 

faith. As the psychologist and psychoanalyst Maria Yassa (2021, 206) comments on Marilynne 

Robinson’s novel Lila: 

 

Where memory and desire concern past events – ultimately, we can only desire what we have once 

lost – the act of faith concerns that which is unconscious and unknown because it has not (yet) 

happened. Thus the act of faith points to the future and becomes vector of hope – but also of trust.  

 

And it is worth noting that, in this conference volume, Marilynne Robinson and Theology, 

there is neither a single reference to risk in relation to faith and belief, but only to trust and hope 

alongside faith. Yassa’s chapter contribution to this conference volume effectively illustrates the 

entanglement of faith, hope, and trust. But could this faith-trust argumentation lead to a fallacy of 

presumption, where the outcome is already assumed in the premises of my faith, belief, and trust? 

How rational then can this be, and valid as a condition? Furthermore, we should not overlook this 
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psychoanalytically informed point of desire and loss in that quotation. Against trust, it is where we 

find the root of rational evidence for risk. 

To move on and lay out my risk-versus-trust account, I argue that trust provides a circular 

basis for rational argumentation, in contrast to risk. Trust starts and ends with the presupposition 

of long-term external contributions that emerge over time. They do not appear at this point in space 

and time. And the parameters of temporality and spatiality here are essential. In trust, we deal with 

concrete situations through beliefs, a prior set of assumptions, future-oriented hope, and external 

conditions beyond those under discussion in space and time. What I mean by these is that in trust 

there is nothing in particular, as an articulation till the moment of the outcome, which reaffirms 

the rationality of this belief and faith, or even more so, provides sufficient evidence for similar 

claims. This concerns me as much as a third person. Ultimately, there is nothing that emerges from 

the interior content of this belief ipso facto, and by that very specific fact. On the contrary, in trust, 

we project our former beliefs and external accounts onto these beliefs. And there can also lie risk. 

Indeed, trust can have a risky component from the beginning. Even the formulation of my 

thoughts or the articulation of a statement in cases of trust reveals this innate, risky feature of trust. 

‘I think,’ ‘I believe,’ but even when I am saying that ‘I am sure that this time will also…’ are simply 

ways to disrupt any second thoughts about the risky aspect of my articulations. Although we might 

have some evidence to trust and believe someone or/and something, nothing can guarantee that 

this time our trust will have a positive outcome. This time, trust might work the other way around.  

Meaning the risk is prevalent even when we trust someone or something based on prior knowledge 

derived from evidence, those external criteria I mentioned above. This time might be the time that 

one will betray me. But beyond the risky components, trust is maintained to have trust. Yet risk is 

looming, though it does not prevail. Therefore, it is time to shift the paradigm when considering 

faith and trust in ordinary and religiously informed conditions. 

While faith, faithfulness, and trust share similar etymologies in Greek, Latin, and German, 

it is important to recognize another aspect of their linguistic histories: risk. We often assume that 

the relationship between faith and trust is evident. This relationship, for instance, is linguistically 

affirmed by words such as ‘πίστις/-η’ (ˈpistis/-e) and ‘εμπιστοσύνη’ (empistosúnē) in Ancient and 

Modern Greek, ‘fides’ and ‘(con)fido’ in Latin, from which arise the English words ‘confidence,’ 

and ‘confession,’ and ‘glaube-glauben’ in German (Woodhouse 1964, 303, 899; Glare 2016, 439, 
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765-767; Pfeffer 1962, 129).1 If we consider, for example, the German etymology, Glauben und 

Wissen is the title of a short, early monograph by the German philosopher Georg Wilhelm Friedrich 

Hegel ([1802] 1977). From a gnoseological-epistemological perspective, as I also employ tools of 

religious epistemology in this MA thesis, it is interesting that this book is translated into English 

as Faith and Knowledge. The same association of faith/belief and trust applies to Swedish through 

the terms ‘tror,’ ‘tro,’ and ‘förtroende’ as well as ‘tilltro,’ which is to say, ‘believe,’ ‘belief,’ as well 

as ‘faith’ in the sense of confidence and trust, respectively (Prisma’s Swedish-English and English-

Swedish Dictionary 1989, 13-14, 90, 159, 176, 542-543). Nevertheless, although belief and faith 

are linked to trust and trustworthiness, inspiring a sense of confidence in the faithful agent, 

understanding the relationship among faith, belief, and risk is essential. Etymology hides another 

reality of faith that is not necessarily limited to trust. 

Unfolding the German etymology, for instance, it implies that belief is something you hold 

and, parallelly, ‘passionately’ love and desire. We also discussed Yassa’s claim above about desire 

and loss. Deploying Hegel’s (1977, 189-191) conclusion in that monograph, although you have 

grasped and tightly hold something, there is the risk of losing it. As such, belief and faith are part 

of this holding-loss-absence network. To put it another way, paraphrasing the continental thinker 

Julia Kristeva (2009), who searches for the roots of belief in a psychoanalytical discourse, behind 

this “tight” holding lies ‘the incredible need to believe.’ The risk looms over it, yet you rationally 

decide to accept and maintain this condition, because you need, love, and desire it. Alternatively, 

you keep or chase something in the face of the lurking threat and the risk of losing it. As such, you 

accept the risk that indwells this faithful seeking-and-pursuing process from the beginning. Yet the 

risk is no danger and an issue of no matter what might come up along the way. A risky act is not a 

daring but a rational step. One accepts the risk because it is a current, rational option rather than a 

future-oriented, hopeful trust.  

Therefore, this “leap at risk” is rational, against a ‘practical’ approach to risks that are not 

“strongly” supported by the circumstances from the beginning or afterward (Buchak 2012, 237-

246; 2017a, 58-59). The risk I propose is rational, while at the same time, it is not limited to agency 

and commitment. And this risk does not imply that I stop seeking evidence while believing in these 

 
1 These linguistic references are intended solely for this MA thesis. A philologically-oriented project would require a 

different application of them. 
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risky propositions just for the moment, as Buchak (2017b 125, 128) suggests. Conversely, through 

the suggestive risk in this MA thesis, I immediately find rational evidence within CFB, because, 

from the outset, it carries an epistemic value. I know the conditions that lead me to believe this, 

and I rationally take this risk. Compared to Buchak, this risk is a substantial shift in focus regarding 

strong and feeble propositions and beliefs, in which risk is often associated with feebleness and 

check-the-box cases. 

Meanwhile, this ‘more or less evidence’ conundrum in Buchak’s papers can be problematic, 

as it can undercut the entire undertaking of a rational, while risky, decision (cf. Buchak 2023, 740-

759). Yet, through a different conceptualization of evidence, I still agree with Buchak’s (2012, 246) 

concluding remark, where there is potential for risky accounts, that:  

 

Faith will be rational to the extent that evidence isn’t ordinarily very conclusive, or to the extent 

that our decisions usually do have postponement costs. We won’t be able to vindicate the claim that 

faith is rational regardless of the circumstances. But we can explain why having faith is rational in 

certain worlds, perhaps worlds like ours. Individuals who lack faith because they insist on gathering 

all of the available evidence before making a decision stand to miss out on opportunities that could 

greatly benefit them. 

 

To summarize so far, what underlies all the etymologies is not simply the risky component of 

trust and faith (Hawley 2012, 32, 35, 98). Instead, the immediate risk in developing this faith and 

trust arises as we engage with the belief, this thrownness at risk from the outset, as I suggest. That 

is, in the sense of belief and faith, you hold something just for the sake of risk, not for the possible 

safety it offers. Several stories, such as those of Abraham and Job, show that faith is interrelated 

with trust and the risks inherent in it (vid. infra). Therefore, can this trust be anything other than 

trust, given the associated risk? Can this trust, in these CFB contexts, be a risk from the beginning? 

And if so, how then does this risk differ from the risky component that is already entailed in trust? 

And can this thrownness-at-risk be rational and provide reasonable evidence for CFB? 

Differently put, why should trust necessarily be seen as more rational and evidential compared 

to risk, when it lies in something beyond faith from the beginning? The potential safeguards that 

trust provides arise from external factors. In the case of trust, these safeguards move from internal 

to external. Unfolding McKaughan and Howard-Snyder’s (2022, 425) position as expounded in 

their article ‘How Does Trust Relate to Faith?’, although we start from a ‘disposition’ and ‘attitude’ 
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to trust, what motivates us is the external aim. Hope that accompanies this trusting act and the 

outcome of this action, in my words, comprises the external place and aim of an initial, internal 

predisposition. And this can lead to an irrational take on CFB. On the contrary, risk does not 

inherently provide any “fictional” assurance, available from the outset. The focus remains on the 

internal hinc et nunc, the here and now, of the risky condition, in spatial and temporal terms. And 

this is a “paradigm shift” in research focus from the seemingly rational trust to an advantageous 

rational risk. Thus, would it not be more rational to believe in something like risk that does not 

promise you anything that might not occur later, in stark contrast to trust? Doesn’t risk offer more 

rational evidence primarily in CFB conditions than trust? That is what I will deploy in the second, 

third, and fourth chapters. 

 

1.5. Structure of the MA thesis 

 

To set out the structure of this MA thesis, this piece is divided into three chapters, in addition to 

the introduction, the current first chapter, and the conclusion. Specifically, in the second chapter 

that follows and across its various sections, I lay out and elaborate on the philosophical-theological 

foundation of my research proposal.  

In the first section of the second chapter, my ‘previous research’ section, I draw on the trust 

and risk literature that is not always limited to the analytic philosophy of religion, analytically-

oriented philosophical theology, and religious epistemology. At this point, I want to underscore 

that even though I have limited my references to this bibliography, I still find the selected readings, 

philosophers, theologians, and scholars to be the most representative in this research area. This is 

also acknowledged in the scholarship, even when the above-mentioned philosophers are subjected 

to intense interrogation. We see this in the contributions of Catholic philosophers in the collective 

volume Rational Faith: Catholic Responses to Reformed Epistemology, edited by Linda Zagzebski 

(1993). Also, using this bibliography allows me to develop my perspective on the rationality of 

evidential faith by employing the innovative heuristic category of risk rather than the common and 

assumed trust, as would be expected in this research area. 

In the second section of the second chapter, I critique aspects of my references. As I have 

mentioned, my framework mostly draws on philosophers working in analytic philosophy and 

analytic theology, and who are affiliated with the Protestant Church. Still, as already stated and as 
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I clarify in the second section of the second chapter, I am not limited to repeating them or strictly 

following their toolbox. Instead, I engage critically and selectively with their work. This MA thesis 

is not an approach to Plantinga, nor is it a comparison of Plantinga, Wolterstorff, and Buchak per 

se. I merely draw on their work, as they are among the leading voices on issues that pertain to 

evidence, reason, Christian faith, and belief. Epistemologically, it is also advisable to include more 

than three names rather than just one or two, including those of younger scholars. Here, I also refer 

to Buchak to support this proposal. Yet I do not follow any of them to the letter. 

The risky rational evidence I introduce in the third section of the second chapter is a new 

parameter in accounts of faith. Although I cannot investigate it in full in this MA thesis, it opens 

up new constructive avenues for the search for rational evidence in Christian faith within literary 

environments and beyond. And after deploying this framework on risk, the fourth and final section 

of the second chapter is devoted to aspects of two novels that justify these textual selections. This 

section, before moving to the literary works, aims to address why these novels, rather than others, 

exemplify this theoretical framework, since my approach is not an application to them. Conversely, 

these novels illustrate my approach. In parallel, I discuss the philosophy of literature as a field, 

juxtaposing it with literary theory/theory of literature, since my lens is philosophical rather than 

that of a literary theorist. 

The third and fourth chapters are devoted to the paradigmatic study of rational evidence in 

CFB through the axes of what-if risk and when-at-risk, as I call them, in two novels. This is the 

first time one will read about these two types of risk in the analytic philosophy of religion, in 

philosophical theology, religious epistemology, and philosophy of literature. Regarding the novels, 

these are J. D. Salinger’s (1964 [1955, 1957~1961]) Franny and Zooey and Marilynne Robinson’s 

(1981 [1980]) Housekeeping. In particular, the third chapter is devoted to Salinger’s Franny and 

Zooey, and the fourth one to Robinson’s Housekeeping. This arrangement helps me prepare the 

environment for Robinson by using another “Glass family” to compare with the one in her novel. 

In Salinger, we encounter “Glass” families. That is, fragile families, as this surname connotes, with 

an equally fragile balance among the youngest members, surroundings, and reality (cf. Salinger 

1964, 49-50). And, as in Salinger’s “Glass” family, the family characters in Robinson are young 

family members in vulnerable conditions, finding themselves in trouble and personal crises. And 

these crises, whether in Salinger or Robinson, have existential implications for the characters that 

impact their lives. 
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Still, if these crises are viewed through the lens of risk, they offer rational evidence for 

Christian faith and belief. One brief observation by the literary scholar Amy E. Hungerford (2010) 

in her monograph, Postmodern Belief: American Literature and Religion since 1960, reinforces 

my view that these novels can be read catoptrically as refractions of the “normal.” As Hungerford 

(2010, 121) points out:  

 

As we come full circle from a theology of these differences to the lived experience of difference 

and reconciliation in the home and in the writer’s housekeeping (knitting up a fictional world), it 

becomes clear that difference is not for Robinson a problem to be solved but rather the occasion 

for living a religious life. 

 

Both novels unfold through interpersonal relations and develop relationships with and within a 

“household”. They create internal contrast and tension within the same novel and between them.  

As such, the issue of faith, along with the liminal condition of trust and risk, is uniquely featured 

in the above novels by Salinger and Robinson compared to other American novels. Still, I cannot 

fully develop this issue and only motivate these textual selections within the limits of an MA thesis 

and the confined scope of this dissertation. 

In my final remarks, I conclude this discussion and outline possible future research directions 

along the same axes. My argument is intended to be contestable in the sense that risk can serve as 

a better form of CFB than trust. However, even trust is debatable as a form of rational evidence 

and as evidence within CFB. Yet, this MA thesis only indicates one possible avenue for addressing 

the rational evidence for Christian faith and belief through risk rather than by the risky but safer 

trust. Thus, this MA thesis aims to prompt consideration in these or other terms. 
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Second Chapter: Laying the Groundwork for Risk as Rational Evidence in CFB 

 

2.1. Previous Research – Mapping Out the Theoretical Territory of Trust and Risk 

 

Religious trust, as opposed to the broader concept of trust, was first discussed, but only briefly, by 

the philosopher Annette Baier (1986, 233, 241-242). Baier (1986, 231-260) introduced and studied 

trust as a multifaceted topic in analytic philosophy in her paper ‘Trust and Antitrust.’ The religious 

trust is the trust of the believer in God in terms of ‘dependence,’ even in conditions of God 

unreciprocating this trust (ibid., 241-242, 252). Summarizing her findings about all kinds of trust, 

Baier (1986, 259) notes that: 

 

Trust, I have claimed, is reliance on others’ competence and willingness to look after, rather than 

harm, things one cares about which are entrusted to their care. The moral test of such trust 

relationships, which I have proposed, is that they be able to survive awareness by each party to the 

relationship of what the other relies on in the first to ensure their continued trustworthiness or 

trustingness. This test elevates to a special place one form of trust, namely, trusting others with 

knowledge what it is about them which enables one to trust them as one does, or expect them to be 

trustworthy. 

 

This is the general framework for the interrelated concepts of trust, trustworthiness, and 

trustingness, in which Baier discusses the epistemic conditions that give rise to these qualities and 

virtues. Trust here is object-oriented rather than a pure matter of agency. One agent does not simply 

trust others, but rather a quality in others that makes them trustworthy, and their trustingness is 

grounded in the trust relationship the others develop with something the agents trust them to. Yet, 

beyond this, and regarding our suggestive approach to risk rather than trust, what concerns us is 

the final remark in the same paper. As Baier (1986, 260) concludes:  

 

But to trust one’s trust and one’s distrust enough to refrain from applying moral tests until prompted 

by some distrust is to take a very risky bet on the justice, if not the “civilization,” of the system of 

trust one inhabits. We may have to trade off civilization for justice, unless we can trust not only our 

trust but, even more vitally, our distrust. 
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As such, although we might prioritize trust over risk in Baier’s paper, risk is looming, and shadows 

trust as a stance and behavior in interpersonal relationships. What Baier tells us is that we should 

trust the risk. Through trust, we endorse the risk in our commitments and actually endow trust with 

risk. Although the aforementioned “civilizing” aspect ultimately prevails when deciding whether 

to trust a person or a condition, as we cannot have trust without it, we still allow the inherent risk 

to surface. 

This initial research on trust was developed more systematically, particularly in the form 

of religious trust, by philosophers like Linda Trinkaus Zagzebski (2012) and John Bishop (2014, 

159-173). Here, I focus on Zagzebski’s (2012) monograph, Epistemic Authority: A Theory of Trust, 

Authority, and Autonomy in Belief, rather than on her paper on trust that embeds religion within 

trust among communities (Zagzebski 2014, 231-245). In her monograph, Zagzebski examines 

various facets of trust between persons and abstract ideas, focusing, thus, on trustworthiness and 

untrustworthiness. What we can keep is that, according to Zagzebski, trust concerns bigger wholes 

and my relationship with them. And this also concerns religious trust. The role of the multifaceted 

community in this Catholic philosopher appears pivotal to trust, compared with other philosophers 

who also work within analytic philosophy, such as John Bishop (vid. infra). Specifically, Zagzebski 

(2012) divides her research on trust into two cases: 1) trusting relationships between persons and 

real or fictional communities, and 2) trust in authorities and testimonies, including religious ones. 

Regarding the latter, Zagzebski (2012, 202) prioritizes the rational evidence provided by my 

personal and communal experience in CFB over blind trust in testimony and its various sorts. As 

Zagzebski (2012, 203) underlines, we must ‘object’ to the authoritarian and testimonial ‘tyranny.’ 

Nonetheless, this also sounds risky to me. What are our criteria when objecting? But for Zagzebski 

(2012, 202), an ‘epistemology’ of interpersonal relationships based on trust, and on ‘the epistemic 

justification of taking beliefs from the trusting other’ is needed. As Zagzebski (2012, 202) notes: 

 

I think that the argument of this chapter indicates that there should be a reorientation in the 

epistemology of religion. In my opinion, firsthand experience gets too much attention in discussions 

of the rationality of religious belief. I can trust my tradition more than my own experience in many 

cases, and of course my experience is limited to the experience of one person. Given that we 

reasonably take beliefs from others or based on the experience of others, the structure of the process 

by which those beliefs are dispersed within a community and continued through the future life of 

the community needs epistemological models. The chain model is insufficient to explain why I 
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should trust the experience of Moses or the experience of the Apostles, reports of which have 

probably been distorted in multiple ways during the course of many centuries. I am suggesting a 

rule of justification that bypasses the chain model, although the belief that the chain is basically 

accurate can be one of the beliefs of the tradition, and I can be justified in believing that.  

 

  To flesh this out, we may think of the following. I have always trusted my grandmother 

when she shared her views on the Bible with me. Looking back, there were some reasons for this, 

but still, I don’t have a sufficient epistemological model. She was well-educated, and her opinions 

seemed grounded in and verified by the text. But still, she wasn’t the only one in her circle. Yet, 

she held authority over others in reading sessions, and she was also a lovely member of my close 

family. These two strengthen my trust, but I am wondering whether I am exaggerating. Needless 

to say, she had a unique lifelong relationship with the church and religion. What does this ‘unique’ 

I employed mean? And last but not least, we spent a lot of time together. Actually, I have spent 

more time with my parents. Still, I created my religious view in communion with hers. So, why 

should I trust the religious experience I read in Scripture by an undeniably holy figure, when things 

might not appear as they happened or as they were at first? Similarly, why should I prioritize my 

trust in a priest over the communal experience I formed around my grandmother? Having these 

“tangible” religious pieces, I continue to trust the priest. Still, I have come to trust my grandmother 

and her circle more, notwithstanding how many times and how intensely I have read about King 

Solomon or Jesus’ parables in the Bible. 

Moving from Zagzebski to Bishop, although interpersonal trust continues to emerge, the 

angle of trust focuses more on the person, the individual, and one’s relationship with the other, but 

leaves the communal dimension aside. For Bishop (2014, 161-172), trusting God in monotheistic 

religions like Christianity can be the same as trusting others, though the kinds of evidence in each 

case initially make them seem different. But trust is a learning activity in both circumstances, and 

it also has its limitations (ibid., 167, 171-172). Although trust in God is not far from interpersonal 

trust, as when we presuppose ‘unconditional love’ in human relationships, it can be problematic to 

treat this trust as the desideratum in any kind of human relationship. I have faith in the plumber, 

say, and totally trust him; he told me he will come and fix the low water pressure today. Still, I am 

not sure if I can extend my unconditionality to this case, even though I might practice this type of 

trust with my important others, and with God, and this trust is what is at stake in Christianity. 

Although I want to be a good Christian, showing unconditional love and trust to everyone, I am 
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unsure whether I can extend that unconditional trust even in this circumstance and to this person. 

I would put too much pressure on this condition. 

But, in general lines, trusting God, as I trust my loyal, so far husband’s unconditional love, 

is similar: I relate the two types of unconditionality, but without presupposing transcendence in the 

latter (ibid., 172-173). Although the Atlantic Ocean separates my husband and me, and I might 

think I have shreds of evidence that subvert this unconditionality, I continue to trust and believe in 

this interpersonal love as in God’s. And this is rational, since although faith and trust are acts, they 

do not include the outcomes of these acts, nor do they specify that acts are faithful when more 

evidence might be added. And that happens because faith and trust do not coincide with the 

outcome of an act. At some point, I might learn that my husband cheats on me. But, as an act of 

faith and trust at that moment, I am thinking on the right track, and this doesn’t subvert my 

rationality. This act of faith is just what it is. It is merely an act of faith, not the result of an action 

after my initial belief in it. An act of faith or trust is not the outcome of an act but merely an 

indication of my believing. A belief is rational, and so my trust is, but, as a result, more evidence 

might be needed to evaluate the outcome of this act of belief as rational as well. Mistrusting and 

believing that my husband cheats on me as a belief can be rational. Still, believing this to be true 

and waiting to see the result of this faith as an act of faith before the outcome of disloyalty and 

distrust, we may find it irrational. 

  In his seminal work Warranted Christian Belief (2000), Alvin Plantinga discusses trust, 

particularly in the context of evil, the defense of the Christian faith, and the A/C (Aquinas/Calvin) 

model, drawing on the Book of Job (Septuaginta 1949, 271-345/ Job 1-42:19). Besides Plantinga’s 

(2000, 374-380) references to the belief in the truth of Scripture, whereby trust is alluded to as 

knowledge and belief, we may seek clear references to trust per se. Discussing Job, purposefully 

at the end of his monograph, Plantinga (2000, 497-498) perceives Job’s story as the restoration of 

the ‘mistrust’ toward God rather than as a rejection of a possible ‘reason’ behind Job’s misfortunes. 

In this vein, when God reappears to Job, the aim is to restore this trust in Christian faith between 

the two parties. As Plantinga (ibid.) notes:  

 

And then when God comes to Job in the whirlwind, it is not to convince him that God really does 

have reasons (although it may, in fact, do this); it is instead to still the tempest in his soul, to quiet 

him, to restore his trust for God. The Lord gives Job a glimpse of his greatness, his beauty, his 
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splendid goodness; the doubts and turmoil disappear and are replaced, once more, by love and trust, 

a state of mind expressed in all its Christian completeness by the apostle Paul. 

 

In this way, trust appears to be intimately related to CFB and reaffirms what I had supported in the 

‘Theory and Method’ section and for Bishop above. Following Plantinga’s A/C model, falling out 

of trust means I lose the rational evidence for CFB, as I lose the internal impetus for it. And God 

intervenes in these moments to restore the intact relationship between faith and trust in Job’s story. 

As such, God underlines the interlinking of trust and belief-faith more broadly.  

Having moved from general forms of religious trust to biblical stories and gone back in 

time, we could say that trust is also discussed by the philosopher and theologian Søren Kierkegaard 

(1946) in his work Fear and Trembling: A Dialectical Lyric (1843). In this religious-philosophical 

context, this is done through the paradigm of Abraham and Isaac, which appears as a story of trust. 

Still, trust is not introduced as a topic per se prima facie; instead, it is combined with the known 

discussion of the leap of faith. For Kierkegaard (1946, 13-14, 47, 74, 86), this leap of faith appears 

to be a sort of risky trust in the Christian faith and belief that does not require any rational evidence. 

This leap of faith in Kierkegaard appears irrational when, in this proposal, risky action serves as 

rational evidence in CFB. The biblical story of Isaac and Abraham, about the sacrifice of Isaac and 

the divine intervention, belongs to that sort of leap of faith, in which trust outweighs rationality 

and risk. And Kierkegaard traces this biblical event and seeks to understand what lies behind this. 

Specifically, he traces the ethicality of this leap of faith, of this trusting relationship between God 

and Abraham, as well as between Isaac and Abraham, even when it seems that Isaac changes his 

position toward faith after the attempted sacrifice (ibid., 8).  

However, in fact, Kierkegaard does not search for this irrational leap of faith, but for this 

network of trust, this slow ‘trial,’ which converges on faith in God and persons (ibid., 63, 65, 70-

71). Kierkegaard searches for the foundations of this trust, even when it seems irrational, and how 

this was prompted ‘by faith’ (ibid.). As Kierkegaard (1946, 13-14) pictures this faith-trust-hope, 

beyond the sacrifice of Isaac:  

 

By faith Abraham received the promise that in his seed were to be blessed all the nations of the 

earth. Time passed, the possibility remained, Abraham believed: time passed, the possibility 

became absurd, Abraham believed. There was once a man who also lived in hope. Time passed, the 
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evening of his life drew near; and he was not so mean as to have forgotten his hope, and therefore 

he shall not be forgotten. 

 

Nonetheless, the type of risk I propose here first surpasses trust, this external, faithful hope as seen 

in Abraham, and, second, consists of rational evidence of Christian faith and belief from the outset. 

In this sense, this risk reverses Kierkegaard’s leap of faith, which is also seen as an irrational belief 

in a future outcome. In this MA thesis, therefore, risk is rational, though it is a forceful throwing 

into a risky condition without trustworthy safeguards. 

Along similar lines, within this religious and theological context, trust is widely thematized 

by the continental-oriented theologian Natalie Carnes. In Carnes’s (2020, 19, 44, 51, 56, 127, 148)  

monograph, Motherhood: A Confession, the personal and the religious entwine throughout a series 

of overlapping trusts, even in the same religious event. Trust extends from clear references to it to 

more latent forms, as in the following case, where a well-known biblical story exemplifies trust. 

According to Carnes (2020, 119), in her personal analogies with biblical motherhood, parenthood, 

and marriage, Virgin Mary, in the Annunciation, trusts the Angel, God, the Messiah to whom she 

will give birth, as well as her husband Joseph. At the same time, Joseph trusts Mary, the Angel, as 

well as God when Joseph learns of Mary’s pregnancy, and the Angel appears to him in a dream. 

According to Carnes (2020, 119-122), the obedience of this obscure figure, as it appears in the 

Gospels, that is, Joseph, translates into trust and deep faith despite the little evidence God gave 

him. Unfolding Carnes, this trust, even though it might convey little meaning, as illustrated by 

Mary and Joseph, constitutes rational evidence. This is so because all these acts that translate into 

trust follow and help promote the pre-arranged divine order. The network of trust we discussed in 

Kierkegaard reappears in Carnes’s chain narrative. Nonetheless, my risk account does not hold 

these external relationships with the past and the future. And because of this, it is rational, as it 

does not generate instrumental behaviors that might or might not apply in CFB next time. 

In contrast to the more studied trust accounts, the risk parameter associated with rationality 

and evidence is hardly addressed diachronically. The Princeton philosopher, Lara Buchak, has 

proposed one of the most inspiring models of risk. Buchak (2013), in her monograph, Risk and 

Rationality, has introduced risk in a transdisciplinary manner, alongside a series of mathematical, 

economic, and philosophical models. But while Buchak has worked on both religious and non-

religious faiths, Buchak or anyone else does not intend to associate risk with religious faith ad hoc. 



27 
 

Nonetheless, in contrast to other normative, clear-cut philosophical strands in transdisciplinary 

decision theory that overemphasize outcomes, Buchak (2013, 3) proposes a risk-weighted expected 

utility theory (REU theory). This theory includes ‘three subjective parameters: a utility function of 

outcomes, a probability function of states, and a risk function of probabilities that represents how 

the individual trades off securing good worst-case scenarios against allowing for good best-case 

scenarios.’ Which is to say, first, risk steps outside of narrow ways of decision-making that persist 

in a presupposed negative scenario as well as in rigid means-ends accounts, and second, this theory 

provides room for sciences like psychology and philosophy alongside mathematics and economics 

(ibid., 3-9, 48-59, 147). The subject of this proposed REU theory, in its entirety, takes on a more 

prominent role than usual, as new variables are considered. In my words, the rational decision may 

be studied, for example, as consistent with agents’ rationality within an optimizing decision theory 

that evaluates risks and potential assets. When it comes to risk-taking in Buchak (2013, 16, 47, 83, 

154), this nuanced subject does not only choose; a subject prefers to undertake a risky project, 

although the terms are occasionally used interchangeably, as she recognizes. Thus, Buchak shifts 

the focus from the rationality of the situation and the formation of sound, reasonable scenarios to 

the rationality of the subjects, who present risk as a matter of agency rather than as a condition. As 

such, from epistemology, we step into ethics. As risk is more freely decided than before, the agent 

carries greater weight and ‘responsibility’ in the conception of risk and its undertaking (ibid., 234). 

Still, this stands in contrast to the conditional risk account I develop within CFB in the third section 

of this chapter. In my approach, there are no agents; circumstances, instead, make one undertake 

risk. 

Again, moving back in time, as in trust, I will give another example of decision-making in 

the realm of risk, as well as another theory of risk. The well-known in English as Pascal’s wager 

is a decision theory and a theory of risk. The French homo universalis Blaise Pascal ([1670] 1999, 

152-158) introduced it in his Pensées. It suffices to consider how its argumentative line is deployed 

in section ‘XLV. Discourse Concerning the Machine,’ in his pensée number 680 (ibid.). Although 

Pascal’s wager is a wager, that is, a bet, still, as a bet for the existence of God, it considers the 

impact this might have on the agent who articulates this position. Therefore, it is a wager that aims 

to maximize the positive outcome of this bet. As such, Pascal’s wager falls within decision theory. 

It resembles discussions in mathematics and economics, as in game theory, which were articulated 

primarily in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries (Fischhoff and Kadvany 2011, 11, 41, 69, 76-
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79, 136). And this is the case because Pascal’s wager aims to maximize the benefits of his decision 

theory of risk, as current accounts of decision theory do (Hawley 2012, 10). Believing in God 

outweighs the benefits of non-believing ‘in an afterlife,’ that is, in an external and hopeful, future 

messianic moment (ibid.). So, what’s better and more rational, according to this interpretive line, 

than maximizing the benefits rather than risking them? In a series of exceptional paragraphs, Pascal 

(1999, 156) postulates in one of his concluding remarks in a discourse of risk, win, and cost that: 

‘§ I tell you that you will win thereby in this life, and that at every step you take along this path, 

you will see so much certainty of winning and so negligible a risk, that you will realize in the end 

that you have wagered on something certain and infinite, for which you have paid nothing.’ 

Nevertheless, this MA thesis does not employ this form of betting or wagering. Risk is not 

limited to the calculated risk of an instrumentalized and expected bet. The expected risk is not a 

risk here. Thus, this research proposal, as far as I am concerned, is the first to introduce the heuristic 

parameter of risk alongside trust in the bibliography in order to discuss the rationality of evidence 

in CFB. And it is also the first time that this is pursued through the paradigmatic use of specific 

novels. In parallel, this proposal on risk is not limited to decision theory or the issues of consistency 

and integrity, as Buchak’s proposal is. Dealing with the philosophical and psychological notions 

of consistency and personal integrity presupposes an engagement with subjectivity and agency. 

But though related to risk, these topics would shift the focus from the rationality of CFB to the 

rationality of agents in choosing CFB. And that would be a totally different project. Furthermore, 

rationality cannot be confined to consistency. This leads to an instrumentalized, while calculated, 

take on risk.  

In the same vein, although this research proposal could easily raise ethical concerns, I stress 

that this project is not directed toward ethics but rather toward epistemology. Epistemology also 

shapes the premises of most of my references in this research area of risk, even overshadowing the 

metaphysical nuance of the arguments. For instance, we notice these metaphysical implications in 

the parallel internal-external aspects of CFB as deployed by Alston and Plantinga. However, a joint 

project in epistemology and metaphysics would require different framing and sufficient space. 

Furthermore, against this backdrop, this research proposal holds that metaphysical investigation 

presupposes assessing the rationality of evidence in the face of risk in CFB. So, it implies that the 

epistemological dimension of its substrate metaphysics is a prior movement to metaphysics. The 
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epistemology of the rational evidence of risk precedes the metaphysics of the place of risk in CFB 

and the components of this internal-external placement in it. 

To identify what lies within or to discriminate its components, I must define myself in this 

process. I should find my position as a knowing subject in it even before distinguishing these 

metaphysical movements within my subject matter. Otherwise, how do I know that what I perceive 

is risk rather than trust? The fact that I see the components of risk doesn’t mean I know it is a risk, 

any more than seeing the ingredients of bread means I know it’s also bread. In both cases, I cannot 

know these facts in advance, especially when analyzing and examining their components and the 

nature of the material. 

 

2.2. A Critical Take on Previous Research in the Rationality of Evidence in CFB 

 

It’s time to assess my references critically. I pursue this critique by examining the rationality of 

evidence in CFB and explaining why CFB’s evidence is rational and important. I will start with 

Reformed or Calvinist epistemology, although this MA thesis does not fall within this realm. Still, 

this standpoint is central to my topic and research area. This Calvinist epistemological perspective, 

as it downplays the necessity of religious evidence, evokes an innate sense of the divine (sensus 

divinitatis), not limited to the verificatory value of propositions (cf. Wolterstorff 1990, 396-417). 

We may consider this sense as another form of evidence in place of scientific evidence. Plantinga 

summarizes this epistemological project in that dialogue with the philosopher and proponent of 

New Atheism, Daniel Dennett (Dennett and Plantinga 2011, 9). Aiming to show that Christian faith 

and belief are not far from science and its conception of evidence, Plantinga maintains that: 

 

Belief in God is seldom accepted on the basis of the teleological argument, or indeed any argument 

or propositional evidence at all. Both untutored observation and current research in the scientific 

study of religion suggest that a tendency to believe in God or something like God, apart from any 

propositional evidence, is part of our native cognitive endowment. Furthermore, if theistic belief is 

true, it probably doesn’t require propositional evidence for its rational acceptance. As I argue in 

Warranted Christian Belief, if theistic belief is true, then very likely it has both rationality and 

warrant in the basic way, that is, not on the basis of propositional evidence. If theistic belief is true, 

then very likely there is a cognitive structure something like John Calvin’s sensus divinitatis, an 

original source of warranted theistic belief. In this way belief in God, like belief in other minds, has 
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its own source of rationality and warrant, and doesn’t depend on argument from other sources for 

those estimable qualities. The demise of the teleological argument, if indeed evolution has 

compromised it, is little more of a threat to rational belief in God than the demise of the argument 

from analogy for other minds is to rational belief in other minds. 

 

That is to say, the instigation of the Holy Spirit, this integrated, internal warrant, and the 

“properly basic” sense of the divine are what attribute rationality to my faith compared to other 

external rational projects (Plantinga 2007, 74-82; 2015, 30-40; 2000, 151; 1981, 41-51). At the 

same time, this internal sense is part of an external source. As such, we encounter an internal-

external epistemology again, as in Alston, through Plantinga’s A/C model, where the internal sense 

is reinforced by a divine, external element, exerted on the devotee’s internal sense (Plantinga 2015, 

45-48). Yet this Calvinist attitude, or at least this Calvinist take, as seen mainly in Plantinga and 

Wolterstorff, though phenomenally less so in Buchak, is dubious enough. Being unsupported by 

propositional logic and grounded in an unverified internal sense, this internal rationality, which is 

not confined to evidence, can lead to a form of skepticism. 

If CFB is limited only to this internal sense of the divine, then we move on to the area of 

one’s idiosyncrasy, personal traits, psychological features, and religious beliefs that cannot offer a 

horizontal, reductive account of CFB. If that is the case regarding faith, evidence, and rationality, 

then we cannot offer a structural account of CFB or investigate the sorts of evidence within it, such 

as risk evidence. In fact, we cannot study CFB as a phenomenon. But, beyond denominational 

discussions, everything can be reduced to diachronic features that can recompose it. Maternal love, 

though not the same everywhere, has some structural features when analyzed, if we are to provide 

a reductive account of it. Otherwise, if I were supporting the idea that maternal love is an 

idiosyncratic matter, then I would probably support the most cruel and illegal things in this matter. 

That would happen because motherhood would be diminished into my idiosyncrasy. Certainly, 

someone could maintain that, as your Calvinism might not function properly, the same applies to 

your motherhood. Still, wouldn’t that be an issue of idiosyncrasy and individual features? Who 

then would evaluate my condition to ensure it functions throughout and that I am on the right 

track? And if that were possible, would that also offer rational evidence and validity in my internal 

sense of the divine? Wouldn’t I have lost this internal estimation of rational evidence in CFB? 
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I mentioned that this skepticism regarding sensus divinitatis appears to play a lesser role in 

Buchak. Still, as in Plantinga’s and Wolterstorff’s frameworks, a similar skepticism is encountered 

in Buchak. This occurs because religious faith and belief, specifically Christian faith, are equated 

with other forms of faith (e.g., Buchak 2012, 225-247; 2023, 740-759). As such, CFB finally loses 

its distinct character and becomes an intuitive category like any other kind of faith. Even if there 

is an innate category and possibility for me to believe in God, which is probably a bit more intense 

compared to other types of faith and beliefs, following Buchak’s accounts, nothing can affirm the 

universal rationality of this faith’s evidence in relation to others. Nor can it underscore the value 

of this type of faith when it is studied alongside the others, as is often the case in Buchak (e.g., 

2012, 225-247). I do not assert that we should create a verifying propositional logic for faith in the 

divine as a counterproposal to Buchak’s project. Yet I am still curious about how the rationality of 

evidence in religious faith, along with its unique characteristics, could be upheld if it were equated 

with ordinary forms of faith. And if it is so, then what does faith constitute in the discipline of 

theology? If this equation is valid about faith, then why and how is faith the subject of disciplines 

like theology and philosophy? How could religious faith be central to devotees’ lives but not exist 

or be examined as a theological topic in terms of evidence and rationality? An answer suggesting 

that there is no standard definition of faith, belief, and evidence, or that religion has its own reasons 

and rationality, would likely lead to the skepticism mentioned above. 

Particularly, if we followed the aforementioned skeptical paradigm, equating all kinds of 

faith and belief with the religious one, then all types of faith would inevitably be the same and thus 

indistinguishable from one another. I understand that this occurs when one seeks to legitimize the 

examination of religious faith in fields other than theology and religious studies, thereby equating 

this area of study with various types of faith. Nonetheless, this research attitude can lead to a type 

of “anything-goes” skepticism. The phrase “anything-goes” alongside ‘idiosyncrasy’ comes from 

the philosopher of science, Paul K. Feyerabend ([1975] 1993, 18-19, 159, 177, 230-231). We have 

also seen the ‘anything-goes’ used in Alston and Wolterstorff. Yet, while Feyerabend’s book is 

inspiring and stresses the importance of perspective in research, science, and art, it also has its 

drawbacks. To flesh this out through my proposal: if faith, e.g., as CFB, is everywhere and seen 

anywhere, then it is also nowhere. Epistemologically, I lose CFB’s distinct features, and I cannot 

be sure that I still perceive and examine the same phenomenon. And this anything-goes seems to 

be presumed in Buchak’s proposals, who, throughout her work, persists in correlating these two 
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types of faith, the religious, particularly Christian, faith-belief, and the ordinary one. Buchak does 

this to reaffirm the validity and rationality of CFB and to argue that it is not deprived of rationality 

by the absence or seeming absence of evidence, as is often the case with beliefs and faith in 

everyday life (cf. Buchak 2017b, 113-133; 2014, 49-73). Nonetheless, I do not equate CFB with 

any kind of faith and belief, as Buchak does. If I were undertaking this, how would I also be able 

to distinguish them? How could CFB be differentiated from any other faith? And I still support the 

claim that we can find valid, rational evidence in CFB through risk, rather than through trust or 

through the practical reasoning we accept for pragmatic reasons, because the condition is as such. 

After this set of clarifications, I should note that my approach is not confined to the historical 

and philosophical developments of evidentialism. Nevertheless, the absence of a sense of evidence 

in CFB, beyond the subject, and notwithstanding what is valid in daily accounts, leads to fideism 

and foundationalism. By evidentialism, I mean, briefly, the philosophical tendencies that extend 

from the medieval philosopher Thomas Aquinas and culminate in movements including Logical 

Positivism (Plantinga 2007, 40-44, 74). Yet, even logical positivism, initiated by the Vienna Circle, 

underwent important shifts over time (Murphy 1993, 52-58). In the long term, logical positivism, 

as neopositivism and beyond, was not merely associated with logical proofs and strict empirical 

evidence (ibid., 82-85, 201). However, the lack of a counterproposal for another kind of evidence, 

still of equal epistemic value to faithful evidence, could lead to skepticism or psychologism, even 

if that is not the intention of Plantinga, Wolterstorff, and Buchak. 

This lack can lead to a “de gustibus non est disputandum” attitude and thesis, transforming 

CFB into an indisputable matter of taste, an issue confined to one’s idiosyncrasy and beliefs once 

again. And if the counterproposal were not presented within a universally valid, anthropological 

project, it would move toward a psychologistic position. It is worth noting that while Alston (1993, 

121-123) does not ultimately accept a Kantian-informed framework for mystical perception, he 

still refers to the transcendentality in Kant’s categories for ‘the experience in an objective world.’ 

Wolterstorff (1998, 1-18) also emphasizes the need to include Kant in philosophical theology, but 

through the Scottish empiricist philosopher Thomas Reid, mixing the intuitive categories with the 

objects of the sensorium, the intuitive representation of the eagle, following his examples, with the 

empirical eagle. That is to say, they both seek a unificatory basis for their claims. On the contrary, 

Plantinga (2000, 9-31) is suspicious of a Kantian framework embedded in his view, because of the 
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same transcendental subject and Plantinga’s A/C epistemological model. Yet, in terms of rational 

evidence, his A/C model could benefit from Kant’s schema about unification. 

One could argue that psychologism is partially addressed in the bibliography through the lens 

of trust as a unifying human value. Even more so, since faith and trust etymologically interrelate. 

Nonetheless, the rationality of evidence in CFB cannot be limited to the axis of trust, as I explain 

below. This can again lead to the absence of rational evidence, as well as to questions about agency, 

subjectivity, and a form of skepticism. To build trust, we must focus on this trusting relationship 

and set aside the rest if it is to develop. Nevertheless, risk may be a more efficient category than 

trust in terms of self-coherence and the inherent justification it provides. Reversing the internal-

external epistemology, as we have seen in Alston or Plantinga, risk, in stark contrast to trust, creates 

the appropriate background for the emergence of rational evidence in CFB. 

 

2.3. Risk Analysis: Proposing a New Framework on Rational Evidence in CFB, Based on Risk 

 

What could happen in the theological realm if we were utilizing the parameter of risk instead of 

trust, as I propose? What if the non-instrumentalized and “non-conformist,” as opposed to trust, 

risk in believing were used as the rational evidence of Christian faith? And this element of risk is 

what sets this MA thesis apart from other research projects in theology and beyond. And by saying 

this, the working assumption and recurring question of this proposal pops up: what does it mean 

to reaffirm rationally, in this way, the ratio of evidence in Christian faith? A short functional answer 

is that, in CFB, risk, not trust, as rational evidence, is part of a complex procedure of subjectivation 

that constructs new subjectivities. Still, I cannot fully engage in this discussion because it could be 

another research project. 

As we will see in Franny’s case and in Sylvie’s and Ruth’s, risk is the rational reaffirmation 

of faith as the subjects participate in these dynamic procedures of leaping into faith while seeking 

rational evidence for it. As such, they are shaped and constructed as subjects through this risky 

leap-thrownness into faith. And this condition, in parallel, is what is constructing and justifying 

the rationality of this leap in CFB. However, can this risky leap be rational in CFB in a sense other 

than merely this instrumentalized construction of subjectivities? Can risk work differently than 

this subjectivation that employs the risk as a means? Can we reverse this subjectivation as we 
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dissociated faith from trust, and reconnect it with risk? How rational is risk when one leaps into 

this? Can this type of risk also be dangerous? 

What we have seen is that trust, though partially risky, is conforming and instrumentalizing. 

It entails prior knowledge and the “hope” that the outcome might be positive. But, leaving trust, 

the risky engagement of these literary characters with CFB is grounded in a prior admission. That 

is, regardless of the outcome, the devotees act rationally. And through this belief in the rationality 

attained by risk, these figures reaffirm, by this evidence and against any outcome, the rationality 

entailed in CFB. The risky rational evidence for faith is faith and belief in the Christian faith and 

belief, without that constituting a tautology. Here, faith is a sensible risk because it does not take 

the form of an instrumentalized and illusory trust, given that trust has a long history of association 

with hope (cf. Ratcliffe 2023, 1-11). Compared with the optimistic illusions of hope accompanying 

trust, in the case of risk, devotees can throw themselves into it from the outset.  

Still, this claim and condition do not presuppose that there is a divine economy, a designed 

plan, a top-down management stemming from God, behind my actions. Nor that, whatever the 

outcome, it will necessarily be positive. If that were the case, if I were overfocusing on this divine 

plan, I would instrumentalize risk. But the risk, instead, in CFB is the faith in something beyond 

myself, and the rational evidence is the content of this risk, even in its negative expressions, as it 

deviates from the calculated trust. And given this last parameter, this proposal shows why and how 

it does not adhere to decision theory. While it does not assess risk as a variable in decision-making, 

as its rationale, it remains a justifiable choice since the act of faith does not entail the act act, that 

is, the outcome of the condition described in the act of faith. 

Particularly, rationality is at play when I take this risk, as I do not have to lose anything in 

a situation, whereas hopeful trust cannot guarantee a positive outcome in it. Still rationally, I decide 

to set aside the optimistic components of trust and instead put myself at risk, disengaging from 

instrumentalized trust and throwing myself into liberating risk. And it is liberating because there 

is no instrumental condition between me as a devotee and faith-belief. And through this liberating, 

while risky, though rational condition, I liberate and renew myself. As such, we have reversed the 

instrumentalized, though risky, subjectivation and the construction of subjectivities that one could 

track in Franny, Sylvie, and Ruth. These figures do not put themselves at risk for any reason other 

than the goodness of the risk itself, and thus, they reinforce the inherent rationality of this risky 

evidence in CFB. They function according to what they have available in a state of risk. And that 
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is more rational than hoping for or trusting something beyond what is readily given to them. It is 

a risky condition in religious contexts that they must manage. 

In this sense, the risky component of faith is rational because it enables me to dissociate 

myself from optimistic trust and from an instrumentalized relationship with faith. The premise is 

that this renewal of selfhood and subjectivity arises from an essential engagement with faith that 

promotes this transformation by risk. I do not take the risk because Christian faith and belief will 

help me; instead, I take it for the sake of the risk embedded in CFB. Deciding whether to believe 

or not is a risk, as is deciding whether to remain in or leave my house. Both decisions involve risk 

and may be equally rational. What distinguishes the latter, staying home, from the former, the risk 

embedded in Christian faith and belief, is the need I have to reaffirm this risky decision in other 

cases beyond CFB. Deciding to take the risk and stay home requires justification and a series of 

facts and events that reaffirm my choice. That is, ordinary faith is prone to instrumentalization to 

some extent, even in the face of risk. 

I stay home because it is raining outside, and when it rains, many car accidents happen. I 

am afraid this might happen to me this time, so it seems rational to me to stay home and accept 

another set of risks than the one down the road. After a little while, I read the news and learned 

that an awful car accident had happened in my neighborhood. I also heard the noise. However, I 

was mopping the floor in my apartment at the same time, and I twisted my ankle. Thus, I accepted 

the risk of staying inwards, avoided another risk by going outwards, and faced the outcome of my 

risky action in the meantime. The upshot was that it was better to twist my ankle. Next time, things 

might be worse than this, but when someone asks why I don’t go outside, I reaffirm my decision 

by recounting what happened in the street yesterday.  

Therefore, for this ordinary faith and risk, my decision can be evidenced as said. I even 

instrumentalize these events from this day onwards. But how can I reaffirm my risky decision as 

a piece of evidence in CFB? What can I invoke thereof when I have already undertaken the risk? 

In my risky engagement with CFB, the only rational evidence is that I am liberated from illusory, 

optimistic hopes of trust and from this instrumentalized condition of faith. Thus, I focus on the 

condition before me, and this makes this risky condition rational. I hold this belief-faith, risking it 

rationally, throwing myself into this, just for the faith’s sake. I do not believe in something beyond 

faith, such as trust; rather, risk exists within faith. And this makes the risky condition rational, even 

though it appears unstable or capricious, since I believe in it, whatever the outcome.  
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Instead, in that ordinary example, I possibly sound irrational when invoking evidence of 

my risk, choosing one risk over another. Yet, someone would not characterize me as such if I were 

to state that I accept the risk of believing for the risk of it, without waiting for any benefit. Someone 

would rather find me extremely rational. However, this would not be the case if I were explaining 

to someone that I have particular purposes for believing in Christianity. Or that I trust God and I 

think that this trusting relationship will benefit me in the long term, though not only instrumentally. 

And that would be irrational even for me. How would I rationally evaluate the outcome of trust 

and risk, taking either the one or the other side as the appropriate sort of rational evidence in CFB? 

So, risk, compared to trust, would put me in a better position. Each time, I would risk believing in 

CFB for internal reasons, regardless of the outcome. Hence, I wouldn’t move toward irrationalism 

and an instrumental relationship with faith, as external trust presupposes, when it calls me to 

believe in something that lies beyond trust. 

What I have done so far is reverse the internal-external relationship we have already seen 

in Plantinga and, to an extent, in Buchak, especially when she associates religious faith with its 

ordinary form. The rationality of evidential CFB does not lie in me as an internal sense of the 

divine source that guarantees my CFB, unlike external rational accounts, which lack this faith and 

rationality of the same source. On the contrary, the internal-external tension in CFB here concerns 

the distinction between trust and risk. Risk is an internal component of CFB, even in its trust 

dimensions; therefore, it is rational to believe in it and throw oneself at it. Conversely, trust is 

grounded in factors beyond CFB and in external factors, independent of faith and belief. It is a 

hopeful scenario and an implication that originates in faith, but it is still not an integral component 

of CFB, since it is not grounded in faith and belief per se, as in risk, as when I throw myself at 

something.  

The rationale, therefore, for choosing trust over risk is to undertake a partial risk. When 

discussing trust and risk, we tend to bring the positives and negatives of the scenarios to the table. 

But as we have seen through Buchak’s account of risk in the first section of the second chapter, 

risk cannot be arbitrarily associated with negativity. For this reason, I largely set aside this positive-

versus-negative dimension of trust and risk. Instead, I ponder trust and risk from both internal and 

external perspectives. Trust is linked to the external, and risk to the internal. External trust lies in 

hope, utopia, and messianism. And there is a significant body of philosophical literature with 

religious associations, grounded in this externalism and the radicality of these concepts (cf. Bloch 
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[1964] 2000). Conversely, risk entails an internal aspect. But against positive accounts of trust 

alongside hope, utopia, and messianism, trust, due to its externality, here takes on a negative tone, 

in contrast to risk. Trust appears to lead to irrationalism. I am awaiting something on the horizon. 

I do not riskily throw myself at what I have before me without intending a thing that lies far away 

from me and the current moment. 

Therefore, the rationality of the otherwise risky trust coincides with the instrumentalization 

of CFB. I have faith because I believe this trust might lead me to what I aim for, and because it is 

not as risky as risk. It is worth noting that when someone seeks to justify their belief, they employ 

trust, in the sense of help, as evidence. They claim that a divine power has greatly helped them in 

several aspects of life, with the past serving as an authoritative reference and source of validity. In 

the Orthodox Christian Church, one might beg a saint appropriate to a life difficulty. One’s relatives 

might place their trust in church rituals, beginning from that trusting relationship with God they 

find rational and directly associate with faith (cf. Fouka et al. 2012, 1058-1068). In times of illness 

and serious disease, regardless of denomination, many devotees pray for health, assuming that, 

when it is beneficial, it comes from a divine source as a reward for their past religious work and 

behavior. Nevertheless, even if this saint does not help me this time, my trust in him/her will not 

weaken if I situate myself under this set of assumptions about trust, faith, and rational evidence. 

The trustworthiness of CFB, as I experience it as a devotee, will persist, situated in a different 

place from risk. Next time, I will still place my trust in this Saint rather than the risky thought that 

there will be nothing new in my medical condition, once again. 

I do not criticize this attitude; this trust is an anthropological feature, especially in difficult 

situations. Pastoral care of health, for instance, will engage with concepts such as trust and hope 

more than with risk in critical moments, but also, generally speaking (cf. Baab 2018; Wells et al. 

2024, 2012-2015, 2023-2026). Relationships can be built on trust, and we need this element in our 

lives. Nonetheless, this calculated and calculable risk in CFB, that is, the instrumental trust I place 

in a deity in moments of life, would not be a risk but a risky trust underpinned by safeguards. It 

would not be as when I believe in CFB, even if this none helps me with my medical condition. As 

such, this risk in trust would be less promotive and rational than the absolutely risky condition in 

CFB, in which no one guarantees the outcome. Still, one might wonder where rational evidence is 

when I believe in a Saint who will not save me in these critical moments, that is, when I believe in 

the risk. Can it be rational to believe just to believe in CFB, even without trust feelings, only based 
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on risk? But exactly this liminal condition is that which proves beneficial and thus, rational, during, 

not after, the act of faith and my risky engagement with it.  

Summarizing, the evidence of CFB is the condition I have before me. CFB’s rational evidence 

is when I put myself at risk for its own sake. I do not believe in something external, like what trust 

implies, but in the risky condition that lies within CFB. This evidence is rational because it is not 

based on external factors, such as trust, but on internal factors that extend only within CFB, not 

beyond it. In the same vein, the second and third chapters are devoted to the what-if and when-at 

categories of risk as rational evidence in CFB. These terms are created and employed for the first 

time. But before moving to these chapters, it is important to introduce Salinger’s and Robinson’s 

novels and how these two novels help us navigate these two categories of risk: the what-if risk in 

Salinger’s novel and the when-at-risk in Robinson’s. 

 

2.4. Introducing Salinger’s and Robinson’s Novels: A Few Words about Philosophy of Literature 

and this Textual Selection 

 

Philosophy of literature is today seen either as a philosophical area within analytic philosophy or 

as a philosophical subfield of philosophical aesthetics. The analytic philosophy of literature is 

conceived as distinct from the more continental-European literary theory or theory of literature, 

which is also closely associated with various kinds of literary and cultural studies. However, the 

philosophy of literature often employs notions from these disciplines as well. But, in contrast to 

continental literary theory, the research interests in philosophy of literature revolve around fiction, 

fictionality, and fictitiousness, value theory, reference and truth, imagination and creativity, as well 

as ethics, moral psychology, or philosophy of mind, including of perception and of consciousness, 

often in a transdisciplinary sense. Still, even by transdisciplinarity, the lens remains strictly within 

analytic philosophy for investigating the areas of interest above (cf. Danto 2010, 52-67). 

The analytic philosophers Peter Lamarque (2009; [1994] 2002) and Stein Haugom Olsen 

([1994] 2002) are prominent figures in the philosophy of literature and have systematized it as a 

field, indicating the above-mentioned topics as the main areas of analytic philosophy of literature 

and analytical philosophical aesthetics. The Harvard philosophers and professors Richard Moran 

(2017) and Sean Dorrance Kelly have also worked on topics like imagination and religion through 

the philosophy of literature. Drawing on the philosophy of mind, philosophy of action/action 
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theory, and moral psychology, they both cross the analytic and continental philosophical divides 

in the realm of philosophy of literature. The monograph, for example, All Things Shining: Reading 

the Western Classics to Find Meaning in a Secular Age by Hubert Dreyfus and Sean Dorrance 

Kelly (2011), crosscuts philosophical subfields, such as philosophy of literature and philosophy of 

religion, as well as philosophical directions, such as the analytic and the continental. However, the 

focus of that book is literature broadly understood, and religion is merely a vehicle across various 

“literary” cases. Instead, here, I only illustrate my research proposal in philosophy of religion and 

philosophical theology through the lens of the philosophy of literature, using selected examples as 

thought experiments (cf. briefly Ichikawa and Jarvis 2009, 221-246). Yet, I do not aim to provide 

another reading of these novels. 

And that is what distinguishes this approach to risk in CFB as a sort of rational evidence from 

other proposals. Others might purport to offer another reading of these novels on axes, whereas 

the selected novels exemplify my framework. The literary works are used more as an “exemplum” 

in my approach, in a kind of philosophy of literature, rather than as a comparative material for a 

literary analysis. My approach to these two paradigms illustrates the framework I construct, rather 

than these paradigms themselves. That is, my approach is not limited to offering an interpretation 

of the literary works. Conversely, these literary works are provided as examples of this theoretical 

approach, meaning that I draw selectively on aspects of these novels. Yet these aspects are still not 

far from any textually grounded literary interpretation of these literary works.  

To move on, in Sallinger (1964), I focus on Franny’s ‘nervous breakdown,’ which reaches its 

climax at the end of the novel. This breakdown proves to be a religious crisis for a twenty-year-

old woman we meet in 1955 (Salinger 1964, 50, 52-53, 56, 90, 175). Franny is an undergraduate 

student at an Ivy League university in North America and a talented amateur actress. And Franny 

experiences this condition during and after a restaurant date with her boyfriend, Lane, as well as 

in the “household” atmosphere of her paternal house (ibid., 3, 10-44, 103, 123-202). And in that 

“household,” this condition further unfolds and ends. In my discussion of this novel, in terms of a 

what-if risky rational evidence of CFB, I concentrate first on Franny’s speech during the restaurant 

conversation with her boyfriend in the first part of the novel, and second on the dialogue at the end 

of the book with one of her younger brothers, Zooey (ibid., 1-44, 45-202). Zooey is slightly older 

than Franny, but he is one of her younger siblings compared with the rest, and closer to her age. 

The dialogue with Zooey focuses primarily on his comments about Franny’s mental condition. 
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In particular, Franny and Zooey’s dialogue centers on the competitions they both participated 

in as child prodigies, as well as on the “Fat Lady.” This Lady is Jesus, who was constantly around 

them, according to the sayings of their late elder brother, Seymour (ibid., 200-202). At this point, 

I stress that I do not touch upon Eastern Orthodox religious practices, New Age elements, or the 

spiritual but not religious (SBNR) category, as this novel is not strictly limited to these topics (cf. 

Heelas, P., Woodhead, L., et al. 2005). Also, one might seriously miss significant aspects of its 

interpretation by overemphasizing certain aspects and remaining within a strictly denominational 

discussion. As Zooey brings to his mother’s notice, Mrs. Glass, regarding Franny’s breakdown: 

‘“[…] This thing with Franny is strictly non-sectarian.”’ (Salinger 1964, 94-95) Even the Eastern 

Orthodox case, as described in the novel, is not limited to this doctrine, as Christianity is not limited 

to Roman Catholicism, according to Zooey, and these figures acknowledge this as well (ibid., 94-

95, 107-108). It is the broader ideas and structural characteristics of the Christian faith and belief, 

rather than the specifics of a doctrine or denomination, that concern Franny and the rest of their 

family. Yet, the “mystic” religious atmosphere persists. As Zooey comments on his discussion with 

Franny at the end of the book: ‘“Walt and Boo Boo had the hottest religious philosophies in the 

family.”’ (ibid., 154) And what Zooey means by this is the content of these synthetic frameworks 

and syncretic ideas they shared, as well as those Franny appreciates. 

Specifically, the thought experiment in this novel is grounded in a risky what-if scenario. What 

I mean is that Franny’s rational evidence for CFB rests on Zooey’s recommendations (ibid., 195-

202). So, what happens when Franny accepts this risky scenario to rationally reaffirm the CFB as 

evidenced around her, according to Zooey’s advice? At this point, I want to highlight that the 

examination of risk as a form of rational evidence in CFB unfolds in this novel through actions 

and narrative scenes, rather than through the figures’ agency and subjectivity. Risk is not regarded 

as an opportunity to construct subjectivities or for the character’s mental development each time. 

The same applies to Sylvie and Ruth. In this MA thesis, with regard to risk, the focus shifts from 

the characters/figures of the novels to their actions and how these actions, as narrated, convey the 

rational evidence entailed in CFB. And thus, the research lens centers on these actions as they are 

performed by figures that are replicas of one another. The ordinary and unchanging repetition that 

these novels appraise to a greater or lesser extent also permeates the characters in these novels.  

Zooey shares commonalities with Franny not only as her brother but also as the masculine 

alternative and complement to Franny. In the same vein, in Robinson, we come across a series of 
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figures who share not only names but also common features. For example, Sylvie and Ruth-Ruthie 

in Robinson echo the female members of their families, namely, when they are seen as ancestors 

and antecedents rather than “living members.” Sylvie shares a name with her mother, Sylvia Foster, 

who is also Ruth’s grandmother (Robinson 1981, 3, 39). Sylvie resembles, too, her own sister and 

Ruth’s mother, Helen Stone-Foster (ibid., 145, 166-167). Similarly, Ruth resembles not only her 

mother but also her aunt Sylvie. And as her Biblical effigy connotes, Ruthie accompanies her law-

relative, her “simulacrum,” her slightly elder but young aunt, on a world’s journey (ibid., 182, 

186). Thus, since we encounter simulacra in both novels, we cannot speak of risky accounts in 

terms of agency and subjectivity. Rather, we realize that risk can be an inherent part of rational 

evidence in CFB conditions. And for this reason, I discuss actions because any kind of agency and 

subjectivity is lost amid this series of similarities between the names and characters of these literary 

works. 

Of course, the present project is not a hermeneutic approach to these novels or a comparative 

study, despite this discussion of their commonalities. Still, Salinger helps me move beyond the 

“Calvinist” or “Reformed Epistemology” of which even Plantinga (2000, 347-349) is critical, even 

though he seemed to propose it for years and is frequently entwined with it. And this Calvinist 

dimension is something one might, arbitrarily, associate with Robinson in this MA thesis, given 

that I have also examined Plantinga and Wolterstorff. But although it would be epistemologically 

valid and reasonable to combine the study of Calvin in Robinson with references to Plantinga or 

Wolterstorff, this would constitute another, albeit far too limited, project focused on the above 

figures. It would be another kind of MA thesis that avoids addressing specific questions and thus 

merely pinpoints similarities and differences.  

Instead, I draw on widely acknowledged sources in philosophical theology and the philosophy 

of religion in order to explore a broader yet more specific question: the rationality of evidence in 

Christian faith and belief, understood through risk rather than trust. At the same time, even in risk, 

I further distinguish between two kinds of risk: the what-if and the when-at. Moreover, the 

influence of Calvinism and American Transcendentalism on Robinson is well documented and 

acknowledged by her and other scholars in her literary works and essays (e.g., vid. Cunning 2021, 

17-44; Walton, H. 2021, 33-44). Thus, a similar project would significantly lack research interest 

unless the proposed research plan focused on a specific topic and offered something new.  



42 
 

Conversely, through the suggestive lens, there is no relevant project in philosophical theology 

or the philosophy of religion. The risky, thus rational, evidence in CFB, as reaffirmed by two 

literary cases, is a new proposal. So far as I am concerned, there is no prior study that examines 

these two novels along the same axes or within the same areas of interest. In parallel with the last 

observation, this project can also be applied to other fields that also span across disciplines, as here 

with philosophy and theology. Furthermore, by considering only Robinson, we cannot assess the 

value of this research proposal. Given the space constraints, we would need at least one additional 

author to evaluate this proposal and Robinson’s work when examining it. Otherwise, this approach 

would appear as a research proposal on Robinson. And this would ultimately prove inefficient, 

even when examining a single Robinson novel. There would not be another work for comparison 

to grasp her novel’s contribution to the discussion about faith and risk, even if this proposal does 

not ultimately fall within the scope of comparative or literary studies.  

And from that point on, I move to Sylvie’s and Ruthie’s risky, as well as evidential, relationship 

with CFB in Robinson’s (1981) Housekeeping. Even though American transcendentalism is more 

prevalent here than Calvinism, one might say, I will not limit my proposal to these influences in 

Robinson’s writing, nor to Calvinism, as mentioned. What concerns me instead is the rational, 

evidential Christian faith that unfolds in this novel via the melting-and-infusing encounter between 

two characters: Sylvie, Ruthie’s aunt on her mother’s side, and Ruthie, Sylvie’s niece. Yet I 

approach the two female characters as a singularity. As I have noted, Sylvie shares her mother’s 

name, Sylvia, who is Ruthie’s grandmother. However, it is interesting that at some point in the 

novel, during the first encounter with Sylvie, the name Ruth, as the same character has told us at 

the beginning that ‘they call her,’ becomes Ruthie (ibid., 1). It starts to resemble her aunt’s name, 

Sylvie. Sylvie calls her “Ruthie” during their first encounter rather than simply “Ruth” (ibid., 45). 

In these lines, regarding the same-sense singularity of Robinson’s novel compared to the rest of 

her work, I will not include references to her other novels or to her essay collections in this MA 

thesis. Housekeeping stands out compared to the rest of the textual corpus, whether novels or 

essays, in terms of quality and content, I claim. Meanwhile, this comparative work between a debut 

novel and the rest of her novels could be another research proposal. 

Additionally, most of Robinson’s essays, all written after this book, further illuminate her later 

novels and writing, rather than her debut novel. Aside from one brief reference in Robinson’s 

(2012, 86-87) essay collection When I Was a Child I Read Books, we cannot find many elements 
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in all her writing pieces, whether novels or essays, that particularly enlighten our reading of this 

debut novel. However, considering the theological focus of this MA thesis as well as the religious 

character of Robinson’s novels, one could even argue that this debut novel is not as “theological-

religious” as the rest of her literary or essay work. Novels such as Gilead, for instance, thematize 

theological matters straightforwardly, in contrast to the suggestive novel (cf., too, Cunning 2021, 

42-48). 

Nonetheless, I support that this “liminal” position within her broader textual corpus is precisely 

what makes it the most appropriate milieu for similar theologically oriented projects that explore 

the risky rationality of evidence in CFB. Sylvie and Ruth, through their mutual infusion, personify 

the when-at-risk condition that evidences the rationality of CFB, even if this novel does not seem 

to revolve around religious themes as the rest of Robinson’s work does. Still, as Hungerford (2010, 

120) observes:  

 

If metaphor is the language of collapse, simile is the language that maintains difference within the 

embrace of kinship. The truth of this is fully realized in Housekeeping, which repeatedly works out 

from the verbal figure of simile to the extended logic of analogy. […] The novel’s poetic style becomes 

the literary equivalent of the analogical work found in much traditional religious thought – a mode of 

thought long examined by scholars of Christianity. 

 

In this analogical way, this novel shows the when-at type of risk, when one is already exposed to 

risk. As such, this literary work provides rational evidence in CFB, showing that, as the evidence 

is visual etymologically, its shred is being thrown at it. This novel demonstrates, by resemblance, 

the modality of being put at risk, how it occurs, what it is, and how it is. 

Meanwhile, it is not entirely true that the novel lacks theological components. Instead, this 

book is woven with a complex network of succinct theological references and allusions. Beyond 

Methodism and the Protestant Church, since the father-grandfather, Edmund, was a Methodist 

(Robinson 1981, 17), and the scattered religious topics throughout, one of the central characters’ 

names is Ruth/Ruthie. Regarding these theologically informed, novelistic references, the Biblical 

figure of Ruth accompanies her mother-in-law, Naomi, as an entwined singularity on a journey of 

trust, hope, and risk, until Ruth finds the right place for them both. And there she risks all over 

again through several acts, but in terms of trust, faith, and hope, giving rise to the generation that 

led to King David (Septuaginta 1949, 495-501/Ruth 1-4:22). Novel’s Ruth similarly accompanies 
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her aunt Sylvie, as a singular being, on their travels through the “world.” Yet this travel is a peculiar 

wandering that, at the same time, seems to be a turning of stillness into a household (cf. Robinson 

1981, 103, 213-219). In parallel with this “biblical household travel” across texts, the 10th chapter 

begins with the story of Cain and Abel. Thereof, the same chapter refers to other Biblical figures 

already on its first page and, on the second page, reflects on God and Jesus, devoting its first two 

pages to “a traveling” among biblical figures from the Old and New Testament (ibid., 192-194). 

Moreover, the novel’s title is Housekeeping. And, in addition to the biblical references and the 

household metaphors, we could maintain that the title pertains to the notion of the divine economy 

(cf., e.g., Nestle-Aland 2012, 82-87; Novum Testamentum Graecae/Matthew 24:45-51, 25:14-46). 

Either as a case of cryptomnesia, an unbeknownst reference even to the author, or as an intertextual 

reference with religious connotations, meaning here an allusion to a textual corpus other than this 

novel, housekeeping, etymologically, is related to the notion of the economy (cf. Genette 1982, 8-

9). 

Oikos, the Greek word from which the words economy, ecology, and ecosystem derive, has a 

triangular meaning (vid. briefly Woodhouse 1964, 305, 355-356, 408). Oikos, from which this eco-

root comes, 1) means house as a building and space, but also 2) a place with sentimental value and 

internal arrangements, as well as 3) family and generation. Oikos connotes the family members 

and organization in this system through degrees of relations and relationships. And the economy 

is the arrangement, distribution, and taxonomy of the inner dynamics of a system, as happens with 

the household and housekeeping. This arrangement and segmentation results from the second part 

of the word economy: nomos – νόμος/νομή (noˈmos/nomē). Specifically, the economy denotes the 

sharing, distribution, and taxonomy of chores within a house, and thus, within a household. And 

these implications, much before the divine nuances, are evident early on in Ancient Greek works, 

as in Xenophon’s (1994) Oeconomicus. This prose treatise focuses on the “house,” which is its 

arrangements and surroundings, the household, and on those who revolve within and around this 

at multilayered levels. 

In this way, the words economy and household appear almost tautological, referring to the 

same set of things and situations. The concept of economy, a top-down yet integral arrangement, 

has been explored since ancient Greece, continuing through Christianity and the medieval period, 

and remains relevant to this day. French and French-influenced anthropologists, philosophers, and 

thinkers, such as Marcel Mauss (1925), Jacques Derrida (1999), and Giorgio Agamben (2011), 
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have also written on the associations of economy with the divine, through their explorations of the 

gift, the mystical, death, forgiveness, and justice. Nonetheless, although this knowledge of relevant 

discussions lies in the background of my approach, I do not closely follow the frameworks. Instead, 

I propose my own theoretical account of the economy in Robinson’s novel Housekeeping. 

Thus, from all these theological-religious references, we may keep this novel’s title in mind 

for our interpretation. This title can function as a paratextual-metatextual comment, that is, as a 

piece of reading advice that frames the entire work, and offers a critical comment to the content of 

this novel (cf. Genette 1987; Genette 1982, 7-10). As we have already discussed, this title carries 

an important theological weight. Housekeeping offers a deeper economy of human relationships, 

in the footsteps of God’s divine economy. And this type of economy disrupts the normalized and 

regulated organization of their house from the outside. The catoptric relationship between Sylvie 

and Ruthie, as reflected and refracted in their house, disorients the housekeeping. And there lies 

the when-at-risk type of risk that Sylvie and Ruthie develop with this housing condition, and by 

extension, with CFB. But this asserts the rationality of evidence in CFB, as I argue in the fourth 

chapter. 
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Third Chapter: Discussion of the Theoretical Framework – Thought Experiment I 

 

3.1. Toward the What-if Risk Paradigm of Franny in Salinger’s Franny and Zooey: “If She Were 

a Doer” 

 

Salinger’s (1964) Franny and Zooey is a novel that, like a painting diptych, is divided into two 

parts, but is also constituted by them. Specifically, Franny and Zooey, as a novel in the form and 

edition I will discuss, appears to be divided into two stories: Franny’s and Zooey’s. The hinge of 

the stories in this diptych is offered in Zooey’s story. In Zooey’s story, the two stories intermingle, 

reach their climax, and end as they move through Franny’s breakdown and religious explorations. 

The reason for this nervous breakdown, according to the novel, is the religious ideas of a book 

Franny peruses. But according to my interpretation, the reason behind her nervous breakdown is 

the mixing of trust with risk, as was initiated by a book. Franny blends the instrumentalized, 

uncritical trust in a book and its suggestive practice with a sort of rational evidence for CFB, even 

though risk is also entailed in CFB. Yet, Franny seems to overlook the fact that risk can serve as 

rational evidence for CFB and, more importantly, as non-instrumental, unlike trust. 

Already in the first part about Franny’s story, we read about that peculiar book that Franny 

carries and reads everywhere, but unveils its title pages later after its first appearance (ibid., 8, 22-

23). Without going into much detail in this MA thesis about this book or its Eastern Orthodox 

background, it is The Way of a Pilgrim (ibid., 32-33, 101, 112). This book, with its manual aspects, 

was written by an anonymous Russian pilgrim influenced by Hesychasm, particularly as this 

theological-philosophical movement was deployed in the post-Byzantine era (The Way of a Pilgrim 

and The Pilgrim Continues his way, 1952, 1-119). And I start from this book, because as Zooey 

later brings to his mother’s notice in the second part of the novel: ‘[…] “For your information, I 

happen to know that that little book she carried all around the whole house with her yesterday is 

at the whole root of this whole business.” (Salinger 1964, 96) This book, functioning as a 

practically oriented treatise, a handbook for Franny, makes her mix up trust with risk as rational 

evidence of CFB, as I propose.  

Still, the title of this mysterious book, in Franny’s story, is not disclosed from the beginning. 

Conversely, what we only have at the outset is an external, material description of this book, and 

only when Franny’s boyfriend observes it, Franny says that: ‘“It’s something called ‘The Way of 
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a Pilgrim.’’’’ (ibid., 32) Franny states that she is studying this book for a semester course. She 

borrowed this overdue book from her college library but has not returned it yet (ibid., 31-33). And 

there she lies, claiming she did not take it from her older brother’s desk (ibid., 100-101). However, 

Zooey has a different view of this fact and of the book’s title. It is not simply The Way of a Pilgrim,  

as Zooey notes, but ‘[…] “That little book is called ‘The Pilgrim Continues His Way,’ and it’s a 

sequel to another little book, called ‘The Way of a Pilgrim,’ which she’s also dragging around with 

her, and she got both books out of Seymour and Buddy’s old room, where they’ve been sitting on 

Seymour’s desk for as long as I can remember. Jesus God almighty.”’ (ibid., 101) 

That is to say, Franny is not referring to just one book, but to a series of books. As such, 

she further conflates the risk axis with trust, since she relies too heavily on this sequence of books 

to identify the rational evidence in CFB. She is overconfident in a series of books, idealizing them 

rather than risking her critical reflection on the circumstances at hand. The source of this nervous 

breakdown and the problem with Franny is that she uncritically and unreflectively trusts this series 

of books and its possible outcomes without considering the risk she might be taking alongside its 

possible rationality. I will elaborate on this aspect below, since it is first good to have an idea of 

these books, or at least of one of them. I will refer to these books as one since they both belong to 

the same “series” and are like sequels to the same book. Which is to say, they share the same 

content to a large extent, and are like another “diptych” of one and the same book, as happens with 

Franny’s and Zooey’s stories in the same-titled novel. 

What we have learned, therefore, about this book, and the elements we have on hand so 

far, are the following. Despite Franny’s claims, we know where Franny truly found this book. She 

picked up that book, or else these books, in the room of her elder brothers, Seymour and Buddy. 

In 1955, the year that the plot of this novel takes place, Seymour has committed suicide, and Buddy 

is constantly lost in the forest, occasionally teaching at the university, but without systematically 

contacting his family, especially his mother (ibid., 62, 65-69, 79). Meanwhile, the aforementioned 

book is the origin, the ‘root’ as Zooey called it above, of Franny’s breakdown.  

So, after learning these, it is time to move on to the content of this book. In this way, it will 

become clearer why I state, first, that these books appear to be one and only book, a new “Bible,” 

and, second, why they are offered as trustworthy rational evidence of CFB, rather than as a risk. 

And the latter is what confuses Franny and her search for rational evidence in CFB. Summarizing 
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the content of this mysterious book, we read in two distinct passages when she is answering Lane’s, 

her boyfriend’s, question, about what this book is about and if it has any interest (ibid., 33-34): 

 

“I don’t know. It’s peculiar. I mean it’s primarily a religious book. In a way, I suppose you could 

say it’s terribly fanatical, but in a way it isn’t. I mean it starts out with this peasant – the pilgrim – 

wanting to find out what it means in the Bible when it says you should pray incessantly. You know. 

Without stopping. In Thessalonians or someplace. So he starts out walking all over Russia, looking 

for somebody who can tell him how to pray incessantly. And what you should say if you do.” 

 

“Anyway, so the pilgrim learns how to pray the way these very mystical persons say you should – 

I mean he keeps at it till he’s perfected it and everything. Then he goes on walking all over Russia, 

meeting all kinds of absolutely marvelous people and telling them how to pray by this incredible 

method. I mean that’s really the whole book.’’ 

 

Although Franny claims that she doesn’t know many things about this book, which, in the 

end, appears as a fascinating manual to her, in fact, as we may infer from similar passages, she has 

delved into it (ibid., 10-41). The theatricality of these narrative scenes, as Franny plays them as an 

actress, given their descriptive quality, shows, on the one hand, her immersion in this book and, 

on the other hand, the nervous steps and the intensity of her embodied performance. And these two 

elements ultimately lead Franny to that breakdown. This interpretation is also reaffirmed by the 

fact that, according to Franny, the rational evidence of this prayer, and thus of CFB, is the 

interconnection with God. And the trust in this book, the confidence that this method results in this 

interconnection, rather than the proposed throwness at risk, is what confuses Franny, as I suggest.  

Trust leads to her nervous breakdown, informs her existential religious crisis, and disorients 

her from seeking other sorts of rational evidence in CFB, since Franny automatically correlates 

trust with faith. Franny directly associates faith and trust and incessantly seeks this relationship. 

This association is linguistically normal and expected, as we saw in the first chapter. Nonetheless, 

in this way, Franny downplays the importance of risk in CFB’s rationality. As Franny understands 

this technique, but also later practices it, as she seeks this divine interconnection (ibid., 36): 

 

“Well, as I said, the pilgrim – this simple peasant – started the whole pilgrimage to find out what it 

means in the Bible when it says you’re supposed to pray without ceasing. And then he meets his 
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starets – this very advanced religious person I mentioned, the one who’d been studying the 

‘Philokalia’ for years and years and years.” Franny stopped suddenly to reflect, to organize. “Well, 

the starets tell him about the Jesus Prayer first of all. ‘Lord Jesus Christ, have mercy on me.’ I mean 

that’s what it is. And he explains to him that those are the best words to use when you pray. 

Especially the word ‘mercy,’ because it’s such a really enormous word and can mean so many 

things. I mean it doesn’t just have to mean mercy.’’ Franny paused to reflect again. She was no 

longer looking at Lane’s plate but over his shoulder. “Anyway,” she went on, “the starets tells the 

pilgrim that if you keep saying that prayer over and over again – you only have to just do it with 

your lips at first – then eventually what happens, the prayer becomes self-active. Something 

happens after a while. I don’t know what, but something happens, and the words get synchronized 

with the person’s heartbeats, and then you’re actually praying without ceasing. Which has a really 

tremendous, mystical effect on your whole outlook. I mean that’s the whole point of it, more or 

less. I mean you do it to purify your whole outlook and get an absolutely new conception of what 

everything’s about.’’ 

 

Yet Franny’s practice of this mode of praying may not be an appropriate way to pray, as it 

remains an instrumentalized, literally, “by the book method.” And here, the risk axis comes into 

play. It is not appropriate because Franny obsesses over this book’s method, as shown above by 

the restatement of the same sentences, and by instrumentalizing trust as the only sort of rational 

evidence in CFB. After her nervous breakdown at the restaurant, staying alone, Franny continues 

to pray (ibid., 44). The same applies to her house in front of Zooey’s eyes when Franny tries to 

find a corner in the living room for her (ibid., 135-136). But the actress Franny should play more 

like her brother, the actor, too, Zooey does. And we should not forget that play originates from the 

Old English verb plega, which means movement, performance, and action (Borden 1982, 1085). 

Plega is not simply the Latin ludus, which can range from children’s games to wordplay and jokes 

(Glare 2016, 1153-1154). Plega is associated with motion and activities like swordplay that require 

a particular bodily posture, pose risks, and present challenges. And Zooey prompts Franny to 

engage with religion through a similar acting and, in the above terms, playful behavior.  

Franny must be bodily thrown at risk and enact this what-if-at-risk scenario through an 

acting behavior that surpasses asceticism. What we infer from Zooey is that acting is preferable to 

being an ascetic. A deprived figure who refuses to eat or sleep, denying any given offer on the 

horizon, as Franny does throughout, cannot be equated with the risky evidence of CFB. And that, 
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because as we will see below, Franny, through this behavior, rejects the religious risks that pop up 

around her. And recalling that evidence originates from the Latin verb video, which, as I have said, 

means ‘I see,’ Franny does not open her eyes to see around her. And then, how can she still seek 

out rational evidence in CFB, unless she does this? Therefore, through this “myopic” behavior and 

attitude, Franny precludes the appearance of rational evidence of risk. Risk cannot bring out any 

rational evidence of CFB because Franny does not see it as such. 

For this reason, the prayer, too, as rational evidence of the interconnection with God, does 

not work. Risk is constantly overshadowed by the obsessive, instrumental use of that type of prayer 

(Salinger 1964, 147-150). Franny becomes immersed in the means and techniques rather than in 

the deep end of prayer. Therefore, she is obsessed with the ascetism and the pilgrim’s methods 

rather than with what they represent. She overtrusts them but does not risk seeing their possibilities. 

As Zooey underlines: ‘[…] “As a matter of simple logic, there’s no difference at all, that I can see, 

between the man who’s greedy for material treasure – or even intellectual treasure – and the man 

who’s greedy for spiritual treasure. […]’ (ibid., 148) The same instrumentalization is encountered 

in both cases, and, as a result, Franny loses the ultimate aim. That is to say, Franny loses and wastes 

the interconnection with God and, thus, the provision of rational evidence in CFB through this 

prayer method. As Zooey continues to remind Franny: ‘[…] When you don’t see Jesus for exactly 

what he was, you miss the whole point of the Jesus Prayer. If you don’t understand Jesus, you can’t 

understand his prayer – you don’t get the prayer at all, you just get some kind of organized cant. 

Jesus was a supreme adept, by God, on a terribly important mission.’ (ibid., 171) And this mission 

resembles the risky action Franny should take that should not be related to the above ‘organized 

cant.’ 

To deploy this risk schema as a sort of rational evidence in CFB, Zooey reminds us that 

Jesus Christ risked himself in that arrangement, according to the divine economy, the crucifixion, 

and God’s ‘terribly important mission’ (ibid.). And Jesus did this to provide rational evidence for 

CFB. Following the same logic as Jesus’ actions, this throwness, as rational evidence in CFB, 

should prioritize risk over trust. As such, Franny has to similarly engage with risk by throwing 

herself into risk as an act. The risk is that she should be put at risk, without any trusty safeguards. 

And this act will then serve as a form of rational evidence for CFB, in contrast to what applies to 

trust. As Zooey highlights to strengthen this risk against the “by the book” discourse of trust (ibid., 

196): 
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“Even if you went out and searched the whole world for a master – some guru, some holy man – 

to tell you how to say your Jesus Prayer properly, what good would it do you? How in hell are you 

going to recognize a legitimate holy man when you see one if you don’t even know a cup of 

consecrated chicken soup when it’s right in front of your nose? Can you tell me that?” 

 

That is to say, how can Franny identify rational evidence in CFB unless she engages in risk over 

against trust? How can she trace the rationality of evidence in CFB unless she stops obsessing with 

methods and persons, leaving the safety of trust for the throwness at risk? And this risk she might 

encounter everywhere, at the most unexpected place, even in the gratitude and grace that is sought 

in ‘a cup of consecrated chicken soup’ that accompanies this kind of offer.  

As Zooey reminds Franny: ‘“[…] When you first felt the urge, the call, to say the prayer, 

you didn’t immediately start searching the four corners of the world for a master. You came home. 

You not only came home but you went into a goddam collapse. So if you look at it in a certain way, 

by rights you’re only entitled to the low-grade spiritual counsel we’re able to give you around here, 

and no more. At least you know there won’t be any goddam ulterior motives in this madhouse. 

Whatever we are, we’re not fishy, buddy.’’’ (ibid., 195-196) The lesson is that if you want to find 

rational evidence for CFB, you must put yourself at risk, leaving behind instrumental, top-down, 

authoritarian trust. You cannot follow the book methods, as proposed by the manipulative masters, 

be obsessed with them, and thus believe that CFB is rationally evidenced by these means. Simply 

put, this is not the case because it is irrational, as it leads to instrumentalization and the exchange 

of faith. You find yourself in the footsteps of others, and in an external position compared to the 

one in which CFB situates itself. 

Therefore, given what I mentioned about this grace sought everywhere, what can Franny 

do to find rational evidence in CFB through risk rather than trust? Even more so, how can she also 

know that she undertakes a risk since this proposal has epistemological premises? How can Franny 

throw herself at risk in the here and now in a rational way? How can Franny actualize this what-if 

type of risk? How can she play this role, considering the internal association of acting and playing? 

As I have noted, risk appears to be a more rational choice than trust because of its internal, spatial, 

and temporal characteristics, whereas trust relies on external, long-term factors. Risk is focused on 

the present moment and readily available possibilities, whereas trust is directed toward the future 

and emphasizes qualities such as hope. So, what is more rational to believe in: what is given here 
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and now, or something that might never arise as it lies in the future? This Zooey seems to have in 

mind when he tells Franny: ‘But if it’s the religious life you want, you ought to know right now 

that you’re missing out on every single goddam religious action that’s going on around this house.’ 

(ibid., 196) 

In particular, Zooey conceptualizes this sort of religious, Christian risk as follows. The 

rational evidence in CFB as it lies in the throwness at risk, is to act, to try hinc et nunc, with the 

readily available means and risky possibilities. There is nothing to lose, as Franny is prompted to 

act and try based on what is given to her at the moment. She is pressed to use only what is provided 

to her everywhere around her, rather than the “by-the-book,” instrumentalized method. And this 

outweighs the potential benefits that trust could offer her at an unknown moment external to the 

current condition. As Zooey instigates Franny intensely in two relevant passages (ibid., 198, 199): 

 

“The only thing you can do now, the only religious thing you can do, is act. Act for God, if you 

want to – be God’s actress, if you want to. What could be prettier? You can at least try to, if you 

want to – there’s nothing wrong in trying.” 

 

“And so do you, Franny Glass. So, do you, so do you… Ah, God, what’s the use of talking? You 

had the exact same goddam freakish upbringing I did, and if you don’t know by this time what kind 

of skull you want when you’re dead, and what you have to do to earn it – I mean if you don’t at 

least know by this time that if you’re an actress you’re supposed to act, then what’s the use of 

talking?” 

 

In this way, we return to the ‘Fat Lady’ we have already mentioned in the second chapter. 

This phrase was constantly employed by their deceased elder brother, Seymour, during Franny and 

Zooey’s participation in competitions as child prodigies (ibid., 200-201). The reference to this 

multifaceted Fat Lady, as inferred from this novel, was a way to present themselves in the best 

possible and most appropriate way before the spectators and their audience. And I call this Fat 

Lady a multifaceted symbol because both siblings associated this type of woman with different 

personae and contexts. To put it simply, this Fat Lady served to interpellate Seymour’s younger 

siblings and make them conform to specific standards for appearance and behavior. It is like these 

terrifying and serious figures that many parents invoke to feed or get their children to sleep, and 

when they scold them for any inappropriate behavior or gesture. This Fat Lady is like the “eat all 
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your food unless that x figure will come and chide you!” Hungerford (2010, 11) supports that ‘the 

imaginary Fat Lady is the abstract but extravagantly embodied human being who is always entitled 

to one’s love.’  

And by this, we may understand why this Fat Lady is Jesus, according to Zooey, as he later 

unveils when he asks Franny if she understood who the Fat Lady really was (Salinger 1964, 202). 

And since this Fat Lady is ‘an embodied human being,’ for Hungerford, which is always a loving 

subject as Jesus, then this Fat Lady is the embodiment of the risky throwness for faith purposes. 

So, risk is rational as a reverse leap of faith. Although this leap of faith is risky, as we mentioned, 

it retains its internal rationality compared to the external ratio of trust. And this occurs because the 

symbol of the Fat Lady embodies the qualities of Jesus’s rationality in his risky undertaking of 

redemption. 

As such, the acknowledgment of risk that arises everywhere, through the various facets of 

the Fat Lady, is accompanied by the recognition of the rational evidence in CFB, that is, by the 

risky attunement to the given possibilities. And this risky approach provides the kind of what-if 

risk as rational evidence in CFB. By this term, I mean what happens when, and if, Franny decides 

to put herself at risk by throwing herself into this given possibility. On the final page of this novel, 

through a telephone exchange, though they are both in the same house(hold) at that moment, Zooey 

recapitulates his sayings and tells Franny that (ibid., 201-202): 

 

“There isn’t anyone out there who isn’t Seymour’s Fat Lady. That includes your Professor Tupper, 

buddy. And all his goddam cousins by the dozens. There isn’t anyone anywhere that isn’t Seymour’s 

Fat Lady. Don’t you know that? Don’t you know that goddam secret yet? And don’t you know – 

listen to me, now – don’t you know who that Fat Lady really is? … Ah, buddy. Ah, buddy. It’s Christ 

Himself. Christ Himself, buddy.” 

 

Hence, the rationality of evidence in CFB appears everywhere, and we can attain this sort of 

rational evidence through risk rather than trust. The category exemplified by Franny’s behavior in 

this third chapter was the what-if category of risk: what if she puts herself at risk, and how rational 

this choice might be. For the reasons I have exposed, this risky action by Franny as an actress in 

her life, compared to the safer trust option, is the most rational choice. Trust can prompt pathetic 

behaviors that lie somewhere on the horizon, and risk is the vigorous concentration on the readily 

available. That is, this sort of risk is rational evidence in CFB because risky action occurs in the 
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present moment and within the internal, given possibilities of the throwness of the risky act. Risk, 

unlike trust, is an intended but not instrumentalized action, and Franny has to accept and recognize 

it everywhere around her. Even more so, Franny should learn to recognize this risky dimension 

everywhere, not only through reading and following by-the-book methods. And it seems to have 

reached this knowledge, after another “what-if call” by Zooey, a telephonic one this time, compared 

to the previous ones, all in the same “household.” Before falling asleep, after days, in her parents’ 

bedroom, Franny finally ‘[…] seemed to know, too, when to stop listening to it, as if all of what 

little or much wisdom there is in the world were suddenly hers.’ (ibid., 202) 
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Fourth Chapter: Discussion of the Theoretical Framework – Thought Experiment II 

 

4.1. A When-At-Risk Paradigm by Sylvie and Ruthie in Robinson’s Housekeeping: “Risk Your 

Household When You Mind Its Economy” 

 

We move from Franny’s what-if risk paradigm, meaning here what happens if one throws oneself 

at risk, to Sylvie’s and Ruth’s catoptric cases of when-at-risk, that is, when someone already finds 

oneself at risk. Particularly, this when-at-risk category, as with the what-if risk, can also provide 

rational evidence for CFB. And as Sylvie and Ruthie mirror one another and are singularities, they 

are similarly perceived as a singularity throughout this analysis and discussion. And their singular 

being is what is mirrored in their housekeeping as well. As Ruthie acknowledges via a series of 

“transferences” between various faces: herself, Sylvie, and her mother, projecting one figure’s 

existence on another: ‘I walked after Sylvie down the shore, all at peace, and at ease, and I thought. 

We are the same. She could as well be my mother. I crouched and slept in her very shape like an 

unborn child.’ (Robinson 1981, 145) 

The house and its disarrangement, which, in fact, might be an arrangement closer to God’s 

economy, are the kernel of this novel and the place around which these two figures as a singularity 

revolve. Their household is another depiction of the disarray inferred from this conflated singular 

being. As Ruth also proclaims: ‘So they had reason to feel that my social graces were eroding 

away, and that soon I would feel ill at ease in a cleanly house with glass in its windows – I would 

be lost to ordinary society.’ (ibid., 183) Thus, setting aside the relationship with the household and 

CFB before Sylvie and Ruthie’s encounter in the novel, I will focus first on the contemplation 

about God and His divine economy in the tenth chapter of the book, in relation to the house of 

Sylvie and Ruthie. And second, I will concentrate on Ruth’s thoughts before and during the escape 

through the bridge after the burning of their house, and at the risk of the pursuit by the police (ibid., 

209-213). Although both “episodes” take place toward the end of the book, they still capture its 

overall atmosphere. The sections indicate the two figures’ relationship and, correspondingly, their 

entwined relationship with their household. A relevant hint of their intertwined relationships we 

take from the following passage (ibid., 195): 
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Sylvie did not want to lose me. She did not want me to grow gigantic and multiple, so that I seemed 

to fill the whole house, and she did not wish me to turn subtle and miscible, so that I could pass 

through the membranes that separate dream and dream. She did not wish to remember me. She 

much preferred my simple, ordinary presence, silent and ungainly though I might be. For she could 

regard me without strong emotion – a familiar shape, a familiar face, a familiar silence. She could 

forget I was in the room. She could speak to herself, or to someone in her thoughts, with pleasure 

and animation, even while I sat beside her – this was the measure of our intimacy, that she gave 

almost no thought to me at all.  

 

Therefore, if Ruth becomes an old memory, if she ditches out, she will be lost, and the same 

applies to their household. Instead, the disarray, though it might ultimately damage their household 

according to social standards, can ultimately strengthen the economy of their housekeeping. That 

is, the inhabitants will not become a memory of the past but active agents of their house. And this 

risky action will serve as rational evidence of CFB since it will reaffirm the divine economy of 

their disarranged house. Specifically, this “divine” housekeeping plan is condensed in the narrative 

style of a free indirect discourse (style indirect libre; Genette 1972, 192-201). That is to say, 

thoughts are blended with commentary on those thoughts, and it is unclear whether Ruthie, Sylvie, 

or a third-person narrative voice articulates the commentary. One example of this is the following, 

where we read (Robinson 1981, 194): 

 

There is remembrance, and communion, altogether human and unhallowed. For families will  

not be broken. […] § Memory is the sense of loss, and loss pulls us after it. God Himself was pulled 

after us into the vortex we made when we fell, or so the story goes. And while He was on earth He 

mended families. He gave Lazarus back to his mother, and to the centurion he gave his daughter 

again [sic]. He even restored the severed ear of the soldier who came to arrest Him – a fact that 

allows us to hope the resurrection will reflect a considerable attention to detail. Yet this was no 

more than tinkering. Being man He felt the pull of death, and being God He must have wondered, 

more than we do, what it would be like. He is known to have walked upon water, but He was not 

born to drown. 

 

As such, the throwness at risk will keep this household ‘mended’ against society’s misconceptions. 

The when-at-risk reality of Sylvie and Ruthie, as a liminal condition distinct from the above cases, 

is what will keep them together in an economy unlike what society expects. Sylvie and Ruthie’s 
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household cannot be confined to remedies and simple rectifying acts, that ‘tinkering,’ to which the 

narrative voice ascribes the above religious examples. Sylvie and Ruthie’s when-at-risk paradigm 

surpasses the risk of losing their household under normalized social standards. Their at-risk case 

resembles ‘the pull of death’ and ‘the wonder of this’ that God also experienced (ibid.). And this 

reminds us of Zooey’s above-mentioned insistence on religious acting and Jesus’ throwness at risk. 

Something that Franny was also prompted to follow, rather than her book-arranged ‘tremendous 

mystery.’ However, returning to Robinson, the evidence of Sylvie and Ruthie’s CFB is reflected in 

their “rational” housekeeping. Its rationality lies in the throwness into this risky condition for faith 

and its needs, rather than into saving trust. Nonetheless, to understand this divine disordered order 

as exerted in Sylvie and Ruthie’s housekeeping, it is important to turn to the contemplation of God 

in the tenth chapter. 

The tenth chapter begins with a lengthy contemplation of several biblical figures, including 

Cain, Abel, Rachel, as well as God and Jesus. Particularly, this contemplation builds to a climax 

after the chapters that expose the difficult relationships between Ruthie and her sister Lucille, and 

between Sylvie and Lucille (Robinson 1981, 101-142). And these difficult relationships unfold as 

Sylvie appears to be one and the same person as Ruthie in this series of catoptric figures. As we 

read at the beginning of this chapter, to set the tone of all these relationships and of their impact 

on the household (ibid., 192):  

 

Cain murdered Abel, and blood cried out from the earth; the house fell on Job’s children, and a 

voice was induced or provoked into speaking from a whirlwind; and Rachel mourned for her 

children; and King David for Absalom. The force behind the movement of time is a mourning that 

will not be comforted. That is why the first event is known to have been an expulsion, and the last 

is hoped to be a reconciliation and return. So memory pulls us forward, so prophecy is only brilliant 

memory – there will be a garden where all of us as one child will sleep in our mother Eve, hooped 

in her ribs and staved by her spine.  

 

In parallel with these mirrored figures, this abyss of biblical singularities and God’s voice, 

the image of their house is merely a refraction rather than a reflection of other houses. Their house 

and household are a distorted image. Which is to say, the economy of their seemingly disarranged 

household, as society sees it, is at odds with the “social economy” and its arrangements. As Ruth 

summarizes it in two brief passages (ibid., 188, 209): 
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It seemed to me that the fragility of our household was by now so great that the breach was 

inevitable, and so it was futile to worry whether there was wisdom or sense in any particular scheme 

to save it. One thing or another would put an end to it soon. 

 

For we had to leave. I could not stay, and Sylvie would not stay without me. Now truly we were 

cast out to wander, and there was an end to housekeeping. 

 

In particular, this disarrangement is grounded in the “risk” that Sylvie will likely lose 

custody of Ruthie after Lucille leaves their house and seeks a roof elsewhere (ibid., 137-142, 174-

175, 185-191). And it is not only that Lucille seeks another household, but mostly that she seeks a 

more “conformist” housing arrangement than the one provided. However, as all the contemplations 

above and throughout this chapter demonstrate, this social economy and conformist housekeeping 

not only do not coincide with Sylvie and Ruthie’s household but also with the idea of the divine 

one. Meanwhile, the only phenomenal disarray in Sylvie and Ruthie’s house is related to that divine 

economy. The disarrangement in Sylvie and Ruthie’s pertains to the divine economy, and because 

of this, it consists of the rational evidence of CFB. In this vein, Sylvie and Ruthie decide to further 

disarray their house, according to my proposal and as seen through a social lens, so as to arrange 

the deeper economy of their household. They risk their seeming order in housekeeping just for the 

goodness of the real divine economy and the risk traced in CFB. They risk just for the sake of 

another economy, not that of society. They rationally risk, for the risk embedded in CFB and the 

rationality it implies. And this risk-taking provides rational evidence for CFB, since it distinguishes 

internal from external factors: the household’s internal economy from the external housing order. 

Sylvie and Ruthie, observing the conditions, discern the internal risk in the divine economy 

of their disarranged household from the external rationality of the social conformist arrangements. 

Trust in external standards cannot be more rational than the internal rationality and evidence of 

their household, which serves its economy and arrangements. For this reason, any “reformist” 

attempts to save their household through common practices fall into a void. And this is it, because 

any such reformulation deviates from their household’s economy and internal arrangement (ibid., 

187-191, 198-204). Trust cannot be the only sort of rational evidence in CFB. And these conformist 

methods resemble the “by the book” practices of Franny’s, and these automatic practices that 

presuppose one should follow them to the letter. Yet, as in Franny’s case, these reformist attempts 
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to present their household as conforming to social standards fail because they take on an 

instrumentalized profile. And this happens because these conformist practices rest on trust rather 

than on rationality inferred from risk. Without delving into narratology, by her internal monologue, 

a monologue addressed to herself, Ruthie evaluates the ineffectiveness of this illusory, conformist 

sense of arrangement (Genette 1972, 193-199). This reformism appears to her to be unsuccessful 

(Robinson 1981, 201): 

 

I began to imagine that Sylvie and I might still be together after the hearing. I began to think that 

the will to reform might be taken for reform itself, not because Sylvie could ever deceive anyone, 

but because her eagerness to save our household might convince them that it should not be violated. 

Perhaps Sylvie and I would trudge to church through the snow in pillbox hats. We would sit in the 

last pew nearest the door, and Sylvie would turn so she could stretch her legs. During the sermon 

she would spindle the program and hum “Holy, holy, holy” and yawn into her glove. […] Those 

days she cast about constantly for ways to conform our lives to the expectations of others, or to 

what she guessed their expectations might be, and she was full of purpose, which sometimes 

seemed like hope. 

 

So, in this anti-reformist way, Sylvie and Ruthie actualize the when-at-risk paradigm. Not 

only do they face risks through their behavior, as they will face social and legal consequences due 

to their actions, but they also put themselves at risk for faith’s sake. Therefore, even though their 

actions might seem “irrational” and “daring,” they are the most rational because Sylvie and Ruthie 

constantly risk just for faith and not for any other purpose, using what they have access to. And all 

these take place to save the divine economy through their household arrangement. As such, their 

risky housekeeping is the rational evidence of CFB. Being at risk, they reaffirm the rationality of 

CFB, as their rational evidence for CFB is their risky housekeeping juxtaposed with what society 

deems risky and inappropriate as housekeeping. The house becomes a metonym not only for these 

persons but also for their actions and efforts to provide evidence of their CFB rationally. Sylvie 

and Ruthie act with the means available at the moment, as Zooey also indicated to his sister, the 

actress and doer Franny. Being already at risk for faith purposes, as when-at-risk beings, Sylvie 

and Ruthie identify the risk as rational evidence of CFB everywhere. In this frame, the bridge event 

arises alongside their long-time relationship with the water. And thus, it gains another rationality, 

beyond the family water tradition and its suicidal past. 
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 Sylvie and Ruthie engage with the risks associated with CFB, following in the footsteps 

of their ancestors to an extent: their father and grandfather, Edmund; their mother and grandmother, 

Sylvia; and their sister and mother, Helen (ibid., 3-7, 22-23, 96, 193-194). Nevertheless, they do 

not necessarily engage with the suicidal aspect of it. What they keep from these facts is that these 

figures who fell into the water sought an economy other than that of society and the awaited. The 

fire of Sylvie and Ruthie’s house and their walking above the water, but in close contact with it, as 

in the bridge escape scene, are entwined with the divine economy as mirrored in their household 

economy, as well (ibid., 208-210). Although fire and water carry symbolic, purifying connotations, 

as we have also seen throughout this novel, as when Sylvie, Ruthie, and Lucille ‘intuit’ something 

in the smell and air of the lake (ibid., 70), the two elements here take on a more specific dimension. 

Water is the interlinkage with their ancestors, but in the sense that the throwness at risk is seen as 

a sort of rational evidence of an act of faith.  

As Ruthie notices: ‘[…] Well, all that was purged away, and nothing is left of it after so 

many years but a certain purgency and savor in the water, and in the breath of creeks and lakes, 

which, however sad and wild, are clearly human.’ (ibid., 193) As such, Sylvie and Ruthie do not 

intend to base their faith on an external, instrumentalized sense of trust, but rather immediately 

correlate it with an intact and constant state of risk. And they search for this internal evidence of 

risk in family paradigms rather than in external discourses and society’s needs. What is socially 

theorized as extreme does not make them “daredevils” or “weirdos,” as the society depicted in the 

novel aims to create throughout. Instead, this risk-taking demonstrates that the conditions enable 

them to distinguish the rationality of one condition from that of another. And in recognition of this, 

they both choose “familiar” epistemological models, tracing back to their ancestors’ line. 

As such, for Sylvie and Ruthie, the question is not about a risky what-if condition as in 

Franny, but about what happens when they are already at risk. When they have already grasped 

that risk can serve as a form of rational evidence in CFB. And this risk can be rational, given this 

kind of internal epistemology, the “know-how” they develop about their decisions, and how they 

differ from those of society. Yet this distinction between a mainstream and alternative sort of risk 

is not a problem for the theoretical framework I construct throughout this MA thesis. Although this 

when-at-risk scenario differs from the risk conceptualizations of society, still, risk is not limited to 

the case presented by Robinson. Instead, this scenario demonstrates the structural components of 

the when-at-risk type of risk, what it means to be at risk for faith, and how this risky condition can 



61 
 

continue to provide rational evidence for CFB. Yet this is the case even without being restricted to 

the particular paradigm. That said, this paradigm illustrates what is broadly the case about risk, as 

outlined in this MA thesis, even when risk is perceived differently from what might be anticipated. 

A when-at-risk paradigm does not imply that one should escape by crossing a bridge or by being 

at odds with society. Conversely, one has to recognize that trust can be instrumentalized in CFB 

and that one should take risks for CFB purposes, as prompted by the conditions. Still, the issue is 

not the agent and the subject, but the actions and the overall situation that provide the means of 

identifying the rational evidence in CFB. Henceforth, what one can do is to ‘see’ these risky pieces 

of evidence all around. 
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Final Remarks 

‘§ Il faut prendre des risques. Volontairement. Parce 

que c’est la seule façon de reconquérir sa propre vie.’ 

Claire Marin, Hors de moi, p. 89 

 

In this MA thesis, I investigated risk as a form of rational evidence for Christian Faith and Belief 

(CFB). Yet this project is not an apologetic for Christianity, engaging tools from other disciplines 

and evoking rationality and evidence for faith purposes. Throughout, I referred to CFB in general 

terms because I aimed to offer an analytic, reductive account of CFB, regardless of denominations. 

That said, I recognize that most of my philosophical and theological references stem from divisions 

within the Protestant Church. Still, the premise of this research was that we need some shred of 

evidence, not necessarily proof of the existence of God, as in natural theology, for CFB. Otherwise, 

CFB, as a disciplinary subject, turns into an idiosyncratic matter of no scholarly interest when it is 

so central to human practice and to a range of academic topics. And the offer of evidence, without 

characterizing it as strong or feeble, is indispensable to any type of faith and belief, although I do 

not equate CFB with the ordinary types. For instance, I do not equate CFB with the daily use of 

these terms, as when we say we believe someone and thus provide some form of rational evidence 

for this belief. In particular, I deployed sorts of rational evidence in CFB by juxtaposing risk and 

trust. As such, I showed that risk is more advantageous than trust based on the rational evidence it 

offers, even though this MA thesis is not confined to a comparative discussion of the two. 

Particularly, I defended the view that risk is a sort of rational evidence for CFB by employing 

philosophical and theological tools, namely, by the analytic philosophy of religion, the analytically 

informed philosophical theology, and the analytic philosophy of literature, alongside elements of 

religious epistemology. In this way, I showed that, although trust has been considered alongside 

faith as a component of faith, for linguistic reasons, our perspective should shift toward risk. And 

then, another relationship between faith-belief and risk can be considered. While trust has not been 

widely accepted as a form of evidence so far, the relationship between faith-belief and trust remains 

presumed. However, risk appears more rational than trust, and thus it can offer a better evidential 

account than trust, primarily but not only in the realm of CFB. Risk is an internal category in space 

and time, focused on the hic et nunc in terms of temporality and spatiality. And following this 
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argument, risk is more rational than the external category of trust, which lies on a future horizon 

and another condition of what is at hand.  

Specifically, regarding this internal-external conundrum, I reversed the externalist-internalist 

epistemology we saw in Alston and Plantinga, in which the external divine power is exerted upon 

the internal subject, and the internal faith of the devotee is dissociated from other external faiths. 

Especially here, the external and internal refer to trust and risk, respectively. And I illustrate this 

proposal through two novels by J. D. Salinger and Marilynne Robinson. I highlight that the two 

novels are not applications of my theoretical framework. Instead, Franny and Zooey, as well as 

Housekeeping, exemplify my philosophical-theological framework as they elucidate two newly 

introduced sorts of risk: the what-if and the when-at, in Salinger and Robinson, respectively. 

Specifically, the what-if concerns the risk of falling into CFB. It calls for action and delves beyond 

the boundaries of a thought experiment, that is, by imagining what would happen in that case. And 

the when-at is about any risky condition and the state that the figures find themselves in, and thus, 

traces the evidence they uncover. 

To move on, as I have supported, this MA thesis presents a contestable account of rational 

evidence in CFB through the lens of risk. It takes a critical and analytical approach to CFB and the 

terms discussed, offering tools for navigating the in-between space of philosophy and theology in 

general, not merely of the philosophy of religion, philosophical theology, religious epistemology, 

or of the ethics of trust and risk. In any case, it is necessary for any project to critically revisit terms 

and frameworks, rethinking and dismantling them to distill key aspects and new dimensions in the 

questions. That is also what I have attempted to do, either through my critical take on reference 

names or toward the various trust-and-risk accounts. Nevertheless, this MA thesis is one of the 

above-mentioned critically oriented projects. And thus, although this approach, based on selected 

readings, is not focused on Logic or logic-centric theses, it can still hone our reasoning skills in 

crafting arguments. In particular, this MA thesis aims to present the research question, topic, and 

argumentation in a manner that capacitates readers to critically assess the argument and, most 

importantly, to think about alternative ways of assessing risk as rational evidence in CFB. Or, 

beyond the counterarguments, to consider other kinds of rational evidence for CFB.  

That is, this MA thesis serves as a reading prompt for discussing trust and risk differently as 

one investigates the rationality of Christian faith and belief. And since I have not yet said my final 

word on this project, I intend to return to it in the future using different methodological tools. But 
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I still find it relevant to initiate from the heuristic axis of risk within the transdisciplinary area of 

religious epistemology, even if I do not intend to work in the realm of decision-making or the 

construction of subjectivities and agencies. Against the background of a bibliography that focuses 

on agents, subjects, ethics, and expected utility in decision theory when discussing risk, I have 

shown that we can talk about it in terms of conditions, actions, given possibilities, and widespread 

provisions. And, in the face of the positive-or-negative quandary when dealing with risk, I have 

maintained that risk can be rational from the outset, even without accounting for its positivity or 

negativity. From the beginning, risk offers rational evidence in the case of CFB. In the long term, 

beyond this project, I aim to continue studying risk as rational evidence, but from a different entry 

point. While there are numerous proposals that the topic of this MA thesis can support, I want to 

move this research entirely into the realm of religious epistemology and the theory of action (action 

theory/philosophy of action). Yet I want to remain within states rather than agencies, as I have also 

done here. 
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