 NationalLibrary
ofCanada

du Canada

Biblioth que nstionaie

Canadian Theses Service € wvies des thdses canadiennes

Ottawa, Canniia
T KI1A ONS

NOTICE

The quality of this microformis heavily dependent upon the
quality of the original thesis submitted for microfilming.
Every effort has been made to ensure the highest quality of
reproduction possible.

If pages are missing, contact the university which granted
the degree.

Some pages may have indistinct print especially if the

original pages were typed with a poor typewrites ribbon or
if the university sent us an inferior photocoiy.

Reproduction in full or in part of this microform is governed
by thé Canadian Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970, ¢. C-30, and
subsequent amendments.

NL-339 (1. 8804) c

AVIS

La qualité de cette microforme dépend grandement de la
qualité de la thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous avons
toui fait pour assurer une quaiité supérieure de reproduc-
tion.

S'il.manciue des pages, veuillez communiquer avec
l'universit3 qui @ conféré le grade.

La qualité d'impression de certaines pages peut laisser a
désirer, surtout si les pages originales ont été dactylogra-
phiées a l'aide d'un ruban usé ou si 'université nous a fai
parvenir une photocopie de qualité inférieure.

La reproduction, méme partielle, de cette microforme es!
soumise a la Loi canadienne sur le droit d'auteur, SRC
1970, c. C-30, et ses amendements subséquents.

Canadi



Biblioihéque nationale

du Canada

'* National Library
of Canada

Canadian Theses Service Service des théses canadiennes

Ottawa, Canada
K1A ON4

Canadi

The author has granted an irrevocable non-
exclusive licence allowing the National Library
of Canada to reproduce, loan, distribute or sell
copies of his/her thesis by any means and in
any form or format, making this thesis available
to interested persons.

The author retains ownership of the copyright
in his/her thesis. Neither the thesis nor
substantial extracts from it may be printed or
otherwise reproduced without his/her per-
mission.

ISBN

L'auteur a accordé une licence irrévocable et
non exclusive permettant a la Bibliotheque
nationale du Canada de reproduire, préter,
distribuer ou vendre des copies de sa thése
de quelque maniére et sous quelque forme
que ce soit pour mettre des exemplaires de
cette these a la disposition des personnes
intéressées.

L’auteur conserve la propriété du droit d’auteur
qui protege sa thése. Nila thése ni des extraits
substantiels de celle-ci ne doivent étre
imprimés ou autrement reproduiis sans son
autorisation.

0-315-55593-9



THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

Rational Acceptability and Coherence Theorics of Justification

by

Ernest Howe ((;)

A THESIS
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH
IN PARTIAL FULFILMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE
OF MASTER OF ARTS

DEPT. OF PHILOSOPHY

EDMONTON, ALBERTA
FALL, 1989



THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
RELEASE FORM

NAME OF AUTHOR  Ernest Howe
TITLE OF THESIS Rational Acceptability and Coherence Theories of Justification

DEGREE FOR WHICH THESIS WAS PRESENTED MASTER OF ARTS

YEAR THIS DEGREE GRANTED FALL, 1989
Permission is hereby granted to THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA LIBRARY

to reproduce single copies of this thesis and to lend or sell such copies for private,
scholarly or scientific research purposes only.

The author reserves other publication rights, and neither the thesis nor extensive
extracts from it may be printed or otherwise reproduced without the author’s wriften

permission. ,

L R R N N P T N ¥ RO PO

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

f

DATED o520 193




THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH

The undersigned certify that they have rcad, and recommend to the Faculty of
Graduate Studies and Research, for acceptance, a thesis entitled Rational Acceplability and
Coherence Theories of Justification submitted by Ernest Howe in partial fulfilment of the

requirements for the degree of Master of Arts.

Date..?:‘ﬂk(.@:./[z......



Abstract

The beliefs which an individual holds as true are, if not completely arbitrary, the
result of some process of belief evaluation. Two different intuitions underlie acounts of this
process. First, it scems that a belief should be held as true only when there exists in objective
fact sufficient reasons or evidence to support that belief. The belief must be objectively
justio -1. Second, it seems that the evaluation process serves no purpose unless it is one
which the individual is capable of carrying out himself. A belief must be rationally acceptable
to the individual.

A complete theory of belief evaluation must be both a theory of objective justification
and a theory of rationai acceptability. A theory of objective justification must make an
objective truth connection between true beliefs and that which makes them true. A theory of
rational acceptability must provide for the individual's acceptance of a belief in a manner
which is aimed at the epistemic goal of truth, utilizes the evidence available to the individual,
provides for reflection on the acceptance process, and allows for the pragmatic acceptance of
beliefs in the present.

It is asked if the coherency approach can supply complete theories of belicf
evaluation. To answer this question, the theories of Sellars, Bonjour, Rescher, Putnam,
Lehrer, and Harman are individually examined. It is determined that all these theories supply
accounts of rational acceptability. Some do not attempt to supply accounts of objective
justification, and tiiose that do fail given the traditional concept. This failure is due to their
reliance in demonstrating the truth connection on metaphysical assumptions about the world
with which that connection is made. However, it is argued that they do supply accounts of
objective justification when a nonstandard but rationally acceptable concept of objective
justification is adopted, a concept which includes and takes account of this type of

metaphysical assumption.
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1. Introduction

At any given time an individual has a certain stcck of beliefs. These beliefs do not
include every proposition which has ever occurred to him. They exclude many propositions
which were at one time entertained as potential beliefs, as well as many former beliefs which
have since been rejected. This stock of beliefs, if not completely arbitrary, must be the result
of some process of belief evaluation. That process will be the focus of this thesis.

In particular, concern is with belief evaluation for epistemic purposes. A belief may
be held for a variety of reasons. It may be more interesting than some other potential belief,
it might be alligned with one's metaphyf;sical. ethical, or religious views, or it may simple
"make sense”. Of interest here are thoé:e beliefs which are accepted because they are
considered true — that is, knowledge bel‘iiefs.

Up until about twenty-five years ago there was relative agreement on the
characterization of knowledge as justified true belief. The introduction at that time of the
Gettier problem and its subsequent and varied appearances have necessitated a rethinking of
this characterization. Some have advocated the addition of further conditions for knowledge,
others have called for a radical reworking of the traditional view. Although no consensus has
yet been reached concerning the solution of the problem, there seems to be agreement that the
standard characterization is, if not complete, at least necessary for knowliedge.! In what
follows knowledge will be viewed as including, at least, those true beliefs which an individual
is justified in holding.?

This characterization of knowledge. then, sets the epistemic goal of accepting truth
and rejecting falsehood. This does not mcan that there are not other legitimate cognitive

goals — for example, achieving a maximally explanatory or a maximally coherent belief

'E.g. Nicholas Rescher: "Knowledge, so the traditional — albeit much controverted
— formula has it, is true, justified belief ... But whatever the strengths and

—-weaknesses - of - this- formula-may-be, - it--at - least points—out,~ quite - appropriately = that =~~~

knowledge claims must have some sort of justification” (Rescher, 1977: 69).
*Attention here will also be restricted to propositional knowledge — knowledge which
can be expressed in the form of propositions or statements. Whether or not such
constitutes the -entire domain of knowledge, i.e. whether or not non-propositional
knowledge is possible, will not be an issue.

1



system. While these are legitimate goals of inquiry, and may even represent intermedinte
steps in the pursuit of truth, they will not be of primary concern here. Knowledge will b
considered to have as its ultimate aim the traditional epistemic goal of attaining trutl.

Relief cvaluation thus lcads to the selection of presumably true beliefs. One approach
to this task of belicf evaluation is that of the coherency theorists. While there are many
different coherency theories. the common claim is that knowledge consists of a sysiem of
propositions related to each other in certain ways, and that cvaluation of a potential belief
decpends on how well it coheres with a system of knowledge. This thesis will examine a
selection of these coherency theories with a view both to their individual accomplishments and
to the potential of the coherency approach itsclf.

The first task will be an examination of the concepit of belicf evaluation. Two types
of belief evaluation which are often conflated will be distinguished : rational acceptability and
objective justification. This will be follcwed by a study of individual cohcrency theoties of
belief cvaluation. Each will be outlined, and cxamined with respect 1o its adequacy as both a
theory of rational acceptability and a theory of justification. Particular attention wili be paid
to the role of coherence.

The final task will be an examination of the coherencs approach stsell 1t will be
argued that whilc this approach is well suited to providing theories of rational acceptabibiny | it
is not ablc to provide theories of objective justification, at lcast as objective justification is
traditionally perceived. Finally, it will be suggested that the coherency approach an provide

theories of objective justification if a non-traditional view of objective ustification n taken




- legitimately- held-by-a-rational-individual.- Objective -justification-is concerned with—

1. Rational Acceptability and Justification

The epistemic task of belief evaulation is commonly refered to as justification.
Justification involves giving reasons for accepting a proposition as true. A theory of
justification must, at minimum, set out the criteria by which the truth of a proposition will
be judged. It might (and arguably must) also justify these criteria. Such metajustification
sets out reasons why the selected criteria of justification allow for the acceptance of true
beliefs and the rejection of false beliefs. An account of justification, then, provides criteria
for the acceptance or rejection of a belief as true, as well as arguments for why those criteria

tend to yield truths instead of falsehoods.

A. Epistemic Belief Evaluation — Two Concepts

A belief is justified if it is legitimately held. Therc are different intuitions about how
this legitimacy should be determined. On the one hand, if sufficient reasons or cvidence
exists for the justification of a belief, the belief is justified. This determination of sufficient
reasons or evidence is made with respect to that which the belief is about, and constitutes
objective justification. On the other hand, there is the intuition that this is not enough. If
the believer cannot himself make the determination of legitimacy, then, in another sense, he is
not justified. To be justified he must find the belief rationally acceptable. But if rational
acceptability is set out as the sole criterion for justification, the intuition which gave rise to
the concept of objective justification returns. Might not a belief which is rationally
acceptable to a person be based on reasons or evidence which does not, in objective fact,
legitimize the belief?

The clash of these two intuitions suggests that the notion of rational acceptability
must be separated from the concept of objective justification. The primary difference lies in

their aims. Rational acceptability is concerned with determining what beliefs can be

determining what beliefs (or what types of belief) are truth-conducive. Although these aims

need not be in competition, and are often complementary, a beiicef may satisfv one but not



tlic other.

First, a belief may be objectively justified but not rationally acceptable. For instance,
a belicf might be theoretically justifiable without that justification ever being accessible to an
individual. This might be, for example, because the justification argument is 100 long to be
comprehensible, or because the justifying evidence is not available to the individual. The fact
that the belief can be objectively justified is not available to the individual, and cannot be
used by that individual to certify the rational acceptability of that belief. If the belief is
rationally acceptable, it must be for other reasons.

This leads to the second casc, where a proposition is rationally acceptable but not
objectively justified. For example, all mathematical thcorems arc justified by their proofs,
But it is arguable that no one, not even the most brilliant mathematician. understands all
mathematical proofs. Yet it is rationally acceptable to hold these theorems, based on the
authority 7" mathematicians. They are justified one way (by proofs), and made rationally
acceptable by conformance with other standards (deference to authority). (Of course, a
theory of justification may be cxpanded to take deference to authority as one ctiterion of
justification, in spite of the fact that it docsn't provide ultimate justification),

An example of a theory of justification which does not yicld a theory of rational
acceptability is that of evidentialism, as stated by Richard Feldman and Fatl Conee (Feldman
and Conce, 1987). “Fvidentialism is the view that the epistemic justification of g belicf s
determined by the quality of the believer ‘s evidence for the belief * (Feldman and Conee,
1987: 334). More precisely, it is what they call thesin EJ: “Dosastic sttitude 1D 1owatd
proposition p is epistemically justificd for § at tif and only if having 1) 10ward p fits the
cvidence S has at 17 (Fcidman and Conec, 19870 334). This thesis, they claim, s suffigient
for evaluating an individual’s belicfs. “EJ scts an cpivemic sandard for evaluating dovasti

conduct ... We hold the general view that onc epistemically ought 1o have the dosaus

~attitudes that fit onc's evidence . W think that bring epricsicsiiy obligatony i eguivalont in

being epistemically juntifiod ™ (Foldman snd Coneg. 1957 13Y)



This cannot provide an account of rational acceptability. EJ holds in spite of the
abilities § may have, or the way in which he uses the evidence to arrive at p. "EJ asserts that
the epistemic justification of an attitude depends only on evidence" (Feldman and Conee,
1987: 335). Anything else is superfluous to claims of justification. For example, "suppose
that there were oc.urances when forming the attitude that best fits a person's evidence was
beyond normal cognitive limits. This would still be the attitude justified by the person's
evidence. If the person had normal abilities, then he would be in the unfortunate position of
being unable to do what is justified" (Feldman and Conee, 1987: 336). A belief may be
justified according to EJ without that justification being accessible to the individual. The
beliel would be justified, but not rationally acceptable for the person. As Richard Foley
notes, "evidentialism implies that in the final analysis i. is rational for an individual to believe
just that for which he has adequate evidence. ... This is an extreme position, far too
extreme” (Foley, 1987: 212, 213).

One could hold evidentialism as a theory of justification, and deny it as a theory of
rational acceptability. A complementary theory of rational acceptability could claim that a
proposition is rationally acceptable only if it is properly tased on the justificatory evidence,
and that a justified proposition is not rationally acceptable if the justificatory evidence is
beyond the comprehensive abilities of a rational human being. A theory of justification,
then, need not be a theory of rational acceptability, nor need a theory of rational acceptability
be a theory of justification.

The distinction between rational acceptability and justification leaves open the
objection that what has really been distinguished are two types of justification: objective
justification and subjective justification. Objective justification claims that a belief either is
or is not justified depending on the evidence that there is, while subjective justification claims

that a belief either is or is not justified depending on the evidence that one has. Before

- respending to these objections, a closer look must be taken at the notions of objectiveand

subjective justification.



B. Justification — Concept

John Pollock identifies three senses of justification on the spectrum from the
objective to the subjective. He begins with the most objective and subjective senses. "The
subjective sense of 'should believe' concerns what one should believe given what we actually
do believe (possibly incorrectly). The objective sense of 'should believe' concerns what one
should believe given what is in fact true” (Pollock, 1986: 183). This subjective sense of
justification relates to the belicfs already in our possession. The objective sensc of
justification, notes Pollock, reduces to truth. "What we should belicve given what is true is
just the truths, so the objective sense of 'should believe' gets identified with truth. The
subjective sense, on the o’ ier hand, is ordinary epistemic justification” (Pollock, 1986: 183).

Pollock proposes another sense of objective justification which he does not reduce to
truth, and which is in fact "very close to being the same thing as knowledge" (Pollock, 1986:
185). According to this sensc of objective justification "S is objectively justified in believing
P if and only if S instantiates some argument A supporting P which is ultimately undefeated
relative to the set of all truths” (Pollock, 1986: 189). To instantiate an argument is to be "in
the basic states from which the argument begins and ... [to believe] the conclusion of the
argument on the basis of that argument” (Pollock, 1986: 188). In other words, S is
objectively justified in believing P if and only if his reasons for belicving P would stand up in
the face of all the truths, including those of which he is unaware.

Similar distinctions between different senses of objective and subjective justification
can be irlade when justification is phrased in terms of evidence and likelihood. Evidence
refers to ;he facts as they actually exist. A proposition p is justified if, given the facts, -
cor:eéi reasoning processes (i.e. processes of induction and deduction which preserve the truth

resident in the facts under consideration) show p to be likely to be true.® The most objective

*This likelihood must be cashed out non-epistemically. This can _be_donc in_different . . .

ways, as, for example, frequency (given the facts, conclusions of type p are more
often true than false), propensity (given the facts, p will tend to be true rather
than false), possible worlds (given the facts, p will be true in more possible worlds
than it is false), or some other notion such. as. community. acceptance - (given- the
facts, p will be judged true by more members of the cpistemic community than
will judge it false). Which course to take is not at issue herc. Of morc immediate



sense of justification is as follows:
S is justified in believing that p if and only if it is likely that p based on all the
evidence.
If "all the evidence" is interpreted broadly enough, it will include all the facts, that is, the set
of all truths, and if "likely" is interpreted as meaning that no mistakes were made in the
calculation of likelihood, this statement can be rewritten as follows:
S is justified in believing that p if and only if p is true.
This sense of objective justification, which can be called Completely Objective Justification,
thus reduces to the notion of truth, simply stating that S is justified in believing true
statements. It is justification from an omniscient, "God's eye" perspective.

A genuine sense of justification can be arrived at by restricting evidence to that
ascertainable by the individual, i.e. to that which he potentially has access to — those facts
which an individual can grasp. This includes evidence someone else already has, for example,
something he could find out by reading a magazine or asking Aunt Molly. It alsc includes
evidence which no one currently possesses, but which is readily discoverable. For example, a
researcher could find it by doing a few more experiments, or it could be discerned by
something so mundane as looking out the window. This sense of justification can be called
Fully Objective Justification. It is the fullest justification which S could obtain given his
human limitations, both as a conceptually limited knower and as a temporal being. It thus
excludes evidence which can never be uncovered by humans, for example, that which exists
only from a "God's eye" view. It also excludes that temporally beyond the individual — for
example, that which will be uncovered as a result of scientific breakthroughs over the next one
hundred years. It does not, however, exclude evidence that the individual cannot discover due
to personal limitations. For example, a brain damaged person who has trouble determining

distances is not justified in this sense in his perceptual judgements, even though it is

_impossible for him to ever have the required evidence for making these. judgements. ..This

sense of justification thus includes exactly that evidence which is potentially available to a

(cont’d) concern is differentiating between objectivity in its vatious senses and
subjectivity.



normal human being.

A third sense of justification comes from limiting the evidence even further, from
that potentially available to the individual to that actually available to him, the evidence which
he in fact has in his possession — i.e..those facts actually within his grasp. It is objective in
that the determination of the likelihdod of p relative to the evidence is still assumed to be
without error. It is sybjective in-that the evidence is localized to the individual. This can be
called the Personally Objective sense of justification.

The final sense of justification that will be considered is the Fully Subjective. The
evidence is now restricted to that which the individual believes to be true. It is not just the
evidence which an individual actually has in his possession, that is, those facts which he
actually kas a grasp of, but that which he belie.ves to be fact. Also, but the calculation of the
likelihood of p based on this evidence is the individual's. This allows for idiosyncracies and
mistakes in the individual's reasoning, and is the only sense in which justification is directly
accessible to the individual. These four senses of justif: icatidn can be summarized as follows:

Completely Objective': S is justified in believing that p if and only if it is likely that
p based on the evidence (i.e. if and only if p is true).
» Objective: S is justified in believing that p if and only if it is likely that p
based on the available evidence.
Personally Objective: S is justified in believing that p if and only if it is likely that p
based on the evidence in his possession.
Fully Subjective: S is justified in believing that p if and only if S finds it likely that
p based on what he believes the evidence to be.
Of these four senses of justification, the Fully Objective and Fully Subjective will be of the
most use in what follows, and will be what is meant by, respectively, objective and subjective
justification. |
“~ = The question raised earlier was whether rational acceptability involves anything other ~~
than subjective justification. Earl Conee, for one, indicates that it does. He states that "it

can be rational to go against one's evidence, even in a pure pursuit of knowledge. There arc



examples where, for the purpose of aquiring as much knowledge as possible, it is rational not
to believe in accordance with one's evidence” (Conee, 1987: 316). For instance, a scientist's
belief that he will recover from a usually incurable disease might contribute to his fight
against the disease, allow him to further his research, and thus contribute to knowledge. This
belief, although not justified by the evidence, is rational both with respect to the long term
epistemic goal of furthering know"ledge, and to the practical matter of the scientist's health.
If rational acceptability dealt only with short term epistemic goals such as the immediate
justification of beliefs, the scientist's belief would not be rationally acceptable.

It remains to be determined what, besides subjective justification, constitutes rational
acceptability. It must also be asked what criteria a theory of belief evaluation must meet in
order to be considered a theory of objective justification or rational acceptability. Attention

will first be directed to objective justification.

C. Theories of Objective Justification

A theory of objective justification must satisfy the intuition that what legitimizes a
belief is the available evidence, whether or not that evidence is held by the belief's holder. A
theory of belief evaluation which is to serve as a theory of justification must establish an
objective truth connection. It must allow for the acceptance of true beliefs and the rejection
of false beliefs to be based on the existent evidence. As Alvin Goldman puts it, "the central
epistemological concepts of appraisal ... involve true belief as their ultimate aim. So the
evaluation of epistemic procedures, methods, or arrangements must appeal to
truth-conduciveness, an objective standard of assessment” (Goldman, 1986: 3).

What constitutes truth conduciveness? Different answers come from metaphysical
realists and non-realists. Goldman asks "What makes a proposition have the truth-value it

has?" and replies "The natural answer is: the way the world is" (Goldman, 1986: 17).

--Richard Rorty;-on the other-hand;-claims-that -"'objective truth' is-no more and no less than =

the best idea we currently have about how to explain what is going on" (Rorty, 1979: 385).

He rejects truth as "that which escapes the context within which discourse is conducted and
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inquiry pursued, and purports to establish a new context” (Rorty, 1979: 309) — that is, the
"accurate fitting of a scheme of representations to something which supplies a context for
that scheme” (Rorty, 1979: 310). Rather, the truth is "roughly 'what you can defend against
all comers'" (Rorty, 1979: 308).

The characterization of the dbjective truth connection seems to hinge on a choice
between fealiSt;1 and non-realism. Such a metaphysical commitment, however, might not be
necessary for a concepi of objéctive justification. Crucial to the notion of objectivity is the
idea that a proposition has a particular truth value irrespective of whether any particular
individual has, or even can, ascertain it. Goldman s{:eaks of "the principle of
verification-transcendent truth: a statement is true or false independently of our knowledge,
or verification of it (or even of our ability to verify it)" (Goldman, 1986: 143). While he
claims this as a thesis of realism, it holds even under Rorty's concept of truth.

Determination of a belief's truth value might lie beyond the grasp of the belief irrespective of
whether that truth value is based on independent reality or on consensually held opinion. All
that is required for objectivity is the existence of a state of affairs, be that state of affairs
some aspect of a real world, or what Rorty refers to as "general agreement among sane and
rational men on what would count as confirming their truth” (Rorty, 1979: 337). In cither
case, the crucial characterization of the objective is that which obtains independent of whether
or not a particular holder of a belief does, or can, ascertain it.

Objective justification, then, can be characterized while remaining neutral on the
metaphysical question of realism versus non-realism. A belief is objectively justificd when
the requisite evidence or reasons exist for its justification, irrespective of the possession of
such evidence or reasons by the holder of the belief. This evidence provides the truth
connection for the belief.

The claim of a theory of belief evaluation to be a theory of objective justification

~ depends on establishing this truth connection. While characterization of the objective truth
connection does not depend on the choice of metaphysics, the method by which the

~ connection is established does. It is perhaps easiest to establish when combined with
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metaphysical realism. Alvin Goldman holds such a realist position, stating that "our
conception of reality is the conception of something robust, an object or property that is
invariant under multiple modes of detection” (Goldman, 1986: 149). Or, as Thomas Nagel
puts it, "the world is in a strong sense independent of our possible representations, and may
well extend beyond them" (Nagel, 1986: 91).

From this stance objective justification involves confirmation with respect to the real
world. This real world is considered by realists to be essential for any meaningful notion of
objectivity. Nagel, for example, claims that realism "has implications both for what
objectivity achieves when it is successful and for the possible limits of what it can achieve.
Its aim and sole rationale is to increase our grasp of reality, but that makes no sense unless
the idea of reality is not merely the idea of what can be grasped by these methods™ (Nagel,
1986: 91).

In spite of this claim, it might be possible for an objective truth connection to be
established from a non-realist position. For example, Richard Rorty argues that we use
"'objective’ to mean both ‘characterizing the view which would be agreed upon as a result of
argument undeflected by irrelevent considerations' and 'representing things as they really
are'" (Rorty, 1979: 333, 334). He claims that the former is the only legitimate use of the
term — that "our only usable notion of ‘objectivity' is 'agreement' rather than mirroring”
(Rorty, 1979: 337). Thus "objectivity should be seen as conformity to the norms of
justification (for as-srtions and for actions) we find about us. Such conformity becomes
dubious and self-deceptive only when seen as something more than this — namely, as a way
of obtaining access to something which 'grounds’ correct practices of justification in
something else” (Rorty, 1979: 361).

Choice of realism or non-realism can be left to the individual theories of justification.

Regardless of which account is presented, a theory of belief evaluation must set out the truth

__connection between true beliefs and what makes them true in order to be considered asa

theory of objective justification.
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D). Rational Acceptability — Concept

A theory of rational acceptability must satisfy the intuition that determination of a
belief's legitimacy must be made by the holder of the belief. An individual would consider
many, if not most of his beliefs to be true, and to thus constitute knowledge. However, the
psychological attitude of holding a belief as true does not always stand up to reasoned
consideration. If subject to such examination, many beliefs would be rejected as not being
knowledge. A comprehensive examination of these beliefs would leave those which, after
reasoned consideration, were still held as true. The individual would consider it rationally
acceptable that these beliefs were true. This subset of what he might originally have
considered to be knowledge would be those ‘beliefs which were, if not in objective fact
legitimate (i.e. some of these beliefs may still be false), would at least be legitimately held.

Before setting out what rational acceptability is, it will be helpful to contrast it with
rational inference. A new belief can be rationally added to a belief system in one of two
ways. First, it can be rationally inferred from that alrcady in the system by a process of
deduction or induction. Second, it can be the direct result of new "input” from outside the
system. While inferred beliefs are, of course, accepted, they are not new to the system in
that their accegtance does not imply the acceptance of new content. Rather, they arc the
result of the logical reprocessing of beliefs already in the system. Rational acceptability
applies to both those beliefs inferred from other beliefs already in the system, as well as those
beliefs which result from the consideration of new evidence.

It can now be asked what rational acceptability entails. Not all theories of rational
acceptability expound the identical concept. This is demonstrated by Richard Foley, who
gives what is perhaps the most comprehensive theory of rational acceptability to datc. His
entire approach to epistemology is from the perspective of trying "to describe in some detail

what is involved in it being epistemically rational for someone to belicve some claim® (Foley,

Foley claims that "there is no privileged perspective for making judgements of

rationality” (Foley, 1987: 136), and presents a "meta-theory” which allows for various
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concepts of rationality. He finds that many "claims of rationality ... tend to be elliptical
because they fail to make explicit the point of view from which they are made"” (Foley, 1987:
140). Thus "it is necessary for any account of rationality to demarcate its subject matter —
that is, to identify the kind of rationality that is the concern of the account. The way to do
this is by identifying the kind of goal that is being sought and by identifying also the
perspective from which the evaluation of how effectively the person is pursuing this goal is to
be made" (Foley, 1987: 138). This results in classifying concepts of rationality first, by their
goals, and second, by how objective or subjective they are. For example, he distinguishes:

"l. The Aristotelian (or reflective subjective ... ) conception: All else being equal, it
is rational for S to bring about Y if he has a goal X and on reflection would believe that Y is
an effective means to X.

"2. The radically subjective conception: All clse being equal, it is rational for S to
bring about Y if he has a goal X and believes that Y is an effective means to X,

"3. The radically objective conception: All else being equal, it is rational for S to
bring about Y if he has a goal X and Y is an effective means to X" (Foley, 1987: 131).
Variations on any of these conceptions would result in still other conceptions.

While one can evaluate his beliefs with respect to other than epistemic goals, and
from different perspectives (e.g. different societies, cultures, etc.) and from time frames
other than the present (e.g. long term goals), Foley's approach "emphasizes the epistemic
priority of both the present and the first person” (Foley, 1987: 206). This he calls the
"purely epistemic” perspective. "To describe what it is rational for S to belicve from a purely
epistemic point of view is to describe what S himself from his own perspective on reflection
would believe” (Foley, 1987: 125).

While this approach, with its attendant Aristotelian concept of rationality is

compatible with the concept of rational acceptability, there may be other accounts which also

__suffice._The next step is to examine what a theory. of rational acceptability- must-accomplish. - ...
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E. Theories of Rational Acceptability

A theory of rational acceptability must account for how a rational individual goes
about accepting his beliefs. While no definition of ratiosiai acceptability will be given here
(this can be left to the individual accounts), certain features of the acceptance process which
a theory of rational acceptability must address can be sketched out. First, the acceptance
process must be conducted with some goal in mind. For beliefs being accepted for epistemic
reasons, this end is the goal of truth. Second, there must be reasons for accepting a
particular belief. In the epistemological context, the belief must be subjectively justified.
Also, the individual must be at least potentially aware that he has accepted the belief as true,
and be able to mull over why he so accepted it. Finally, in order for the process to occur at
all, it must yield to the pragmatic concerns of a limited individual operating at a certain point
in time.

A theory of rational acceptability, then, must account for certain characteristics of
rational acceptability. Rational acceptability is goal directed, embodies subjective
justification, requires reflection, and is pragmatic. Before examining coherency theories of
belief evaluation, these characteristics of rational acceptability will be examined in morc

detail.

Goal Directed

Rational acceptability is goal directed. That is, a belief is rationally acceptable only
with respect to a certain goal or goals of an individual. Epistemic rationality is distinguished
by its goal, which Paul Moser expresses as a certain preference. "It should be stressed now
that principles [of rationality] ... require that S has a preference whose satisfaction is
evidently best provided for by his fulfilling his relevant epistemic, moral, or prudential

obligations. For it is a preference of this sort that typically makes such obligations rational

“obligations for §” (Moser, 1985: 220)." Richard Folcy also speaks of goals. “Judgements of

rationality are judgements about how effectively an individual is pursuing some goal. This is

what all judgements of rationality have in common® (Foley, 1987: 137). Thus, "if we arc
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interested in identifying a distinctly epistemic kind of rationality, it is necm&ry to identify a
distinctly epistemic goal ... Isuggest that we take it to be what epistemologists have often
said it to be, now to believe those propositions that are true and now not to believe those
propositions that are false” (Foley, 1987: 7, 8).

Rational acceptability, then, must be directed toward some goa! in its application. In
the present context, this goal is the epistemic goal of truth. A theory of rational acceptability
must both elucidate this goal and show how the criteria it sets forth for belief acceptance help
move towards that goal. This goal is truth, and that is the common ground between epistemic
rational acceptability and ohjective justification. A theory of rational acceptability aims to
determine how to accept true beliefs, while a theory of objective justification aims to establish

that these beliefs are indeed true.

Subjective Justification

As noted earlier, a theory of rational acceptability is, at least, a theory of subjective
justification. As justification, rational acceptability must take into account the evidence. As
subjective justification, this refers to the evidence that one has. In order for the judgement
to be rational, it must be made on all the evidence one has. As Paul Moser notes, S should
believe p if and only if "p is likely to be true on S's total evidence” (Moser, 1985: 219). This
sense of subjective justification is that referred to above as the Fully Subjective: S is justified
in believing that p if and only if S finds it likely that p based on the evidence in his

possession.

Reflection
Whether a proposition is rationally acceptable depends on more than just the evidence

available to the individual. It also depends on how that evidence is processed. While details

—depend -on-and-must be-left to the individual accounts of rational acceptability, it can'be'said ™ T

that this processing must, at least, involve the awareness of a rational individual. In other

words, it must not be simply an automatic function, but one which the individual is either
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reflectively aware of at the time of processing, 'or which could be subject to such reflection at
some time in the future. Reflection allows the individual to be aware of the reasoning which
leads to a judgement regarding p's truth. He can critically examine this reasoning process,
looking for flaws in the process itself as well as for gaps in the evidence which might lead
either to a suspension of judgement or to a different assessment of p's truth.

Although subjective ju_stificatic;n only requires the individual to take into account the
evidence which he has, rational acceptability places an onus on him to gather the relevant
evidence. While p might at any given time be subjectively justified, failurc to pursue evidence
relevant to p's justification calls into quesiion the rational acceptability of p. As Erncst Sosa
says, "what one is rationally justified in belicving obviously depends on the data in one's
possession. But what data one has can depend on how much and how well one investigates”
(Sosa, 1974: 116). To a large extent, these standards of investigation are sct by the
community to which we belong. "Our dcpartuics from the traditional conception of
kaowledge put in relief the relativity of knowledge to an epistemic community. This is
brought out most prominently by the requirement that inquirers have at least normal cognitive
equipment ... [and also] that inquirers not lack or blink generally known rclevant
information” (Sosa, 1974: 117). Consequently, "we have ... two types of situations where
correct, fully warranted belief falls short of knowledge owing to no neglect or faulty rcasoning
or false belief. Despite commendable thoroughness and impeccable reasoning unspoiled by
falsehood, one may still fail to be 'in a position to know’, owing ecither 1o faully cognitive
equipment or to misused generally known information® (Sosa, 1974: 118). According 1o
Sosa, someone with faulty cognitive equipment, or who copsistently misuses information,
could be considered irrational. "My conclusion is that to understand knowledge we must
enrich our traditional repertoire of epistemic concepts with the notion of being in a position

to know (from the point of view of a K., ¢.g.. a human being). Thus a proposition is evident

“(from the point of view of a K ) to'a subject only if both he is rationally justificd in believing

it and he is in a position 10 know (from the K point of view) whether it is truc” (Sosa, 1974

118).
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This does not mean that such a rational person, a person with fully functional
cognitive facilities and who generally processes information correctly, is always going to
believe that which he should based on the evidence. As Foley notes, a person may not Bclieve
all that he is entitled to. "Although it perhaps is possible for people to believe only
propositions that are epistemically rational for them to believe, it may very well not be
possible for people to believe all propositions that are epistemically rational for them" (Foley,
1987: 230). A person might fail in being comprehensive. But "to say that a person believes
something that is not cpistemically rationa! for him or to say that he fails to believe
something that is epistemically rational for him is not to say that he has not been as good an
epistemic agent as he might have been. To say that a proposition is epistemically rational ...
is not to say that he has control over whether he believes it or not.... However, at least with
respect to each particular proposition that is epistemically rational for an individual, this
usually is a moot poiat” (Foley, 1987: 13). When made aware of a proposition which he has
missed, a rational individual will usually accept it.

Foley explicitly acknowledges this reflection requirement when he states that
"according to an Afistotelian concept, rationality is best understood in terms of a person
pursuing his goals in a way he would believe to be effective were he to take time to reflect
carefully on the question of how best to pursue them" (Foley, 1987: 6). Which means are
considered effective depends on the individual. At one extreme is the radical skeptic, for
whom "no means is any better than any other means” (Foley, 1987: 9). Such a person hnlds
that nothing is epistemically rational. At the other extreme is the omniscient Gods-eye view.
Someone holding this position would feel that "the most effective means to his epistemic goal
is to believe precisely what he now believes” (Foley, 1987: 9). Most people can be found
somewhere between these two extremes. As to what constitutes sufficient reflection, "strictly
speaking there is no limit. We imagine [a person) reflecting until his view stabilizes, until

The reflectivity requirement can aiso be stated in terms of doxastic and propositional

warrant as set out by Roderick Firth. He "adopt(s] the traditional device for seperating the
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'logical content’ of a belief from the psychnlogical state of believing. We may distinguish
propositional warrant from doxastic warrant" (Firth, 1978: 218). He does this because "there
is an important respect in which a belief may be warranted although we are subject to
epistemic criticism for having that belief. We may be criticized on the ground that our
doxastic state is not psychologically based on or derived from the relevent evidence in a
rational way ... [although] our belief might be justifiable by rational inference from ous
evidence” (Firth, 1978: 217). A proposition p is justificd because of certain evidence. If the
evidence exists, the proposition has propositional warrant. In order to have doxastic warraht.
the person’s belief that p must be based on this evidence. It can be said, then, that a belief is
rationally acceptable only if a person can be reflectively aware of its propositional warrant.
Not only must there be propositional warrant, but belicf must be rationally based on the
evidence in order to achieve doxastic warrant.*

While an individual need not always be aware of how he accepted a belief, or> cven be
aware of éonsciously holding that belief, he must always be in a position whereby he could
reflectively examine the belief, the evidence which supports it, and the rcasoning by which the
belief is deemed acceptable on that evidence. The individual might accept the majority of his
belief’s without reflecting on them, but he must be able to ref lectively examine any given belicl
if questions arisc about it.

The reflective characteristic of rational acceptability, then, requires that the individual
must attempt to gather relevant cvidence, and must be (at least potentially) awarc of the
processing of that evidence. This does not mean that the introspective processes which

constitute reflection are not subject to scrutiny, or that one's knowledge of these Processcs

‘Bertrand Russcll makes note of this psychological aspect of justification in The
Problems of Philosophy. He defines “derivative knowledge”™ as that "validly deduced
from premises known intuitively™ (Russell, 1967: 77). This derivative knowledge is
not limited to that logically inferred from intuitive knowledge, but includes “whatever
...is_the_result_of intuitive_knowledge.. even...if-by__mere— association,— provided - there—is=g e
valid logical connexion, and the person in question could become aware of this
connexion by reflection™ (Russell, 1967: 78). The tesults of this “psycholoel 2al
inference™ are acceplable “provided thal theic is s discernable logical infctence which
- funs . paralie] 10-the - psychological -inference™ - (Russell, = 1967:--7%) 11 - the- logical——
inferewce could be discerned by reflection, the mychological inference i Haclf
sufficient to produce knowledge.



19

does not require justification. It only means that reflective awareness is required for rational
acceptability, and this requirement is independent of any claim of or demand for the

justificatior: of the processes that constitute this reflection.

Pragmatic

Finally, rational acceptability is pragmatiic. It involves present action — the
acceptance, now, of a belief. This is recognized by Richard Foley, who "emphasises the
epistemic priority of ... the present” (Foley, 1987: 206). While a theory of justification can
have long-term goals, and argue for those propositions which will lead, in the end, to true
beliefs, rational acceptability involves the actual judging of propositions at the time that they
arise. This pragmatic nature of rational acceptability thus arises from temporal
considerations. V

One such consideration is the demand for present action. An individual is in a
situation where he must act, and he must reach some immediate conclusion as to what course
of action to take. For example, a doctor must decide whether or not to administer a certain
drug to an accident victim. There is no medic alert bracelet or wallet card indicating that the
victim is allergic to the drug, so the doctor administers the drug based on his immed’:icly
formed belief that the victim is not allergic to it.

Another consideration is the impracticality and irrationality of suspending belief
indefinitely. If the primary goal was to hold only true beliefs and no false beliefs, belief
would have to be suspended until all the evidence was available. This would lead to a
suspension of many if not most of the beliefs which we now hold. We are willing to run the

risk of holding some errant beliefs in order to expand the number of beliefs we hold, thereby

gaining more true beliefs.*

"SIt might be argued that what we really are dealing with are not beliefs but™ =
working hypotheses. We operate under these hypotheses, but suspend belief in them
until we have more evidence. Van Fraassen, for example, argues in The Scientific

. Image (Van_Fraassen, 1980) that this is the case in scientific_inquiry. While
hypothesis formation and belief suspension might well be the case in the scientific
process of theory formation and testing, it is not the usual case. Normally, a
rationally accepted proposition is one which the individual will believe. As Roderick
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Rational acceptability is also pragmatic in that acceptance of a proposition might
depend not on whether a proposition is true, but on what other propositions are available
which have an epistemic relationship to the proposition under question. For example, Moser
holds that a proposition should be believed only if there are no defeaters for that proposition.
That is, § should believe p if and only if. "S's believing that p is not incompatible with S's
believing a proposition q, which is likely to be true on S's evidence, and which is epistemically
more important than p" (Moser, 1985: 219). If there are no defeaters available at the time to
the individual, they are not a consideration in his judgement of rational acceptability, even
though they might exist. This is, of course, another way of stating that rational acceptability
embodies subjective justification.

The pragmatic characteristic of rational acceptability, then, requires that the process
must lead to an actual and present belief — i.¢., that an accepted proposition should be held

as true.

F. Coherency Theories of Epistemic Belief Evaluation

A system of knowledge must, by any but the most radical standards, be internally
coherent.® For a coherency theory, coherence is not only a necessary condition for belief
acceptance, it is the primary condition — perhaps even a sufficient condiiion. Of concern
here is whether these coherency theories can provide complete accounts of belief evaluation.
Any theory which attempts this task must provide accounts of both rational acceptability and
objective justification. The coherency theories of Sellars, Bonjour, Rescher, Putnam, Lehrer,

and Harman will be individually examined to see if they can supply such accounts. This

‘(cont’d) Firth notes, to hold a belief is, for a rational person, to consider it true.
"To the extent that we arc rational, each of us decides at any time t whether a
belief is true, in preciscly the same way that we would decide at t whether we

--ourselves -.are,- or--would -be,- warranted - at--1--in-having - that-belief .-~ we ~are ==
irrational if we have at t one way of assessing warrant and another way of
assessing truth. If we are rational we must assume, either implicitly or explicitly, a
correlation between warrant-confering rules and true beliefs — as, indeed, we all do
— in order to identify true beliefs" (Firth, 1981: 19)." T ‘
‘Richard Foley, for example, cites the following noncoherentists as claiming that
coherence is prerequisite for knowledge: R. Chisholm, C. 1. Lewis, H. H. Price, R.
Firth, and B. Russell (Foley, 1980: 53).



examination will ask three questions:

1) It will first be ascertained whether the cheracieristics of rational acceptability set
out in the previous section are fulfilled by a theory. This will determine whether or not the
theory can serve as a theory of rational acceptability — that is, whether the criteria it
provides can be used by an individual to determine if a belief can be legitimately held. It will
not be asked how good the theory is compared to other theories, just whether or not it is
adequate as a theory of rational acceptability.

2) The next question is whether the theory can serve as a theory of objective
justification. Is an objective truth connection set out? Are there any conditions on which the
establishment of this truth condition are contingent?

3) The final question is the role of coherence in these theories. What, exactly, is the
relationship between rational acceptability and coherence, and between objective justification
and coherence?

The first group of coherency theories that will be examined are those of Sellars,
Bonjour, and Rescher. They attempt to provide complete theories of belief evaluation which
can be held together with a concept of a real, external world. As present day coherency
theories (as opposed to the older, idealist theories such as those of Blanshard) can be viewed
as developments of, or at least related to, the coherency theory of Wilfrid Sellars, Sellar's

theory will be examined first, and will be used as a reference point for examination of the

other theories.



1. Sellars

A. Sellars' Theory

Wilfrid Sellars' coherency theory directly challenges one of the primary objections to
such theories, namely that coherence involves or implies an unacceptable circularity in
justification. This is accomplished by claiming that certain propositions are neither
inferentially justified (thus avoiding charges of circularity) nor self-justified (thus avoiding
foundationalist claims).

For Sellars, there are "two ways in which there can be, and one can have, good
reasons for believing that p" (Sellars, 1975: 334). First, "one pattern for justifying a belief
in terms of good reasons can be called inferential” (Sellars, 1975: 335). Second, there are
"non-inferentiaily reasonable beliefs” and these "have epistemic authority or correctness, but
... are not reasonable or authoritative by virtuc of the f; act that they are beliefs in
propositions which are implied by other propositions which it is rcasonable to belicve”
(Sellars, 1975: 337).

Justification occurs in epistemic systems which contain different types of propositions,
including observation reports and epistemic principles. Observation reports are statements
about one's introspections, perceptions, or memories — "IPM judgments” as Sellars calls
them. For example, "This is green” is an observation report constituting a perceptual
. judgement about the color of some object. An epistemic principle is a judgement, or
metajudgment on observations of a particular kind. These metajudgments can be very
comprehensive, for example "IPM judgements are likely to be truc”, or more specific, for
example "Uttering 'this is green’ is a reliable sign of grecn objects.”

A proposition in the system is justified if it coheres with the other propositions in the
_system. But coherence is not inferential, in.that p is justificd if it.can ogically be inferred. v
from other propositions in the system. Rather, p is justified if it is explained by these other
propositions, and explanation does not necessarily involve deductive or inductive inference.

The result is a system bonded together by what Sellars ca'ls "explanatory coherence”.

22



In order to be justified a proposition, be it an observation statement or an epistemic
principle, mi.!st. in Sellars' terminology, have a certain authority accruing to it. It must be
“epistemically warranted”, that is, have a warrant increasing property (WP) which justifies
it. Traditional coherency theories found the epistemic warrant of any particular proposition
to be the result of inference from some other propositions. That is, all propositions had
inferential warrant increasing properties. Sellars wants to find certain statements which have

",

"an ultimately non-inferential warrant increasing property” (Sellars, 1979: 172). These

statements are not self - justified — they are justified because of this particular property which
they have. Yet they are not inferentially justified, in that their justification does not depend
on inference. Such "non-ihferential knowledge [consists of] beliefs ... the reasonableness of
which does not rest on the reasonableness of beliefs which logically or probabilistically impl&
them” (Sellars, 1975: 336). The existence of such principles breaks the circularity inherent in
inferential coherence theories.

The suggestion, then, is that a statement is justified by having a warrant increasing
property (WP). Sellars states, explicitly, two types of inferential warrant increasing
properties, as well as a non-inferential warrant increasing property which can be stated in the
same terminology.

1) Statement S has inferential WP of the first kind, P;, if P, "consists in the fact that
S is 'validly inferable from certain other statements of a specified kind'" (Sellars, 1979: 173).
For example, the statement "Dogs how! at the moon™ has WP P, as it is ultimately inferable
from statements such as "Fido howls as the moon”, "Rover howls at the moon", etc.

2) Statement S has inferential WP of the second kind, P,, "if the meta-statement [or
meta-judgement MJ] 'if § has the property P, then S is likely to be true' has an inferential
warrant increasing property ... of the first kind" (Sellars, 1979: 173). Note that P, need not

be mductxvely mferenual ie. mductxvely mferred from certam statements but as 1t has a WP

%3

P, whxch receives its warrant by being inductively inferred from certain statements, P, is
ultimately an 1nferent1al WP albeit of a dlfferent kind than P,. For example, the statement

"Ncanderthal man stood upnght has WP P,, where P, is "being believed by certain
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scholars.” This is because the metajudgment MJ;, "S is likely to be true if it is belicved by
certain scholars” is validly inferable from statements to the effect that those scholars have
held correct beliefs about S-type statements, and thus WP P, accrues to MJ,.

3) Statement S has a non-inferential WP, P,, if the metastatement (or metajudgment
MJ) "if S has the property P, then § is likely to be true” is ultimately non-inferential (i.e.
either has no WP or has a-non-inferen'tial WP). "I see a red object before me" has WP P, if
the metajudgement MJ "Judg'.ements about one's own perceptions are likely to be true" is
ultimately non-inferential.

Sellars accepts the inferential WPs as essentially non-problematic, and sets out to
defend non-inferential WPs. The acceptance of these non-inferential WPs of type P, depends
on whether thére can be metajudgements, Mls, which are ultimately non-inferential (at least
in some required sense of non-inferential). Sellars sets out some examples of ‘what he hopes
will be ultimafely non-inferential MJs.

MI,;: Judgements which are about, and only about, my present expericnce are likely to
be true.

MJ," "If a person ostensibly perceives (without ground for doubt) something to be ¢
(for appropriate values of @) ther it is likely to be true that he perccives somcthing to be ¢”
(Sellars, 1979: 177). |

MlJ,: "If a person ostensibly remembers (without ground for doubt) having ostensibly
perceived something to be ¢ (for appropriate values of @) then it is likely to be true that he
remembers ostensibly perceiving something to be ¢” (Sellars, 1979: 177).

These principles can be summarized as:

"MJ;: IPM [introspection, perception, memory] judgements are likely to be true”

(Sellars, 1979: 180).

______Empirical knowledge, for Sellars, is thus a f ramcworkﬁwhich,cdnsists Of IPM.emee

judgements and certain metajudgements, or epistemic principles. Some of these epistemic
principles (in particular, MJ;, MJ,, MJ,, MJ;) are considered non-infcrentially warranted.

What remains for Sellars is to provide justification for these non-inferentially warranted
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components of the framework.

Sellars' initial justification of these components (hereafter referred to simply as MJs)
involves an appeal within the framework itself, an approach which Sellars himself seems to
have recognized as, if not unsatisfactory, at least incomplete. It involves reference to
different "logical dimensions” of justification. That is, MJs are said to justify IPMs in a
different logical dimension than 7Ms justify MJs. By this Sellars means that the
justifications of MJs by IPMs is of a different type from that of the justification of IPMs by
MIs, so that the mutual justification is non-circular.

This appeal is set out in section VIII of Sellars’ claésic paper, Empiricism and the
Philosophy of Mind (Sellars, 1956). Sellars begins by suggesting that a token of, for example,
"This is green" in the presence of a green item is an observation report "if and only if it is a
manifestation of a tendency to produce ... tokens of "This is green” ... if and only if a green
object is being looked at in standard conditions" (Sellars, 1956: 297). The problem with this
formulation, as he sees it, is that of the authority a statement which constitutes an
observation report must have in order to be considered knowledge. First, one must be able to
infer the presence of green objects from the fact that such a report is made. In other words,
such reports must be reliably considered to be true. Second, this authority must be recognized
by the person who is making the report. This condition is necessary to avoid the so-called
"thermometer view" of knowledge, according to which the person making the observation
report. might be providing reliable reports, but would simply be acting as a measuring
instrument of some sort and could not be considered to actually have the knowledge others
might derive from the reports. In order for these conditions to hold, concludes Sellars, the
reporter must know many other things besides "This is green."

This other knowledge is of general facts of the form "X is a reliable symptom of Y".

(These "X ... Y" statments are simply more specific forms of the MJ type principles seen

~before.) For example, for the statement "This is green” to express knowledge of a particular
matter of fact, the reporter would need to already know general "X ... Y" facts such as

“"utterances of 'This is green' are reliable indicators of the presence of green objects in
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standard conditions of perception” (Sellars, 1956: 299), MJ , which was used above to
Justify perceptual judgements, could be used in place of this more specific "X ... Y"
judgement.

It might be objected that this view entails a circular regress, in that observational
knowledge is required to generate "X ... Y" knowledge, which in turn is required to gencrate
observational knowledge, and so‘on. Such an argument, claims Sellars, results from a
mistaken notion of knowledge. "The essential point is that in characterizing an episode or a
state as that of knowing, we are not giving an empirical descristion of that episode or state;
we are placing it in the logical space of reasons, of justifying and being able to justify what
one says" (Sellars, 1956: 298, 299). The epistemic goal at hand is that of justifying
observation reports on the one hand and epistemic principles of the Ml or "X ... Y" type on
the other, both within the same framework. Explaining how a belief comes to be is a concern
which Sellars considers outside this framework of justification. For example, while | might
cite particular previous instances of seeing green objects to justify the "X ... Y" statements
which I now use to justify "This is green" statements, it does not follow that at those
previous times I knew they were green objects. To so _claim. and to thus propagatc the
regress, is to confuse empirical descriptions of how knowledge comes about with what forms
the true conditions of knowledge, i.e. supplying justifying conditions, or reasons for
acceptability. I can remember having seen green objects, without having known at that time
that they were green. Once I have the appropriate "X ...Y" statements I nced to justify the
application of "green" to green objects, these statements can be applied to the remembered
experiences of green objects, enabling propositions such as "I saw a green object at time t” to
become part of my knowledge.

Hence, I have MJ,: "Tokens of 'This is green’ are reliable indicators of the presence

accepting, in one logical dimension in the space of rcasons, claims such as "This is green.”
Now MJ, must itself be justified. It is not, for Scllars, justified inferentially from claims of

"This is green.” Rather, it is justified in another logical dimension by statements such as S:
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"In the past, ] learned to token 'this is green' in the presence of green objects in standard
conditions.” This does not mean that in the past I knew these objects were green. MJ, is not
inferred from statements such as "This is green," rather it is justified in another logical
dimension. There are good reasons for accepting MJ, such as S, and this justification is in
that other logical dimension.

This appeal to logical dimensions is internal to the framework itself. IPMs are
inferentially justified by MJs. On the other hand, MIs cohere with IPMs, in that they explain
them, or give good reasons for accepting them, and thus these MJs are internally justified in
the system.

While it can be argued that IPM judgements and MJ principles are justified in
different logical dimensions; that is, IPM judgements are inferentially justified by Mls, while
MIs are non-inferentially justified in a different manner, it is not clear that the justification
in this latter dimension is satisfactory. That is, no argument has yet been put forth to
indicate that such justification leads to true beliefs. Sellars himself sees that this is
problematic. He still claims, in Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind that "if there is a
logical dimension in which other empirical propositions [i.e. MJs] rest on observation reports,
there is another logical dimension in which the latter rest on the former" (Sellars, 1956: 300).
But how these observation reports can both depend for justification and supply justification
to other propositions, albeit in different "logical dimensions," is recognized by Sellars as a
"promissory note"” which he hopes to cash up for. In his paper More on Giveness and
Explanatory Coherence (Sellars, 1979), while still holding that IPMs and MJs justify each
other in different logical dimensions, he contends that the justification for this claim must
ultimately be attained through an appeal outside the framework itself. Within the framework
there are simply not enough "good reasons” for accepting non-inferentially warranted MJs.

In More on Giveness and Explanatory Coherence Sellars claims that these MJs are

 principles which provide criterea for judging empirical knowledge claims, yet are empirical
knowledge claims in their own right. In order to show that they are ultimately

non-inferential, in the sense required, he must exorcise the circularity from this claim. The
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sense of "non-inferential” he is after is one which will show these MJs to be "epistemically
prior" to the empirical claims they provide the warrant for, i.e. to IPM judgements. This
"epistemic priority” is Roderick Firth's thesis "'that some statements have some degree of
warrant which is independent of (and in this sense "prior to') the warrant (if any) which they
derive from other statements’" (Sellars, 1979: 177). Sellars must now demonstrate the
epistemic priority of ihe Mls to IPM judgements.

He claims that while MI,, MJ;, and MJ, might be knowledge claims, "they cannot be
empirical generalizations which owe their epistemic authority to conformation by instances”
(Scllars, 1979: 177). The exact nature of the circularity involved is captured in the following
two statements: |

A) "It is reasonable to accept MI,, MI;, and MJ, because they arc elements in a
theory T which coheres [in the sense of explanatory coherence] with our introspections,
perceptions, and memories. "

B) "Our ostensible introspections, perceptions and memories are likely to be truc
because théy fall under MJ,, MJ, and MJ," (Sellars, 1979: 177, 178).

What Sellars requires is a way in which it could be independently reasonable to accept
these MJs despite the fact that a reason for accepting them is that they belong to the
empirically well-confirmed theory T, i.e. that they are themselves empirically confirmed by
IPM judgements. His response is that it is reasonable to accept !hcm because "they are
elements in a conceptual framework which defincs what it is to be a finite knower in a world
one never made” (Sellars, 1979: 179). One finds it reasonabie to enter into theory T, or our
conceptual framework, for such a framework is necessary in order to be agents in the world.
At this point two questions, which are often confused, must be distinguished. First, how

does one get into the framework? The answer, claims Sellars, is probably a causal one, and is

unrelated to questions of epistemic justification. Second, given that one is already in this

framework, how is one justified in accepting it? This is the question which addresses the
_epistemic merit of the system. Sellars’ answer “lies in the necessary connection between being

in the framework of epistemic evaluation and being agents” (Sellars, 1979: 180). Wc arc
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agents in the world, and our actions involve bringing specific changes to ourselves and to our
environment in accordance with specific intentions. In order to accomplish this task, we
require conceptual maps of both ourselves and our environment. Such conceptual maps, of
which theory T is an example, require that our IPM judgements are likely to be true. If they
are not, then we can't be effective agents. That is, we would have no basis on which to make
judgements as to how we should act in our environment. Our interactions with the
environment would be arbitrary, as we would have no idea whether what we thought to be
true of the environment really is or is not so. Thus it is reasonable to accept MJs (the
principle which summarizes the other non-inductively warranted MJs), not because of
inductive reasons, but because, otherwise, the concept of effective agency fails.

Again he distinguishes two questions. The first involves having good reason to accept
MIJ; (this is the question of epistemic justification), and the second involves having good
reason to accept an explanation of why IPM judgements are likely to be true. In answering
the first, "MI; is epistemically prior to the reasonableness of particular IPM judgements," and
in answering the second, "particular IPM judgements are epistemically prior to explanations
of the likely truth of IPM judgements” (Sellars, 1979: 180). The two questions operate in
different logical dimensions. Thus "theory T is a complex which includes MJ; and attempts
to explain why IPM judgements are likely to be true. This latter enterprise is still unfinished
business.” (Sellars, 1979: 181). Realizing how MJ; fits into theory T provides the
non-inductive support required for accepting MJ;, and, consequently, accepting individual
IPM judgements. Explaining "why IPM judgements are likely to be true” has not yet been
completed — however, the completion of this enterprise is not required to justify the
acceptance of IPM statements. Such acceptance has already been sanctioned by the

acceptance of MJ; in the theory T, and it is in this respect that the theory T "constitutes the

conceptual framework which spells out the 'explanatory coherence’ which is the ultimate o

criterion of truth” (Sellars, 1979: 181). As observation reports and MJ; sanction each other
by pointing out, if not specifying, the explanatory relationship that partains between them,

coherence is explanatory. But as they don't inferentially (and circularily) infer each other,
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coherence is not inferential. Individual statements are justified because of the system which
they are a part of, That system, in turn, must be justified as a whole, and this is what
Sellars believes he has accomplished by his appeal to effective agency.

Thus Sellars finds MJ; and its components MJI,, MJ, and MJ, justified in that he can
provide good reasons for accepting them. If one is to be an effective agent, one must have a
reliable cognitive map of oneself and of one's environment. We are in such a framework,
and do have such a map, i.e. theory T. MI; is a critical part of this map, and the acceptance
of the map provides us with a good reason, which to Sellars is justification, for accepting
Ml;. Ml is thus non-inferentially warranted — it is not itself inferred from IPM statements.
There is an independent good reason for accepting it, and this good reason is so reasonable
simply because we are already in (and to that extent have already accepted) theory T. As
Sellars notes elsewhere, "it must, indeed, be granted that principles pertaining to the epistemic
authority of perceptual and memory beliefs are not the sort of thing which could be arrived at
by inductive reasoning from perceptual belief. But the best way to make this point is
positive. We have to be in this framework to be thinking and perceiving beings at all ... and,
I now add, acting beings at all" (Sellars, 1975: 345, 346).

Sellars, then, views knowledge as a framework which contains propositions including
IPM judgements and MJ metajudgements. The IPM judgements and some of the
metajudgements are justified inferentially in one logical dimension. The other MJ
judgements, summarized by MJ;, are justified non-inferentially in another logical dimension.
This non-inferential justification is found first of all within the framework (theory T) itself,
where MJ; is explained by its intcrnal relations in the theory. This internal justification does
not provide sufficiently good reasons for accepting MJs, and Sellars consequently invokes an

appeal outside theory T to the concept of effective agency.




B. Rational Acceptability

Sellars' theory demonstrates the necessary characteristics for a theory of rational
acceptability. First, it explicitly embodies subjective justification, and is aimed at the
epistemic goal of accepting true propositions. Justification occurs within "theory T", which is
an individual's framework of beliefs. IPM judgements are justified by those MJ principles
which are occurent in the individual's epistemic system, and these MJ principles are
themselves justified by appeal to those IPM judgements which the individual has already
made.

Justification thus depends only on the evidence which is available to the individual —
on those propositions which actually constitute his belief framework. This subjective
justification requires reflection on the part of the individual, and is not just a condition the
individual happens to be in irrespective of his awareness of it. It takes account of the
individual's ability to process evidence — a proposition is not justified simply because the
person has possession of the requisite evidence for its justification, but because that
proposition can be fitted into the logical framework of the person's belief system. Sellars
requires not only that the content but the "authority", that is, the conferred justification or
rational acceptability of an observation report, must be recognized by the person making the
report. He considers the absence of such awareness to result in the "thermometer view" of
knowledge, in which the observation reports made by an individual could be considered as
merely the readings of an accurate measuring instrument, but not the content of real
knowledge.

Sellars' theory is pragmatic in the sense required for rational acceptability as it deals
with the here and now acceptance of both IPM judgements and epistemic principles. A
proposition, when accepted into an individual's framework, is granted the authority that what

_it purportes is indeed so. An observation feport so accepted is considered to accurately

describe a situation, and an epistemic principle so accepted is considered to accurately reflect
on a certain class of observation reports. This authority is such that the proposition is

considered by the individual to be true, and to thus constitute one of his beliefs.



C. Justification

Sellars considers his theory of epistemic belief evaluation to provide an account of

objective justification as well as rational acceptability. He makes the objective truth -
connection through the notion of effective agency. My beliefs are rationally acceptable
because they cohere to fdrm a theory T. They are objectively justified because this same
theory T enables me to be an effective agent in the real world which exists outside theory T.
This appeal to effective agency is questionable if it is meant to establish Sellars’
coherency theory in opposition to other theories of justification. According to Sellars,
"achieving a certain énd or goal can be (dedu'ctively) shown to require a certain integrated
system,of means ... the end can be characterized as that of being in a general position ... to
act" (Seilars, 1979: 179). It éeems, though, that such a reason could be given for accepting
any epistemological theory. Consider theories which appeal to "the given", that is, to what a
foundationalist might call "basic propositions”, propositions which are self - justified and
require no appeal to any other propositions for justification. These "given" propositions
could constitute certain classes of observation reports or certain epistemic principles. It could
be claimed that a system based on these propositions is also an "integrated system of means”
which puts one in a position to act. One might still deny Sellars his particular theory, yet
hold to the idea of effective agency. Hence the appeal to effective agency is somewhat
unsatisfactory if one expects an appeal to some concept which maintains a stronger tie
between the type of theory Sellars is advocating and the reason he gives for accepting it in his
final appeal. However, it must be .noted that Sellars doesn't use this appeal as a means to
choose between epistemic theories. Rather, the appeal is made from within his theory itself.
The question is: "Granted that we are in the [coherent, conceptual] framework, how can we

justify accepting it?" (Sellars, 1979: 180). From such a position his appeal to effective

already tentatively (at least insofar as one has followed Sellars’ argument) accepted.

—-agency-does-not-ask-one-to choose-between-theories;-but- to-furthur-justify-the’ theory-one has™ ===

---Sellars-does attempt to set out-an objective truth connection: The outstanding =~

question is whether he establishes that connection. He speaks of accepting theory T,
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appealing "to a more encompassing version of what I have been calling theory T" (Sellars,
1979: 179), and "accepting something like theory T" (Sellars, 1979: 180). It is unclear
exactly what this conceptual framework encompasses. It seems reasonable that it should
include all of one's knowledge, or at least all of one's empirical knowledge. If indeed this is
the case, then one must be justifying the sysiem, as a whole, by the appeal to effective agency
within the system itself. Thus a certain subset of beliefs is being used to justify the entire
set. This is different from the way the subset of MJ beliefs is used to justify IPM beliefs —

in that case it is a matter of individual beliefs being justified one at a time. In the case under

. consideration the justification is, at one swoop, of the entire set of beliefs. How this is to be

accomplished without giving some special status to this subset of beliefs about effective
agency, an approach which Sellars does not seem to take and which would seem contrary to
his program, is unclear. He does, it seems, have some options.

First, he might argue that justifying an entire set of beliefs by 2 subset of these
beliefs constitutes legitimate justification in some third "logical dimension", when that
justification is of the set as a whole. Sellars does not mention any such "dimension”, and it
is unclear how if at all such an argument could be constructed. Second, he might argue that
the set of beliefs included in the conceptual framework being justified is limited to IPM
judgements, and that beliefs about effective agency and its workings are somehow external to
this set, and can be used to provide external justification of it. This approach does not look
promising, as IPM judgements are required to decide questions of effective agency. That is,
whether or not I have successfully performed a certain act is an empirical matter which must
be decided by IPM judgements. Third, he might appeal to a supposed analyticity of the
concept of effective agency. That is, he may claim that it is necessary that to be effective

agents we must have the reliable cognitive maps exemplified by theory T, and given that we

do have a concept of effective agency, we thus must have such maps. However, certain

metaphysical speculations can be dusted off to produce counterexamples. We may, for
example, be stric;tly determined beings, with our conceptual maps determined in parallel to our

actions via Leibniz's pre-established harmony. Effective agency as Sellars expounds it is



34

contingent, not necessary, and belief in it is simply one among many other beliefs in theory T.

Sellars, then, can establish effective agency as a truth connection only if he is willing
to make certain metaphysical assumptions about the world ouside theory T. This world exists,
and is must allow the individual to interact with it. Its constituent parts must relate to each
other in a coherent enough manner that theory T can provide a conceptual map of at leaét
that part of it with which the individual interacts. Granted such assumptions, effective
agency does establish a truth connection for theory T. What remains questionable is the
legitimacy of making such assumptions.

Thus, while one may accept Sellar's appeal to effective agency, this acceptance must
be tempered by the acknowledgement that it takes place within one's own theory T. It does
not provide any external, objective validation without the addition of metaphysical

assumptions.

D. Coherence

Sellars claims that knowledge is justified by coherence in that no item of knowledge is
self - justified, and is foundational in that not all knowledge is infcrentially justified. He is
thus a coherency theorist who differs from traditional coherency theorists in denying that all
knowledge is inferentially justified. Basically, a coherency theory claims that a belief pis
justified if and only if it is a member of a maximally coherent system of beliefs B.
Traditional coherency theorists had claimed that every belief p in B must cither be deductively
inferred (deductive coherence) or inductively inferred (inductive coherence) from some other
belief(s) in B. Sellars denies that this inferential coherence is either necessary or sufficient to
provide a cogent coherency theory. He claims that maximal coherence can only be obtained

by explanatory coherence, in which every belief p in B is somchow cxplained by some other

- belief(s) in B o

Sellars does not offer any detailed analysis of what constitutes explanation. A belief's
- explanation need not involve how or why that belicf came to reside in the belief system, It~

need only show how that belief fits into the system — what other beliefs in the system



support it. This h:ay or may not involve inference. Statements which form IPM judgements |
are inferentially juétified by MIJ statements. MJ statements are justified, through a logical
dimension other than inference, by IPM judgements, It is the relationship of inference plus
the relationships which constitute this other logical dimension that together constitute
explanatory coherence.

Coherence plays two different roles in Sellars' theory. First, it performs a criterial
role within the knower's framework of beliefs, or "theory T". Statements which form IPM
judgements are justified by MJ statements and vice versa, Propositions of one type provide
the criteria for acceptance of propositions of the other kind. But this criterial reciprocity is is
itself sanctioned by explanatory coherence. One type of statement serves to justify the other
only insofar as this justification promotes explanatory coherence. Coherence is thus a higher
level criterion of belief evaluation in Sellar's theory.

Coherence is also a characteristic of rational acceptability. If a belief coheres (in the
sense of explanatory coherence) with a person's belief framework, it is acceptable. Sellars
holds an inclusive conception of explanatory coherence, in that any justificatory relationship
which can occur within a belief system constitutes coherence. A belief framework gives the
"logical dimension " in which good reasons are supplied for holding a belief. These good
reasons, which constitute the grounds of rational acceptability, also constitute the justificatory
explanation for the belief's acceptance, and are thus subsumed under the rubrick of
explanatory coherence.

Coherence must also be a metaphysical assumption if Sellars' account of objective
justification is to be accepted. The fact that we are agents in the world, and successful agents
at that, means that our framework of beliefs must not only be internally coherent, but must
also reflect the world in which we act. This is only possible if the world is such that it can be

so reflected — that is, if the existent facts are related in a nomologically coherent manner.

Wilfrid Sellars provides a complete theory of belief evaluation. ‘ H¢ gives an initial

account of rational acceptability which focuses on the internal explanatory coherence of



different types of propositions within a theory T. In order to supply a theory of objective
justification, and make the truth connection between theory T and the real world, he advances
the pragmatic argument of effective agency, an argument which requires certain metaphysical
assumptions. This means of establishing the truth connection is the weakest and least
developed part of Sellars' theory. |

These inadequacies'are recognized by Lawrexice Bonjour, who builds on Sellars'
general line of approach. Bonjour presents a theory which is similar to Sellars', but which
places a greater emphasis on making and justifying the truth connection between a belicf

system and the real world.



IV. Bonjour

A. Bonjour's Theory

Lawrence Bonjour's theory of belief evaluation is thus a descendant of Sellars’. Like
Sellars, Bonjour maintains that differentiation must be made between the origin and history
of a belief and its justification. "In the first place, there is the question of how the belief
was arrived at, of its origin or genesis in the thinking of the person in question ... But,
second, there is also the quite distinct issue of how the belief in question is epistemically
justified or warranted” (Bonjour, 1985: 112).

For Bonjour, "the distinguishing characteristic of epistemic justification is ... its
essential or internal relation to the cognitive goal of truth” (Bonjour, 1985: 8). With respect
to truth " ... there is no real alternative to the standard and commonsensical conception of
truth as, roughly, correspondence or agreement with independent reality” (Bonjour, 1985:
158). A belief is true if it corrésponds to reality. A theory of epistemic justification must set
standards which ensure that those beliefs accepted as knowledge are true. In Bonjour's
theory, this involves two stages. The "first part is to give an account of the standards of
epistemic justification; and the second is to provide ... a metajustification for the proposed
account by showing the proposed standards to be adequately truth-conductive” (Bonjour,
1985: 9). First the standards for acceptance must be set, then it must be determined that
these standards do indeed lead to truth. |

The main difference between Bonjour's and Sellars' accounts is that, for Bonjour,
justification comes about differently for a priori and empirical beliefs. "A proposition is
known a priori if it meets the other conditions for knowledge and is adequately justified in a

way which does not depend on experience; it is known a posteriori (or empirically) if its

. Justification does depend on experience ... [experience being] any sort of cognitive factoror

element which ... provides or constitutes information, input, concerning the specific character
of the actual world as opposed to other possible worlds” (Bonjour, 1985: 192). A priori

knowledge receives a priori justification, while empirical knowledge receives what is basically a

37



coherence account of justification. These two types of justification will be examined
separately,

Empirical beliefs are justified if the following can be determined (Bonjour, 1985:

92): . ‘

"(1) The inferability of that particular belief from other particular beliefs and furthur
relations among particular empirical beliefs.

"(2) The coherence of the overall system of empirical beliefs.

"(3) The justification of the overall system of empirical belicf's.

"(4) The justification of the particular belief in question by virtue of its membership
in the system."”

These steps can be stated in a simpler fashion as follows:

(1) Belief B is part of system S of belief’s.

(2) S is coherent.

(3) S is justified.

(4) B is justified by virtue of its membership in S.

The fi_rst step depends on what Bonjour calls the Doxastic Presumption. According to
this presumptibn a person has an overall, albeit approximate grasp of his entire system of
beliefs. If he has a grasp of his belief system S, he can determine if belicl B belongs, in the
proper sense of "belong”, to it. Thus, on the basis of this presumption, the believer can
claim to know that a particular belief is among his system of beliefs. It also allows him to
grasp the coherence of that system which is required for the justification of its constituent
beliefs. Bonjour considers this presumption to be required if the believer is to exercise
epistemic responsibility — that is. if he is to accept "all and only those belicfs which ... [he]
has a good reason to think are true” (Bonjour, 1985: 8). The problem lies in determining the
Status of this presumption. If it is a metabelief about the believer's grasp of his beliefs it~
stands in need of justification itsclf. This justification can only take place in a metasystem of
beliefs, of which the believer must also have a grasp. The grasp of the metasystem requires -

meta-metabeliefls and so on. Attempts to justify the Doxastic Presumption within a coherent



system of beliefs thus lead to a regress.

Bonjour's claim is that the Presumption does not actually require justification as it is
not a premise for a justificatory argument. That is, it does not itself constitute a step in
justifying a belief. "It is rather a characterization of something which is, from the standpoint
of a coherence theory, a basic and unavoidable feature of cognitive practice” (Bonjour, 1985:
104). Questions of justification can be meaningfully raised and answered only against the
context which is provided by that given by the Doxastic Presumption — namely, a believer
holding a set of beliefs. The Doxastic Presumption is not a premise of a justificatory
argument, but must be presupposed before questions of justification can be asked. It "does
not, strictly speaking, function at all in the normal workings of the cognitive system. Rather
it simply describes or formulates, from the outside, something that I unavoidable do"
(Bonjour, 1985: 105).

The second step is to establish that the system is coherent. The third step entails two
conditions: first, S must satisfy what Bonjour calls the "Observation Requirement”, and
second, S must be more coherent than any alternative S' satisfying the ObserQation
Requirement. A system which satisfies the Observation Requirement must allow for input
and feedback from outside the system. The basic idea is that such a system will allow input
from outside the system, and will allow beliefs in the system to be checked against that which
is outside the system. This input'and checking is done by observation. Observation consists
of perception and introspection, and Bonjour offers specific accounts of how beliefs of these
types are justified which follow on the general schema discussed above. If there are two
systems which satisfy that requirement and contain belief B, then the most coherent is chosen.
Bonjour claims that while it might be difficult to chose the most coherent among systems
which do not satisfy the Observation Requirement, choice among those which do satisfy it

will be relatively easy — in fact, there will often be only one.

The fourth and final step (that B is justified by its membership in S) is determined by
the belief holder's reflective grasp that S is more coherent that any admissible (i.e.

Observation Requirement satisfying) alternative S'. If B is a member of S, and S is more
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coherent than §', then B is justified by the believer's grasp of its membership in S (rather
than in §'). This grasp is provided by tie Doxastic Presumption.

While Bonjour's discussion is somewhat obscure, it can be clarified by remembering
that the belief system S' is usually just the belief system §, ﬁdjusted to accomodate the
additional ﬁroposition B. The most coherent of § and §' is chosén. with the effect of
admitt'ing or rejecting B, What this amounts to is a question of whéther or not the addition
of B makes S more coherent. If it does, B would only be rejected if it was not an observation
— that is, if it was a fanciful, or ad hoc addition concocted solely to promote coherence.
Bonjour's theory would be clearer if he would state it this way as a theory of belicl
justification rather than as a choice of competing systems. It would also make the
Observation Requirement more understandable, as it is basically a requirement which must be
satisfied by any new belief.

The constitutive elements of Bonjour's theory of justification for empirical belief's
are, then, .

(1) the concept of coherence,

(2) the Doxastic Presumption, and

(3) the Observation Requirement.

Now that the standards of justification for an empirical belief have been set, the
second stage of the justification task begins. It must be shown that thesc standards of
justification do indeed lead to the selection of true beliefs. To supply such a
metajustification "it would be quite enough ... if it could be shown that adhering to
coherentist standards over the long run is likely eventually to yield beliefs which correspond to
reality” (Bonjour, 1985: 169). Bonjour offers this Metajustification theses, or, as he calls it,

thesis MJ: "A system of beliefs which (a) remains coherent (and stabic) over the long run

__and (b) continues to satisfy the Observation Requirement is likely, 10.a degree whichis .

proportional to the degrec of coherence (and stability) and the longness of the run, to
correspond closely to independent reality” (Bonjour, 1985: 171). This is justified on a priori

grounds as "it is inherently unlikely that a system of beliefs which is constantly receiving the



sort of input that is assured By the Observation Requirement would remain coherent from |
moment to moment without constant revision which would Adestroy its stability. Some
explanation is therefore needed for why it continues to do so, and the obvious one is that
beliefs of the system met: . the independe:it reality which they purport to describe closely
enough to minimize the potential for disruptive input” (Bonjour, 1985: 171). Although
Bonjour examines other alternative solutions (i.e. skeptical positions), he considers this one to
be a priori the most likely. Correspondence to reality is, on a priori grounds, the most likely
explanation for the long-run coherence and stability of the Observation Requirement
satisfying system.

Bonjour sets out a different theory of justification for a priori knowledge. He does
not provide a complete theory of justification for this type of knowledge, but confines
himself, "for the sake of simplicity, to the consideration of what amounts to a purely
foundationalist conception of a priori knowledge" (Bonjour, 1985: 193). He limits his
account of justification to those intuitively apprehended propositions which provide the
foundation for that which can be deduced from them. Bonjour doesn't extend his account of
justification to this lérger body of a priori knowledge, and is unclear as to exactly what
direction such an extension would take. He does, however, offer some suggestions. For
example, it would "be possible to have an account of the a priori which relied in part on
coherence. For instance, a priori knowledge might be divided into two catcgories, roughly the
more self -evident and the less self -evident, and some notion of coherence based on the more
self -evident category might be employed as part of the standard for assessing the less
self -evident” (Bonjour, 1985: 193). He also claims that the reasoning process, which would
be required for the deduction of the extended body of a priori knowledge, involves the

foundational notion of the a prioui, as one must "grasp or apprehend at each step that the

conclusion reached at that step must be true ... if the premises for that step are true”
(Bonjour, 1985: 194). Despite these suggestions, he restricts himself to the foundational

propositions of a priori knowledge — that intuitively apprehended.



| Bonjour accebts "the traditional rationalist account of a priori knowledge as the
intuitive grasp or apprehension of necessity” (Bonjour, 198S: 207). This intuitive grasp
"should not ... be thought of as something sharply distinguishable from the understanding of
the proposition, but rather as an essential feature or aspect of a complete understanding ...
To understand a proposition is to grasp thé web of necessaty connections with which it is
essentially bound up" (Bonjour, 1985: 207). While this grasp need not be infallible, and one
may be mistaken in an a priori intuitive apprehension, that does not mean that these
apprehensions require furthur and more basic justification. It simply means that the mistake
resulted from incorrect cognitive understanding and could be corrected by more careful
reflection.

Thus "once an a priori proposition has been understood, nothing furthur is needed
beyond that very understanding ... to "see” or apprehend intuitively (in an optimum case)
that the proposition must be true; and hence nothing furthur is needed for belief in it to be
justified"” (ﬁonjour. 1985: 210, 211). A proposition is a priori justified when the very
process of understanding it supplies the apprehension of its necessity.

A priori knowledge is thus self - justifying. As such there are no criteria for its
acceptance. Bonjour claims that "it is a fatal mistake to rcgard the idea of ratiohal or a
priori intuitive apprehension as providing or constituting a general critcrion or standard fos
the justification of a priori beliefs, for if it is construed in such a way, the meta justificatory
demand becomes as impossible to avoid as it is impossible to meet” {Bonjour, 1985: 210).
Coherence, for example, couldn't serve as a criterion for a priori knowledge for "a priori
knowledgc is essential to provide the very ingredients of the concept of coherence (one of
which is logical consistency) and thus could not without vicious circularity be itself based on
coherence” (Bonjour, 1985: 193). To understand an a priori proposition is also,

__simultaneously, to justify it.

For a priori krowledge, metajustification is inherent in justification itself. The
simple understanding of an a priori proposition brings with. it the attendant justification.. The

proposition is self justified — justification is not dependent on adherence to standards which



must themselves be defended by some metajustification.

B. Rational Acceptahility

Bonjour's theory, like Sellars', displays the necessary characteristics to serve as a
theory of rational acceptability. First of all, it is aimed at the epistemic goal of truth.
Second, it involves subjective justification. Justification occurs in, and is of, an individual's
belief system. It thus makes use only of the <vidence which is available to a person. It
requires reflection, as it takes into accoun: the ability of the individual to process that
evidence. This is most explicit in Bonjour's discussion of the Doxastic Presumption, which
states that a prerequisite for justification is the individual's grasp of his own belief system.
One must have a reflective grasp of one's belic! system in order to gencrate justification for
any of its constituent beliefs. For an a priori proposition, acceptance depends on the
individual understanding it, a process which itself requires reflection. Mistakes in acceptance
are to be corrected by furthur and more complete understanding.

This reflective and subjective nature of justification is brought out by Bonjour's
emphasis on epistemic responsibility. One is epistemically responsible to the extent that "one
accepts all and oniy those beliefs which one has good reason to think are true” (Bonjour,
1985: 8). It rnixst be that "the believer in question knows or at least justifiably believes some
... set of [justificatory] premises or reasons and thus be himself in a position to offer the
corresponding justification” (Bonjour, 1985: 43). That is. "justification must, in principle at
least, be accessible to the believer himself" (Bonjour, 1985: 89). A belief is not justified
unless the justification of that belief is available to its holder. It is only then that he can
evaluate his belief in an epistemically responsible fashion.

Bonjour's account of belief acceptance is also pragmatic in the sense required for

rational acceptability. A proposition is justified if it is part of that belief system whichis

chosen by the individual as being the most coherent. The proposition is thus justified in the

present, at the time of acceptance of the belief system, and is accepted as being true — that

is, as a belief.



It seems, however, that Bonjour does not hold one unified account of rational

acceptalﬁility. but that he holds seperate accounts for a priori and a posteriori knowledge. A
priori knowledge is self - justifying. To understand something which is a priori is to accept it,
without recourse to any criteria of acceptability. Indeed, the "whole thrust of the idea of a
priori knowledge is obviously that there are propositions ... which it is justifiable or rational
to accept and also unjustifiable or irrational to give up" (Ronjour, 1985;: 197). This does not
mean that such acceptance is made in a vacuum. "It is often possible to 'talk around’ the
claim in question in such a way as to maké the intuitive basis for it more perspicuous ... this
"talking around’ may involve such things as analogies, more perspicuous reformulations of the
claim in question, distinctions between that claim and others with which it might be confused,
and so on” (Bonjour, 1985: 209). But once sufficient reflection is given, acceptance of the
pfoposition comes on the sole basis of its understanding, and not with reference to any
criteria. When understood, it is simply accepted or rejected along with that understanding.

With respect to the a posteriori, rational acceptability takes on a different character.
Beliefs aren't self -warranting, but are accepted if they conform to certain criteria. For a
priori propositions, acceptability is simply a matter of understanding with no reference
necessary to any criteria. For a posteriori beliefs or propositions, acceptability is achieved by
compliance with certain criteria. However, the difference between the accounts might not be
as severe as Bonjour seems to imply.

In both cases, for a belief to be rationally acceptable it must be considered true by the
individual. With a posteriori kinowledge the criteria for acceptance are coherence and
compliance with the Observation Requirement. This knowledge is that which is of a
particular world rather than of all possible worlds, and the Observation Requirement is needed

to "tune” that knowledge to the world under consideration. A priori knowledge is of that

~-true-in-all-possible-worlds;-hence no Observation-Requirement- is needed:~Although Bonjour
claims that no criteria are required for the justification of a priori knowledge, isn't the a
priori as he proposes it-simply the tightest possible form of coherence? ~That is, anything

accepted a priori is completely rational (integral to the system's coherence) to accept, and is
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irrational (would vender the system incoherent) to reject. Thus no criteiia are néedéd. for |
coherence at this level is equivalent to ratioriality itself,

An analogy is with inductive and deductive reasoning. As inductive (probable)
reasoning compares with deductive (certain) reasoning, so empirical (possible) knowledge
compares with a priori (certain) knowledge. The Observation Requirement is needed to
choose the actual among the possible, and a weaker form of coherence is needed as empirical
knowledge isn't certain. With a priori knowledge coherence is at its highest, and is equable
with rational acceptability.

'i‘here still is, however, a question about Bonjour's theory. This question arises in
connection with the Doxastic Presumption. In spite of Bonjour's attempts to claim otherwise,
it still seems as if he is arguing for the unjustified acceptance of something which could
reasonably be said to require justification. He admits as much when he states that there is no
way to answer a skeptical challenge to that assumed on the basis of the Doxastic Presumption
— i.e., any skeptical challenge which questions the accuracy of a believer's representation of
his own beliefs cannot be answered. An epistemic theory which depends crucially on such a
weak link could be considered in no little jeopardy.

Thus Bonjour's claim that the Doxastic Presumption requires no justification is at
worst fatal to his theory, and at best a loose end. FEither way the theory could be made
tighter if some‘justification was found for this element. While the Doxastic Presumption is a
crucial ingredient of Bonjour's theory, it is not a criterion of justification itself, for it is
either aécepted as unjustified, or must be accepted with respect to some other criterion. It is
not a criterion so much a something which either (following Bonjour) does not require
justification, or (contrary to Bonjour) itseif requires justification by some criterion.

The claim here will be that even if Bonjour can successfully argue that the Doxastic

. Presumption does not require justification, such justification can be provided from within his ... .

own theory. This justification is not of the Doxastic Presumption itself, but of that justified
by appeals to it. The suggestion is that a believer's grasp of his own beliefs is something

which, given Bonjout's account of a priori justification, can be successfully a priori justified.



Why doesn't Bonjour apply this concept of a priori justification to that which he

justifies by appeal to the Doxastic Presumption? Part of the reason lies in the distinction he
makes between a priori and a poﬁtqriori propositions. He states that "a proposition is known
a priori if it meets the other conditions for knowledge and is adequately justified in a way
which does not depend on'.experience; it is known a posteriori (or empirically) if its
justification does depend on experience"” ‘(Bonjour. 1985: 192). He considers the a priori / a
posteriori distinction an epistemic one, and assumes that each demands a totally distinct
account of justification. However, this demand might, by his own standards, be too strong.

Bonjour claims that the grasp of one's beliefs which is justified by the Doxastic
Presumptlon "presumably results from the psychologlcal process of introspection, but cannot
be justified — at least not in its entirety — by appeal to introspection so long as such
justification is understood along coherentist lines" (Bonjour, 1985: 127, 128). But all
justification‘ does not proceed, for Bonjour, along these coherentist lines. Analytic
propositions, {ar example, are justified a priori. Neither does he rule out the a priori
justification of synthetic propositions, but claims that instances of the synthetic a priori
"must be assessed on their own merits ... there are no compelling grounds for ruling them out
as a group” (Bonjour, 1985: 207). He is careful to seperate the analytic/synthetic distin~tion
from the a priori/a posteriori distinction, and there thus seems to be no reason to deny tne a
priori a role in an account of empirical knowledge. As propositions regarding a believer's
grasp of his beliefs are synthetic, it might, then, be possible to provide a priori justification
for them.

Consider the propdsition "I have a grasp of the contents of my belief system” and two
possible lines of argument for the a priori justification of this proposition. First, it might be
argued that the very nature of belief is such that in order to have a belief I must grasp that
~belief+--That-is;-I-cannot-have any beliefs which-I-am-not-aware of - or ‘do not-have a" ‘graspof

and could not become aware of. Consider some belief B. Is it possible to be unaware of B?

- This must certainly be admitted; for at any time one can only be aware of a certain subsetof =~

beliefs. But is it possible not only to be unaware of B, but to be unable to become aware of



B? It is hard to see hdw one could maintain this and still claim possession of the belief,
While one might be unaware of a belief at a given time, to deny that one could become aware
of that belief at all amounts to denying that one actually has that belief.” If "having a grasp
of my belief system” is construed as cither being aware of or potentially aware of all members
of my belief system (which should suffice for Bonjour's purposes as he allows reflection)
then it seems a priori that I do have a grasp of my belief system. Any beliefs not included in
that grasp are not my beliefs. While Bonjour argues against adopting such an a priori
argument, his reasoning is that the establishment of such a claim is a presupposition and not
something which requires argumentation (Bonjour, 1985: 81), precisely the claim being
challenged here. The synthetic proposition that I have certain particular belicfs is justified by
understanding what beliefs are, and that having them entails grasping them.

Second, one could argue that I do not have a complete understanding of the
proposition P: "I have a grasp of my belicf system" until I actually do have such a grasp.
Attempting to understand P will force me to reflect on my beliefs, and by reflecting on them I
will come to know them. I cannot fully understand P without this reflection. It might be
argued that reflection is not sufficient of itself to yield a grasp of my beliefs, and that some
of them are beyond my grasp, a fact which might or might not be made evident by my
reflections. But if my belief systerri is coherent (as Bonjour claims it must be), then its
component beliefs are interrelated in such a way that sufficient reflection will yield a complete
grasp. It is not possible for any component beliefs of a coherent system to be exempt from

the scrutiny of reflection. Understanding P thus forces me to an a priori acknowledgement of

It might be objected that we sometimes act in ways that are at variance with what
we think we believe, and that this shows that our actions are actually governed by
unconcious beliefs — beliefs which we are not and perhaps cannot become aware
of. Two responses can be made to this objection. First, there is a difference
between my acting because I believe something, and my acting as if I believe
something. I might believe that I shouldn't steal, and yet still steal, acting as if 1

" believed that “stealing “is right,” and perhaps even claiming so. However, sufficient
reflection would reveal what I really believe. Second, the process of reflection
required to uncover the belief which actually guides my action might be extremely
_complex, perhaps even extending to psychoanalysis. After undergomg this. process I
"might find that I actually do believe that it is alright to steal in certain
circumstances.
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its truth,

Bonjour's appeals to the Doxastic Presumption might thus be replaced with accounts
of 2 priori justification for one's grasp of one's beliefs. While the arguments advanced here
are intended only as suggestions, they do show the possibility of providing a firmer
foundation than appeal to something that can't be justified, namely, the Doxastic
Presumption.

The suggestion, then, is to shore up the weak points of Bonjour's theory of rational
acceptability for empirical knowledge, even at the expense of providing some elements which
are not based on coherence. Such a tradeoff would be beneficial as it would obviate the need
for appeals to the Doxastic Presumption, a result which should provide sufficient motivation
for the acceptance of a mixed theory of justification for empirical knowledge. This
adjustment to Bonjour's theory would tighten it up enough to provide an acceptable theory of

rational acceptability.

C. Justification

While Sellars makes a pragmatic appeal to effective agency to establish the truth
connection, Bonjour offers a more theoretical approach. He gives an a priori argument that a
coherent system of beliefs which satisfies the Observation Requirement is most likely to be
true. Whether one considers this metajustificatory argument successful depends on two
questions: First, whether one accepts the legitimacy of a priori justification, and second,
whether one accepts Bonjour's particular a priori argument. It has alrecady been argued that
acceptance of a priori justification is necessary for the success of Bonjour's account of
rational acceptability. Such acceptance :an, at least provisionally, be granted. The crucial
test is whether the argument which constitutes Bonjour's metajustification is valid. His MJ

thesis states that a coherent, Observation Requirement satisfying systcm remains sublc and

coherent over the long run becausc u matchcs rcaluy Hc claxms lhat lh:s conclus:on can bc
established on a priori grounds. It can be asked if a) this is a vahd conchsnon and b) can the

stronger claxm be madc — that the conclusion can be cstabhshcd on a priori grounds.



The case can readily be made that this is a valid conclusion, Given whﬁt we know, we
have sufficient reasons to accept MJ. But such acceptance is within our pre-established
coherent systém of beliefs, and cannot serve to justify the tie of that system to the outside
world. Bonjour realizes this, and thus inakes the stronger claim that the basis for MJ is a
priori. If this claim is right, and if one is prepared to accept a priori justification, then
Bonjour is successful. However, it can be argued that this claim is not right given Bonjour's
own account of the a priori. MJ is based on two main premises, each of which, Bonjour
claims, is established on a priori grounds. These premises, slightly simplified, are as follows:

P,: It is highly likely that there is some explanation for why an Observation
Requirement satisfying belief system remains coherent and stable over the long run.
P,: The likeliest explanation for an Observation Requirement satisfying belief system
remaining coherent and stable over the long run is that the system corresponds with
reality.
According to Bonjour, the likelihood mentioned in P, increases in direct proportion to the
longness of the run over which the belief system remains stable and coherent. It is debatable,
however, whether such conclusions of likelihood can be established a priori, as they depend on
contingencies. There always remains the possibility that these conclusions are inaccurate.
Hence, they do not carry with them the indubitably obvious force Bonjour requires for the a
priori. One admits the possibility that they might not be so, a possibility which cannot be
admitted for the truly a priori. It can be concluded, then, that while MJ is reasonable, it is
not established on a priori grounds. This does not at all serve Bonjour's purpose — it merely
shows that our coherent system is self-affirming — a minimum requirement, it would seem,
if coherence is not to deteriorate into inconsistency.
A second problem arises with the reliance of this argument, and indeed the reliance of

Bonjour's entire theory of justification, on the Observation Requirement. The Observation

—Requirement is-based-on-the assumption that-"any-claim-in-the system-which-is-not-justified-a - ===

priori should in principle be capable of being observationally checked, either directly or

indirectly, and thereby either confirmed or refuted” (Bonjour, 1985: 141). The contents of a
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system which does not meet the Observation Requirement can "be thought of as analogous to
beliefs — or at least belief-like states — which are a product of sheer imagination or which_
are the mental correlate of literary fiction” (Bonjour, 1985: 143). However, "despite the
vagueness of the requirement, maﬁy systems of belief, including virtually any which is at all
close to our ordinary system of beliefs, will satisfy it without question” (Bonjour, 1985: 153).
Our observations constitute a highly cohérent subsystem of beliefs, and any system which |
disallows them will have a low level of coherence as it must "offer some alternative
explanation of this internal coherence; and plausible explanations of this sort are very hard to
come by" (Bonjour, 1985: 154).

The most plausible explanation, Bonjour has argued, is that this internal coherence
derives from the truth of the system of beliefs. But this judgement is made within the
coherent system of beliefs itself. What Bonjour requires, and in fact assumes, is a ccrtain
metaphysical stance. This stancé maintains that the real world is such that it can give input
to a conceptual belief system, and that its structure is such that it is accurately reflected in a
coherent belief system. Bonjour, like Sellars, must make certain and indeed similar

metaphysical assumptions in order to establish the truth connection.

D. Coherence

Bonjour's concept of coherence derives from his underlying concept of non-lincar
justification. Certain theorists, in particular the foundationalists, wish to justify a belief
inferentially by a linear chain of justification which ultimately derives from certain basic
beliefs which are justified on their own merit. Bonjour denies the existence of these basic
beliefs and with them the attendant model of linear justification. Hence “inferential
justification, despite its linear appearance, is essentially systematic or holistic in character:

beliefs are justified by being inferentially related to other beliefs in the overall context of a

" coherent system " (Bonjour, 1985: 90). Although justification may appear lincar at the local

level, it is non-linear at the global level "which is in the final analysis decisive for the

determination of empirical justification in general” (Bonjour, 1985: 91). At the global level
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"the relation‘ between the various particular beliefs is correctly to be conceived, not as one of
. linear dependence, but rather as one of mutual or reciprocal support” (Bonjour, 1985: 91).

Bonjour does not give a complete account of the coherence which produces this
support, nor does he consider such an account crucial to his particular theory, as "something
like coherence is in’disperisible to any nonskeptical epistemological position” (Bonjour, 1985:
94). He does, however, offer a preliminary account. "Intuitively, coherence is a matter of
how well a body of beliefs "hangs together’ ... this 'hanging together' depends on the varioué
sorts of inferential, evidential, and explanatory relations which obtain among the various
members of a system of beliefs, and especially on the more holistic and systematic of these"
(Bonjour, 1985: 93). Certain features of a coherent set of beliefs can be pqinted out.

"(1) A system of beliefs is coherent only if it is logically consistent” (Bonjour, 1985:
95).

"(2) A system of beliefs is coherent in proportion to its degree of probabilistic
consistency” (Bonjour, 1985: 95), i.e. to the degree that it is believed probable that B as
opposed to not probable that B.

"(3) The coherence of a system of beliefs is increased by the presence of inferential
connections between its component belief's and increased in proportion to the number and
strength of such connections" (Bonjour, 1985: 98).

"(4) The coherence of a system of beliefs is diminished to the extent to which it is
divided into subsystems of belief which are relatively unconnected to each other by inferential
connections” (Bonjour, 1985: 98).

"(5) The coherence of a system of beliefs is decreased in proportion to the presence
of unexplained anamolies in the believed context of the system” (Bonjour, 1985: 99).

Coherence plays a multiple role in Bonjour's theory. First, it acts as a criterion for
belief evaluation. Unlike Sellars’ account, where coherence is a higher level criterion, Bonjour
—considers it to be an-immediate criterion.Bonjour specifies the Observation ‘Requirementand
the Doxastic Presumption along with coherence as criteria for the acceptance of empirical

knowledge. It has been argued that the Doxastic Presumption can be replaced with a priori
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claims. It has also been pointed out that satisfaction of the Obervation Requirement is
decided within a belief system, and is actually a metaphysical claim. This leaves coherence as
Bonjour's sole criterion for empirical knowledge. And if a priori justification can be stated in
terms of" coherence with all possible rationally acceptable belief systems, as has been argued,
then Bon_jouf requires only coherenpé as a criterion for belief evaluation.

Coherence is not only a criterion for belief evaluation, it is a characteristic of rational
acceptability. A belief is rationally acceptable not just because it has passed the test of
coherence, rather, the fact of its coherence is what makes it rationally acceptable. Coherence
is not an independent test of rational acceptability. A proposition is rationally acceptable to
the extent that it coheres not be«.jause coherence measures rational acceptability, but because it
is constitutive of rational acceptability.

The third role played by coherence is in the metaphysical assumptions necessary for
the Observation Requirement. These assumptions require that the world itsell’ be such that it

can be truly reflected in a coherent belief system.

Bonjour, like Sellars, provides a complete theory of belief evaluation. His theory of
rational acceptability, tho_ugh in the tradition of Sellars, is different in detail. Rather than
focusing on the explanatory coherence of different types of statements within a belicf system,
Bonjour focuses on the effect a belief will have on the overall coherence of the system. His
theory of justification is a pragmatic argument dealing with cffective agency, similar to
Sellars’ but much more developed. While Sellars offers effective agency as a reason for
holding that there is a truth connection between a belief system and the real world, Bonjour
gives an argument for why this reason should be accepted. However, in the final analysis
Bonjour's theory of objective justification relies on the same metaphysical assumptions as

does Sellars’.

" While neither Sellars nor Bonjour explicitly recognize these assumptions, they are
recognized by Nicholas Rescher. Rescher’s theory is in the same mold as those of Scllars and

Bonjour, however, he attenivpls to deal diicctly with the ubdcflyihg mctaphysical assumplibns



which this type of theory has so far required.



V. Rescher

A. Rescher's Theory

For Rescher, justification is "the logico-epistemical question of what is reasonably
and warranted to be ... thought or taken [as true]" (Rcscher. 1973: 3). He differs from
other coherency theorists by not only stipulating the criteria for the acceptance of a
proposition as knowledge, but by setting out the pfocedure by which a proposition is accepted
according to that criteria. This procedure he calls the "coherence method”, or "coherence
analysis”, and compliance with it will ensure fulf’ ilmeht of the justification criteria.

According to Rescher, ";he coherence theory ... is designed to give (or at any rate is
best construed as providing) an answer to the problem of a criterion for truth” (Rescher,
1973: 10,. But establishment of such a criterion is not cnough. He views "the pursuit of
knowledge in methodological terms: as a specific instance of the generic idca of a procedure
or process aimed at the development of a result or product” (Rescher, 1977: 1). In order to
attain the desired product of a body of true propositions, a method is required which uses the
criterion of coherence. The domain of this method is the empirical, not that of mathematics
or logic, as "the coherence theory addresses itself to the problem of a criterion for cxtralogical
truths, the traditional truths of fact” (Rescher, 1973: 45). Rescher, like Bonjour, sees
justification arrived at differently for empirical and non-empirical belicfs.

This coherence method for empirical belicfs is applicd to what Rescher calls "data”.
"A datum is a truth-candidate, a proposition to bc taken not as truc. but as potentially or
presumptively true” (Rescher, 1973: S4). The initial attitude towards a datum "is not
acceptance at all but a highly provisional and conditional epistemic inclination towards it, an
inclination that falls far short of outright commitment” (Rescher, 1973: 55). This “epistemic

inclination” is quantificd in terms of plausibility ratings, which are "comparative evaluations

“of ‘our critical assessment (in the context of the issuc) of the relative acceptability of the

‘data’'" (Rescher, 1974: 703).



Rescher does not 'give any single standard for datahood, What is acccpted as data
depcndé on the situation, and the standard used in a particular situation receives "an
essentially pragmatic justification: that this standard 'works out best' in a problem situation
of the sort at issue” (Rescher, 1973: 63). In other words, data determination is based on that
which has proven reliable in past experience. "A datum is a proposition which, given the
circumstances of the case, is a real prospect for truth in terms of the availability of reasons to .
warrant its truth-candidacy” (Rescher, 1973: 56).

Data are accepted in groups, as "datahood is not an isolated feature of a single
proposition but a contextual feature of a group of propositions, that is, a family of data. ...
No imputation of truth ... attaches to an individual datum, but there is a definite implicit
claim that the 'logical space' spanned by the data as a whole »somcwhere cmbraces the truth of
the matter” (Rescher, 1973: 56). It is thus important that the family of data initially
considered be large enough, for "the set of data providing the starting point for a
coherence-screening of truth must be sufficiently comprehensive in its canvassing of the
relevant possibilities for there to be adequate rational warrant for holding that the 'true
alternative' lies somewhere within the range covered by that data" (Rescher, 1973: 72).

The coherence method, then, begins with the establishment of a set of data deemed to
be possibly true. While this set of data is initially inconsistent, Rescher's method will select a
coherent subset which will be presumed true. "That family among the truth candidates which
are best attuned to one another is to count ... as best qualified for acceptance as presumably
true” (Rescher, 1974: 704). The method proceeds by "subjecting an inconsistent mass of
conflicting propositions to a screening process in terms of their 'coherence’ with one another”
(Rescher, 1973: 41). Rescher goes into considerable detail about how this is done, but in
outline the procedure is as follows. The propositions are divided into maximally consistent

subsets (m.c.s.) — subsets which are non-empty, consistent, and such that no element of the

“~initial set of -data which is not-a-member of-the subset could-be added to-the subset-without-—- e

making it inconsistent. One of these subsets is then determined to be the most coherent and

‘comprehensive. Hence "those propositions among the totality of relevant data that exhibit the - -
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best fit with the rest — that 'maximally cohere with the data’ — are (in the context of these
data) to be classed as true” (Rescher, 1973: 74). |

There is no single procedure for selecting which among the maximally coherent subsets
is considered to embody truth. In fact, it is more accurate to speak in the plural of the
instrumentalities of the coherence analysis of truth, to indicate a family of related procedures
rather than one single uniforth process” (Rescher, 1973: 99). Rescher does dicuss some
specific methods, but they éll aim to choose the most coherent of the maximally consistent
subsets of the data, and thislultimately relies on one's sense of coherence.

The result of this coherence analysis is a body of true propositions. This truth,
however, is not absolute, but fs "truth 'relative to' or 'with respect to' the data. If the data
are changed, this will affect the propositions they determine as true on a coherence analysis”
(Rescher, 1973: 59). If the data were ideally complete, the truth would be absolute. But as
"on any contextualistic truth-criteria ... a classical theory of truth will only obtain when 'in
the limit'" (Rescher, 1973: 189).

This coherence method is only applicable to empirical knowledge. The other types of
knowledge Rescher acknowledges are logic and mathematics. Rescher's discussion of logic is
based on his belief that non-classical logics are as valid as classical logics, and that the logic
we use is a matter of choice and practice rather than something determinéd a priori. He notes
that "the truths of logic — if such there be — must be judged by a standard other than that
of coherence, since they are themselves essential to the implcmentation of that standard”
(Rescher, 1973: 46). Although "from a system-iritcmal perspective, the theses of a system of
logic no doubt qualify as ‘necessary truths'" (Rescher, 1977: 271) there is more than one
system of logic. The logic chosen for a system is that determined best for regulating the
formal relations in that system. "The instrumental character of logic as codif’ ying 'the

principles of right reasoning’ ... must be accepted as primary” (Rescher, 1977: 250). Choice

“of logic is thus a practical matter, for "in relation to instruments, tools, methods, and

procedures, the pragmatic theory is in its native elements ... [hence) as a means for choosing

among alternative logics, and so, in effect, determining what is to count as true in logic, the



pragmatic théory [of truth] is in its natural habiuit" (Rescher, 1973: 166). Deteruiinatidti of |
logic "beaius with merely descriptive considerations as‘ to how pmuasively effective
argumentation in fact proceeds. But while it began with the descriptive, logic ends with the
normative” (Rescher, 1977: 243). Thus the descriptions of practical reasoning lead to the
prescriptions of formal logic. Truths of logic aren't derived from some a priori source, but

are formal codifications of effective reasoning procedures.

Mathematical knowledge, by contrast, is a priori. "In so far as an axiomatic basis is
required ... to go beyond purely logical considerations ... mathematics is evolved on basic
input-truths that are not themselves the product of any mechanism for the warrant of truths,
but whose justification is conceived to be somehow immediate” (Rescher, 1973: 166). This
notion of a priori justification is conceptually the same as Bonjour's, although not worked
out in as much detail.

Rescher also requires a metajustification in much the same manner as does Bonjour.
His theory thus "bifurcates the process of justification of our knowledge, envisaging on the
one hand a system-internal justification of cach maintained thesis in terms of others, and on
the other hand a system-external justification of the procedures of cognitive inquiry by which
the system as a whole receives its over-all support” (Rescher, 1974; 707). This external
justification is twofold, consisting of a pragmatic justification as well as a "metaphysical
deduction” which provides the theoretical resuit that the accepted propositions are indeed true.
Rescher states that "a truth-criterion comes to be endowed with a duality of objectives; truth
on the one hand is a standard of belief in purely intellectual regards and on the other hand a
guide for our practical life” (Rescher, 1973: 240). We hold different objectives for different
reasons; on the one hand "for_epistemic (theoretical) and [on the other hand, for]
action-guiding (practical) reasons. With regard to the former, our interest is systematization,

above all in explanation (i.e. rational co-ordination) and prediction ... With respect to the

“latter, our interest is success proper, in guiding our actions along satisfactory lines" (Rescher, =

1973: 233).
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As the coherence method operates in the realm of the theoretical, "we cannot apply
the conception of success in the theoretical mode as the ;uastificatory standard for our
criterion of factual truth. One is accordingly led to the conclusion that the natural and
appropriate step is to use success in the practical mode as the justificatory standard proper to
a criteeion of factual truth” (Rescher, 1973: 241). This is in keeping with the fact that
coherence analysis is a method, and "one should interpret the quality-control factors of the
'success’ of a cognitive method or criteria in the practical rather than the theoretical mode.
Practical or pragmatic efficacy thus comes to be seen as the appropriate standard of
instrumental justification for our criteria of factual truth™ (Rescher, 1977: 23). Not only is
the pragmatic mode that proper for the justification of a method, but it is f oundational to the
theoretical mode. Rescher claims that "stress upon explanation and prediction can be viewed
as derivatively subsidiary to practice” (Rescher, 1977: 21) and that "all rationality —
cognitive as well as behavioral — is ultimately pragmatically purpose-oriented and
practice-related" (Rescher, 1977: 23).

Rescher's metajustification, then, is pragmatic. He will also turn to ihe theoretical
realm, and attempt to demonstrate that the product of the coherence method is, in the
classical sense, true. But this is simply tying up a loosc end, for he considers that
metajustification in the pragmatic realm is sufficient to justify the coherence analysis and its
constituent coherence criterion.

The coherence method will be pragmatically justified if it can be shown that it works.
Success hese "is confined to consideration of actual practice: action-guidance as assessed in
the aifective order of leading to physical and emotionally satisfying results” (Rescher, 1973:
245). If the results of the coherence method guide our actions in a manner which allows us to
cope physically and be satisfied with our actions, then the method is justified. In essence,

“the practical relates to the material interests of man that underlic the guidance of human

~action: avoidance of pamsuf f crmg f rustmtlon clc "( Rcschcr 1977: 19). But how can we
determine whether or not the pragmatically desired results obtam" If we favor a mcthod for

soms non- epnstemlc reason can't we Just alter our perspcct:vc 1f the method produces whal
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seems to be conuadictory data? Rescher admits that we can changé or alter our world view,
our inquiry procedure, ancl‘ our actions. "But the one thing that we cannot control aie the
consequences of our actions: those results which determinate actions bring in their v)ake. In
short, while we can change how we think and act, the success or failure attendant upon such
changes is something wholly outside the sphere of our control” (Rescher, 1977; 108). If the
results of the coherence method did not guide our actions appropriately, the reaction from the
world wonld soon tell us. As this reaction is in the main positive, the method is justified.

While Rescher claims that this pragmatic justification is sufficient, he does turn to the
theoretical realm and attempt to demonstrate that the product of the coherence method
achieves the theoretical, epistemic goal of truth. Truth, to Rescher, is correspondence.

"Truth is determined by the relation of a proposition to the actual facts. Coherence, on the
other hand, is a matter of the relation of propositions to each other” (Rescher, 1973: 54).
The truths provided by the coherence method are relative to the data. "We cannot say that
our coherence-guided inductive inquiries provide us with the real (definitive) truth, but just
that they provide us with the best estimate of the truth that we can achieve in the
circumstances at hand" (Rescher, 1985: 805). But if one were to "consider coherence in an
idealized perspective — as optimal coherence with a perfected database, rather than as a
matter of apparent coherence with the imperfect data we actually have in hand — then an
essential link between truth and coherence emerges” (Rescher, 1985: 796).

Demonstration of this link takes the form of a "Kantian deduction” which begins
with the pragmatic success of the method. "Given that our de facto mode of operation in the
cognitive sphere works — and works as it actually does — what conditions must reasonably be
postulated regarding ourselves and the world to provide a plausible account for this .
circumstance?” (Rescher, 1977: 94). Assumption of these conditions is justified by the

previously demonstrated success of the coherence method.

7T The first assumption i that 'man is a creature of action. He is placed "withina
world-environment that presses in upon him from every side. He must constantly act upon

his environment tv ensue his well-being and indeed survival” (Rescher, 1977: 84). Second,
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man is rcasonable; that is, "men not only hold beliefs as a kind of exercise in abstraction, but
+- their actions are in general guided by accepted beliefs" (Rescher, 1977; 85). Third, there
is interaction between man and the world, as "human agency produces a flow of consequences
that rebound back upon the agent, ultimately producing satisfaction or frustration” (Rescher,
1977: 87). Finally, the externa'l. world exhibits a "uniforu‘xity‘of nature”, and is
"nonconspiritorial" — that is, e\;ii demon hypotheses and other hypotheses with similar
consequences are rejected. These assumptions, combined with the pragmatic success of the
method which justifies them, are sufficient to show that conclusions reached via the method
correspond to reality. Hence, that "men are rational agents functioning in the environment of
a duly responsive nature, and sensitively responsive to its operation, is crucial to the rationale
- of this methodologically pragmatic validation" (Rescher, 1977: 91). The success of the
coherency method provides its justification at the pragmatic levcl.. while the "metaphysical
deduction” demonstrates at the theoretical level that the rationale for the method, i.e. the

production of truth, has been achieved.

B. Rational Acceptahility
Rescher's theory displays the characteristics necessary for a theory of rational

acceptability. It is aimed at the epistemic goal of truth. The justification which it supplies is
subjective, being based on the data available to, collected by, and processed by the individual.
His account also demands reflective awareness. First, one must pre-screen the data which
provide the raw input to the coherence method. These data must be determined possibly true,
and one must be reasonably sure that the true facts of the matter lic in the "logical space”
spanned by the data. The coherence method itself requires this awareness. While the division
of data into maximally coherent subsets could be considered a rote task, the determination of

whnch constnutes the most cohcrem requnres reflecuve attentxon

Thxs coherence method is also pragmatic in the required sense. Rescher in fact

beheves that all rauonahty — cognitive as well as behavioral — is pragmatically

purpose- onemed and practice-related " (Rescher, 1977, 23). It is aimed not at autaining only
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that which is true — truth in the ideal, but at sifting out that most likely to be true at present
from the available data.

Thus the "rationale of justification™ is to be found in the pragmatic domain. That is
because "the rational legitimation of cognition can properly be accomplished only by reference
to the full range of man's purposive concerns, specifically and preeminentiy including those
of the practical sector” (Rescher, 1977: 24). Hence "the rationality of actions of all sorts —
acts of 'acceptance as true' not excluded — is governed by pragmatic concerns of presumptive
effectiveness” (Rescher, 1973: 22).

While Rescher's theory exhibits the requisite charac' “ictics for a theory of rational
acceptability, it might well be asked how effective a theory it is. First of all, it is
questionable whether we choose beliefs from a field of data by anything like the coherence
method. Our daily epistemic decision making process bears little resemblance to Rescher's
method of collecting all the available data, parsing in into a large number of maximally
coherent subsets, and then choosing from these the most coherent. The more usual case
involves the acceptance or rejection of a single datum, or choice between two or three
structured subsets of data (for example, between two or three theories on a given topic).
However, Rescher's method can be seen as a logical, if not practical extension of the usual
cases to the more extreme and comprehensive case. It may be comprehensive if not realistic,
and in simplification resembles the usual case.

A more telling objection to Rescher's account is that the establishment and initial
ranking of the data is an epistemic decision made with no regard for coherence, which is
claimed to be the criterion of epistemic justification. A response can be made to this specific
objection while directing a criticism to Rescher's general approach. His account, unlike those
so far examined 6f Sellars and Bonjour, fails to distinguish between the genesis and the

justification of behefs If the coherency method restrlcted 1tself to behef Justxfxcatnon there

would be no need to account for how these belxefs ongmated 'I'ha' is, one would not have to
set criteria for datahood; it would s1mply be accepted that certain data are available and

require Justlfxcatlon or rejection. Rescher s acount of initial data selection is thus extraneous
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to his account of beliel evaluation proper.

C. Justification

Rescher sets the truth connection in the pragmatic domain. This involves, in essence,
an appeal to effective agency much the same as that of Sellars, and hence subject to similar
objections which won't be repeated here. Althongh Rescher attempts'to demarcate the
pragmatic domain from the theoretical, conclusions about pragmatic success must, if they are
to have any epistemic merit, be reached theoretically within a certain system of beliefs. While
Sellars was unabie to escape this conclusion, Resher does, but at a price. He moves the
appeal from the epistemic to the affective. He claims that "the ultimate metacriterial
standard for weighing a criterion of truth-acceptance (in the factual areas) is not cognitive at
all but rather affective, and the reasoning of the test-procedure of truth-determination
represents in the final analysis an appeal not to knowledge but to feeling ... In a real sense
cognition is ancillary to practice and feeling becomes the arbiter of knowledge" (Rescher,
1973: 255).

Rescher's claim is that events in the world have a direct influence on f eelings. If 1 act
in accordance with beliefs which do not correspond with the way the world is I will feel the
effects. For example, I will feel pain if I touch a hot object that I had believed was cool.
This input via feelings from the world to the cognitive allows the circularity inherent in a
self justifying belief system to be broken. It provides input to the system, and provides the
channel for truth conduciveness. Thus, in order to avoid circularity, Rescher has given final
arbitration of the reasonable to the affective. But if epistemological endeavours are
undertaken with the goal of arriving at true conclusions, then reduction or appeals to feelings

can hardly have any epistemic value. To say that we can know truth only through our

.. feelings does not give us. much confidence in the accuracy of that which we hold as true.- If it

is to give us confidence we must take a foundationalist stance, and claim that the feelings we
have are in fact epistemic primitives, capable of the error free conveyance of truths about the

world. While circularity is avoided, the cost of this avoidance is extreme.
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Rejection of the supremacy of the affective would place Rescher squarely in the
domain of the theoretical. He there demonstrates the truth connection, but in so doing relies
on metaphysical assumptions. This is ultimately where the foundations of his defence must

lie unless he is willing to surrender wholeheartedly to the affective.

D. Coherence

Coherence is a criterion for truth, and not part of its definition, "not the meaning of
truth in the context of factual claims, but its arbiter” (Rescher, 1973: 12). Itisa
relationship which holds between propositions, not "with reality or with the facts of the
matter” (Rescher, 1973: 32).

Application of the coherence method results in a set of coherent propositions.
Coherence is a "criterion of membership ... a measure of the rational claims to truth that can
be made on behalf of the theses one may incline to accept” (Rescher, 1974: 708). This set of
coherent propositions must exhibit "the features of comprehensiveness, consistency, and
cohesiveness” (Rescher, 1973: 169). Consistency ensures that a coherent data set does not
include both 2 thesis and its negation. Comprehensiveness includes the properties of
inferential closure, logical inclusiveness (contains all the theses of logic), and restricted
completeness (either P or not-P is in the set for all P which constitute the original set of
data). Comprehensiveness ensures that the set of coherent propositions is "not only
consistent but maximal” (Rescher, 1973: 171).

The third feature of coherence is cohesiveness, or unity. This property ensures that
"every truth here stands in a characteristic relationship of interdependence with its fellows in
the hypothetical sense that if the truth status of some of these were different ... then its own
truth-status might well be affected. It is in this sense — rather than that of deductive

interlinkage — that the coherency theory ... [exhibits] the cohesiveness of truth" (Rescher,

Coherence, then, is used in two ways by Rescher. In his coherence method "we are

dealing with a criterion of truth and not a criterion of rational acceptability or acceptance.



The crierion at issue aims to answer the question 'Is P true?' and not the question "Is P
rationally acceptable?' Though the issues of rational warrant cannot be expelled from the
picture, it applies to the criterion at issue, rather than pertaining in any direct way to the
propositions governed by that criterion” (Rescher, 1973: 16). Coherence is used as a criterion
for accepting a proposition as true, and questions of the rational acceptability of this criterion
are external to the coherence method. Coherence is thus a criterion for the rational
acceptability of a given proposition in a derivative sense. Coherence is an immediate criterion
for the acceptance of a proposition as true, and it is rationally acceptable that coherence
should »lay this role.

Rescher haé offered diff erent criteria for different types of knowledge. His primary
criterion for empirical knowledge is coherence. Also explicitly required on Rescher's account
are criteria and initial plausibility ratings for data, and preference criteria for choice among
maximally coherent subsets. It is arguable that preference criteria for subsets are derivative
from the concept of coherence itself, for the object is to choose the most coherent from the
available maximally coherent subsets. It has already heen noted that the criteria and
plausibility ratings for data relate to the genesis rather than the justification of belief. This
would leave coherence as Rescher's sole criterion for belief evaluation.

Used as a criterion for truth, coherence refers to a specific relationship between
propositions. But coherence is also a constituitive element (and not a criterion of ) rational
acceptability, manifesting itself there as (in Rescher's terminology) "conceptual
systematization”. Its role here is to demonstrate the overall coherence between the cognitive,
which governs the theoretical (including the epistemic) realm, and the affective, which
governs the pragmatic realm, and is the ultimate governor of the theoretical. "The present

analysis then envisages an intricate interdependance or symbiosis between man's factual views

_and his practical objectives and thus between the practical and the theoretical sectorsof

rationality" (Rescher, 1977: 92). Systematization is an important component of Rescher's
theory. "In the case of cognitive systematization, the inherent teleology of order revolves

about the factors of intelligibility, and the linkages of interrelationships represent principles of
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clarification within a particular explanatory order. A cognitive system provides illumination; ,
their systematic interconnections render the facts at issue amenable to reason by organizing
them within a framework or ordering principles that bring their intexrelationships to light"
(Rescher, 1974: 695, 696). His theory involves coherence between man's cognitive,
pragmatic, and affective dimensions. Coherence is thus a characteristic of rational
acceptability.

There is a third role which coherence plays iri Rescher's theory, and that is its role as
a metaphysical assumption. If Rescher does not want to rely exclusively on the affective
domain in order to establish the truth connection, he must rely on metaphysical assumptions
which include the nature of the real world. This is explicit in his theoretical metajustification,
where he assumes that man is a creature of action, that man is reasonable, that there is
interaction between man and the world, and that the world itself exhibits a "unif ormity of
nature”. However, his pragmatic justification also depends on similar assumptions. It
invokes an appeal to effective agency which resembles Sellars' account, and which depends on
the same assumptions — namely, that the world is such that our interactions with it allow its
reflection in our coherent belief systems. Even if one grants Rescher's final abpeal to the
affective, one must still assume that the world is such that the data we accept on the basis of

our feelings is representative of what the world in fact is like.

Rescher, unlike Sellars and Bonjour, explicitly recognizes the metaphysical
assumptions necessary for a theoretical demonstration of the truth connection. However, he
feels that a theory of objective justification does not require this theoretical account, and that
a pragmatic defence of the truth connection which does not rely on metaphysical assumptions
is sufficient. This pragmatic defence abandons the coherency approach, placing in its stead a

foundationalism based on affective premises — a stance which maintains that basic feelmgs

are truth conducive. Acceptance of thls foundatlonahsm would dnsqualxty Rescher s theory as
a coherency theory. While this would be of minor consequence if the foundationalist

approach offered did indeed make the truth connection, it is doubtful that it has. Rescher's
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affective foundationalism is suspect on its own grounds as it decides epistemic questions of
truth by answering affective questions of feelings. It is doubtful that feclings can be accepted
as accurate truth indicators, at least not without some theoretical basis to give support.
Rescher must give a theoretical account of the truth connection, and the theoretical account
he offers depends on metaphysical assumptions.

Sellars, Bonjour, and Rescher thus present coherency theories which, while different
in detail and emphasis, all give satisfactory accounts of rational acceptability based on the
internal coherence of belief systems. They all present theories of objective justification which
rely on the pragmatic appeal to effective agency — accounts which ultimately rely on
metaphysical assumptions.

What can be done about these metaphysical assumptions? Those assumptions
examined so far all relate to a real, external world. Sellars, Bonjour, and Rescher all hold
realist views of the world, and it is the attempt to make an objective truth connection with
this real world that results in these metaphysical assumptions. It was determined earlier,
however, that objectivity does not depend on any particular metaphysical stance. The
objective truth connection need not be made with a metaphysically real, external world. It
might be made instead with respect to some other state of affairs — for example, as Richard
Rorty suggests, with respect to "general agreement among sane and rational men on what
would count as gonfirming their truth” (Rorty, 1979: 337). Such an account is given by

Hilary Putnam in his theory of belief evaluation.




V1. Putnam

A. Putnam's Theory

The main feature which distinguishes Hilary Putnam's theory from those examined so
far is his non-traditional theory of truth. Rather than truth being a foundational concept
which is constitutive of the derivative concept of knowledge, truth is itself a derivative
concept, being based on rational acceptability. "The view which I shall defend holds, to put it
very roughly, that there is an extremely close connection between the notions of truth and
rationality; that, to put it even more crudely, the only criterion for what is a fact is what it is
rational to accept” (Putnam, 1981: x). Truth is idealized rational acceptability. "We speak
as if there were such things as epistemically ideal conditions, and we call a statement 'true’ if
it would be justified under such conditions" (Putnam, 1981: 55). Without our concept of
rational acccptébility we would have no concept of truth, as "truth, in the only sense in which
we have a vital and working notion of it, is rational acceptability (or, rather, rational
acceptability under sufficiently good epistemic conditions)" (Putnam, 1983b: 231). In spite
of this interdependence of the notions of truth and rational acceptability, they are not
equivalent. - "The relation between rational acceptability and truth is a relation between two
distinct notions. A statement can be rationally acceptable at a time but not true” (Putnam,
1981: x).

This relationship between truth and rational acceptability results from Putnam's
internalist perspective. According to this perspective, "'truth’, in an internalist view, is some
sort of (idealized) rational acceptability — some sort of ideal coherence of our beliefs with
each other and with our experiences as those experiences are themselves represented in our
belief systems” (Putnam, 1981: 49, 50). This does not mean that truth is whatever we make

it out to be. "Internalism is not a facile relativism that says 'Anything goes'. ... Internalism

does not deny that there are experiential inputs to knowledge; knowledge is not a story with
no constraints except internal coherence; but it does deny that there are any inputs which are

not themselves to some extent shaped by our concepts, by the vocabulary we use to report and

-
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describe them, or any inputs which admit of only one description, independent of all
conceptual choices” (Putnam, 1981: 54). Knowledge consists of experiential input which is
shaped by our human conceptual apparatus. The input cannot be examined apart from this
conceptual apparatus — it is intelligible only when it has been so perceived. Putnam is not an
anti-realist as he does not deny an external world. Rather, he is a non-realist as he denies
not only that we have any direct epistemic link to that world, but that questions of truth are
to be decided in relation to that world. For Putnam, questions of truth and knowledge
properly reside in the internal, conceptual world of human knowers.

Truth, then, is molded by human limitations, and is found in the theoretical
application of rational acceptability under ideal epistemic conditions. "I shall advance a view
in which the mind does not simply 'copy' a world which admits of description by One True
Theory. But my view is not a view in which the mind makes up the world, either” (Putnam,
1981: xi). This view of the world which is molded by our criteria of rational acceptability
and which in its idealized limit is true, is neither objective (in the traditional sense) nor
subjective. In fact, Putnam wants to break "the dichotomy between objective and subjective
views of truth and reason” (Putnam, 1981: ix). His view is not objective in the traditional
sense as "truth and rational acceptability — a claim being right and someone's being in a
position to make it — are relative to the sort of language we are using and the sort of context
we are in” (Putnam, 1983b: 234). But although this leaves us with a coherency theory of
truth, "rejecting the metaphysical ‘correspondence’ theory of truth is not at all the same thing
as regarding truth or rational acceptability as subjective” (Putnam, 1981: 123). What we are
left with is a view (or views) of reality molded by the human ability to comprehend, and as
long as "our 'objectivity' is objectivity humanly speaking, it is still objectivity enough”

(Putnam, 1981: 168).

Putnam's epistemic goal is not truth in Vﬂtﬁl}qc}qsrsriggl sense, but the attainm_g_r_n of this

human objectivity. "Our conceptions of coherence and acceptability are ... deeply interwoven
with our psychology. They depend upon our biology and our culture; they are by no means

'value free’'. But they are our conceptions, and they are conceptions of something real. They



define a kind of objectivity, olSjectivity for us” (Putnam, 1981: §5). As a result there might
be more than one acceptable account of reality. "To an internalist this is not objectionable:
why should there not sometimes be equally coherent but incompatible conceptual schemes
which fit our experiential beliefs equally well?" (Putnam, 1981: 73).

Justification is a matter of rational acceptability, Putnam speaks of "the notion of a
belief's being justified or rationally acceptable” (Putnam, 1983b; 229). A belief can be
justified, or acceptable, but not true; however, given the proper epistemic conditions, that
belief would loose its justification and be found not true. For "truth is independent of
justification here and now, but not independent of all justification” (Putnam, 1981: 56).
Thus "truth is expected to be stable or 'convergent'; if both a statement and its negation
could be 'justified', even if conditions were as ideal as one could hope to make them, there is
no sense in thinking of a statement as having a truth-value” (Putnam, 1981: 56).

Putnam gives a Kantian argument which attempts to establish the objectivity of
justified beliefs. "My procedure has a close relation to what Kant called a 'transcendental’
investigation; for it is an investigation ... of the preconditions of reference and hence of
thought — preconditions built into the nature of our minds themselves, though not (as Kant
hoped) wholly independent of empirical assumptions” (Putnam, 1981: 16). Putnam proceeds
by "reasoning a priori”, a procedure which involves "inquiring into what is reasonably
possible assuming certain general premises, or making certain very broad theoretical
assumptions. Such a procedure is neither 'empirical’ nor quite 'a priori’, but has elements of
both ways of investigation” (Putnam, 1981: 16). It is a fallible procedure, but it provides
justification (in Putnam’s terms) for what he does. He begins with what he finds the human
condition to be, and goes on to see what the implications of this condition are for knowledge

and truth. The conclusions reached are not infallible, but are to be tested against empirical

evidence.
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B. Rational Acceptability

Putham's theory of justification is explicitly a theory of rational acceptability, and it
demonstrates all the characteristics of such a theory. Its goal is the standard epistemic goal of
truth, even though Putnam's conception of truth is nonstandard. Its internalist perspective
explicitly embodies subjective justification. As objective truth is formulated by human
comprehension, and is defined in terms of that ideally rationally acceptable, rational |
acceptability must have the characteristic of reflection in order to give the notion of truth any
content. Putnam's concept of rational acceptability is pragmatic, as it involves the here and
now acceptance of beliefs. While truth is defined in terms of idealized rational acceptability,
rational acceptability itself” is a matter of the present time and circumstances.

Putnam sees the concept of rational acceptability, and, derivatively, that which is
ideally rationally acceptable and hence true, as being at bottom a matter of human values. He
claims that "we must have criteria of rational acceptability to even have an empirical world,
that thase reveal part of our notion of an optimum speculative intelligence. In short, I am
saying that the 'real world' depends upon our values (and, again, vice versa)" (Putnam,
1981: 134, 135). This does not mean that the whole enterprise of knowledge is a trivial one
of "mere” values. These values are substantive, and capable of sustaining the edifice errected
on them. In fact, "value terms” are actual properties. Given Putnam's internalist
perspective, along with its attendant non-realist metaphysics, this is not as absurd an idea as
it might seem at first. While "one might attempt to avoid conceding that there are objective
values of any kind by choosing to deny that 'coherent' , 'simple’, 'justified’ and the like are
value terms ... this line runs into difficulties at once. 'Coheren: and 'simple' have too many
characteristics in common with the paradigmatic value words” (Putnam, 1981 : 136).

These values are the basis of rational acceptability. "Any choice of a conceptuai

scheme presupposes values, and the choice of . scheme for describing interpersonal relations

and social facts, no. to mention thinking about one's own life plan, involves, among other
things, one's normal values. One cannot choose a scheme which simply ‘copies' the facts,

because no conceptual scheme is a mere 'copy' of the world® (Putnam, 1981: 215}, Thus



"our notion of rationality is, at bottom, just one part of our conception of human
flourishing, our idea of the good" (Putnam, 1981: xi). Rational acceptability is dependent on
the values which we hold, and hence the "theory of truth presuppéses rationality which in
turn presupposes our theory of the good" (Putnam, 1981: 215).

Putnam rejects the notion that rational acceptability should be defined by what is
scientifically acceptable. It is seductive to make this connection because of the practical
benefits of scientific rationality. The success of science leads to the view that rationality can
be equated with scientific rationality. But, asks Putnam, "even if science were valued solely
for the sake of its applications, why should rationality be valued solely for the sake of its
applications?” (Putnam, 1981: 178). There are dimensions to the human cognitive life which
are omitted by the scientific paradigm. "If we consider the ideal of rational acceptability
which is revealed by looking at what theories scientists and ordinary people consider rational
to accept, then we see that what we are trying to do in science is to construct a representation
of the world which has the characteristics of being instrumentally efficacious, coherent,
comprehensive, and functionally simple” (Putnam, 1981: 134). This does not mean that
scientific rationality is superior, or all encompassing, rather, "having this sort of
representation system is part of an idea of human cognitive flourishing, and hence part of our
idea of total human flourishing” (Putnam, 1981: 134). Thus "to identify rationality with
scientific rationality ... would be to beg the question of the cognitive status of value
judgements; it would be to say these judgements are not rationally confirmable because they
are value judgements, for rationality has been defined as consisting exclusively of raw and
neutral observations and the drawing of inferences from value-neutral premisses” (Putnam,
1981: 200).

Not only is rationality multifaceted, but attempts to define it are relative. "The

that the Jusufxcatxon of an ethxcal system is dlfflcult There is no neutral conceptxon of
rationality to which to appeal” (Putnam 1981: 136). Thus "someone's tellmg us that they

want us to know the truth tells us really nothmg as long as we have no idea what standards of
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rational acceptability the person adheres to: what they consider a rational way to pursue an
inquiry, what their standards of objectivity are, when they consider it rational to terminate an
inquiry, what grounds they will regard as providing good reasons for accepting one verdict or
ancther on whatever question they may be interested in" (Putnam, 1981: 129).

: Alihough rationality is relative to a person 's‘interests. culture, and (above all)
humanity, that does not mean that rationality is completely relative. "That (total) relativism
is inconsistent is a truism among philosophers. After all, is it not obviously contradictory to
hold a point of view while at the same time holding that no point of view is more justified or
right than any other?" (Putnam, 17981:» 119). Even "arguing about the nature of rationality
(the task of philosophers par excellexice) is an activity that presupposes a notion of rational
justification wider than the positivist notion, indeed wider than institutionalized criterial
rationality” (Putnam, 1981: 113). In order to debate questions of rational acceptability, the
participants in the debate must share a certain common ground as to what is rationally
acceptable. In fact, such an assumption is required for any study. For "we are committed by
our fundamental conceptions to treating not just our present time-slices, but also.our past
selves, our ancestors, and members of other cultures past and present, as persons; and that
iueans ... attributing to them shared references and shared concepts, however different the
conce;tions that we also attribute. Not only do we share objects and concepts with each
other, but also conceptions of the re::onable. ... However different our images of knowledge
and conceptions of rationality, we share a huge fund of assumptions and beliefs about what is
reasonable with even the most bizarre culture that we can succeed in interpreting” (Putnam,
1983a: 196. 197).

Even though the existence of an overriding concept of rationality can be assumed, this
does not mean that the nature of ratinnality can be completely specified. "It is tenipting
_to say that what determines whether a belief is rational is not the norms of rationality of this
or that culture, but an ideal theory of rationality, a theory which would give necessary and
sufficient conditions for a belief to be rational in the relevant circumstances in any possible

world. Such a theory would have to account for the paradigmatic examples [of rationality]”



B

(Putnam, 1981: 104), However, "a general difficulty with the projmsal, 'to:treat 'ratiohal'. ‘
'reasonable’, 'justified’, etc, as natural kind temis is that the prospects for actually finding
powerful generalizations about all rationally acceptable beliefs seem so poor” (Putnam, 1981:
104). We can assume a certain common ground of raiionality, but it is ixh’pqssible to
completely specify it.

This does not mean that it is futile to study rationality. On the contrary, such study
will lead to a better understanding of human flourishing. We see "our search for better
conceptions of rationality as an intentjonal human activity, which, like every activity that rises
above habit and the mere following of inclination or ohsession, is guided by our idea of the |
good" (Putnam, 1981: 136, 137).

Rationality, then, is both an object of study and the regulator of that same study.
"The 'standards’ accepted by a culture or a subculture, either explicitly or implicitly, cannot
define what reason is, even in context, because they presuppose reason (reasonableness) for
their interpretation. On the other hand, there is no notion of reasonableness at all without
cultures” (Putnam, 1983b: 234). Although rationality can only be examined in its particular
application, it extends beyond any such application. "Reason is ... both immanent (not to be
found outside of concrete language games and institutions) and transcendent (a regulative
idea that we use to criticize the conduct of all activities and institutions” (Putnam, 1983b:

234).

C. Justification

Putnam attempts to establish a non-realist objective truth connection. The real
world, for him, is the intersubjective world of human knowers. As truth is idealized rational

acceptability, a belief which is rationally acceptable to an individual is potentially part of that

world. The truth connection, then, lies in the ratiqpal acceptapility of the belief. Such a -
belief has the potential to be true.
A problem arises, however, as the truth connection lies not in the rational

acceptability of the belief to the individual, but in the rational acceptability of that belief to
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the interéubjective community of knowers. While Putnam does not claim thai all thc beliefs
which are rationally acceptable to a given individual will be rationally acceptable to all
individuals in that'community. he does claim that the community shares 4 common rationality
which, under ideal epistemic conditions, would allow the acceptance of and only of true
beliefs. In order to make the truth connection Putnam must assume a common rationality, It
arises from what he calls a shared concept of human flourishing, and results in one
intersubjective world which, to Putnam, is the humanly objective world.

Putnam does arﬁue that this intersubjective world is riot assumed, but is in fact the
real world. This is his "brains in a vat" argument, in which he claims that the thesis "we are
brains in a vat" cannot be properly formulated if, indeed, we are brains in a vat. Since we
can formulate this thesis, we are not brains in a vat. Hence the intersui:jective world which
we perceive is indeed the real world. Lgt us grant Putﬁam this argument without going into
its details. While it might negate the possibility of cgrtéin forms of radical skepiicism, and
establish the reality of the intersubjective‘world, it does not establish any truth connection
between that world and an individual's beliefs.

In order for Putnam to make the truth connection for ény givch individual's belief B,
he must argue as follows:

1) B is rationally acceptable to the individual.

2) In order for B to be a candidate for truth, B must be potentially rationally acceptable
to the human community of knowers.

3) The concept of rational acceptability held by the human community of knowers is
shared by the individual.

4) Therefore, B is a candidate for truth.

Premise (1) simply describes the situation. Premise (2) is a statement of Putnam's theory of

_.truth. He defines truth as idealized rational acceptability. in.the community.of - human

knowers. If a particular belief held by an individual has any chance of being true, it must be

at least potentially rationally acceptable to that community. Premise (3) is required to make - - -

the truth connection. If the individual shates in the.common concept of rationality, then any
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belief he: finds rationally acceptable is potentially rationally acceptable to the community, and
is a candidate for truth. The truth connection has been made.

This argument depends on an assumption of shared rationality between the individual
and the community. Premise (3) is an explicit statement of this assumption, and Putnam's
theory of truth, as stated in premise (2), depends on this assumption. Putnam would
probably claim that common rationality is not so much an assumption as a presupposition
necessary for communication and communal discourse, for in order to debate anything at all
the participants in the debate must share a common ground of rationality. This presuposition
of a common rationality is similar to Lawrence Bonjour's presupposition of the Doxastic
Presumption. He claims that it is not something that itself requires justification, but
something which provides the very context within which questions of justification can be
meaningfully formulated.

However, it is doubtful whether Putnam can claim such status for this assumption of
shared rationaliy. Consider, for example, a psychopath or a Nazi. These people have what
Putnam calls a "sick concept of human flourishing" (Putnam, 1981: 141). Their idea of
rationality is not that shared by the general community c¢f human knowers, and hence their
beliefs, insofar as they are products of their sick concept of human flourishing, need not be
considered as truth candidates. Such easily recognizable examples don't cause Putnam any
trouble, as they are quickly found out by the broader community of knowers to exemplify
deviant concepts of rationality. They do show, however, that Putnam admits that not all
individuals need share in the common rationality.

Less extreme examples are what might cause Putnam trouble. It is quite possible that
while individuals might agree in practical matters, and even be able to discuss theoretical
matters based on a certain common ground, their concepts of human flourishing and resultant
rationalities might be just divergent enough to prevent any possible idealization to converge on
a notion such as truth. We might be able to successfully negotiate the intersubjective world

of human knowers because we interpret these knowers as sharing our concept of rationality,

“but it does not follow that we do indeed share such a common concept. In order for Putnam
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to make the truth connection, and even to hold the theory of truth that he does, he must
assume this common rationality. This does not show that his theory of truth is inadequate, it
only points out what assumptions underlie it. Putnam must make thesc assumptions of
common rationality to establish the truth connection and provide objective justification.
While Putnam's account of objective justification does not rely on assumptions about
a real external world, it does rely on certain assumptions about humanity and human nature.
Objectivity, for Putnam, is an intersubjective notion, and its establishment depends on
assuming that a common rationality is shared among all those who constitute the community

of knowers.

D. Coherence

Rational acceptability, for Putnam, is a matter of coherence. "What makes a
statement, or a whole system of statements — a theory or conceptual scheme — rationally
acceptable is, in large part, its coherence and fit; coherence of 'theoretical’ or less experiential
beliefs with one another, and with more experiential beliefs, and also coherence of experiential
beliefs with theoretical beliefs" (Putnam, 1981: 54, 55). Coherence cannot be seperated from
rational acceptability. To cohere with those concepts which we already have is to be rationally
acceptable and vice versa. Coherence is thus the primary characteristic of rational
acceptability.

As Putnam equates justification and rational acceptability, coherence is also a
criterion of belief acceptance. A belief is accepted if it coheres with other beliefs.

The third role of coherence is as a metaphysical assumption. Understanding of
another person or culture is dependent on assuming the rationality, and hence the internal
coherence, of the belief system of that person or culture. Without such an assumption

understanding and communication would be impossible.

Putriam, like Sellars, Bonjour, and Rescher, offers a satisfactory coherency theory of

rational acceptability. His theory of objective justification differs from these other theories
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with its attempt to make the truth connection not with a real world, but with a world which is
the intersubjective community of human knowers. But, like the others, Putnam must make
certain assumptions about this intersubjective world in order to establish the truth connection.
Establishing a link between the internal belief system of an individual and a world external to
that individual, be it a real world or an intersubjective conceptual world, seems to require that
certain assumptions be made about that world.

While Putnam has abandoned external realism, the next step would be to resist making
any such assumptions. Two coherency theories which do not make these assumptions, those
of Keith Lehrer and Gilbert Harman, will be examined to see what happens when such

assumptions are abandoned altogether.




VII. Lehrer

A, Lehrer's Theory

Like Sellars and Bonjour, Keith Lehrer considers the ju§tif ication of a belief to be
independent of its genesis. He makes the "distinction between explaining why a man believes
something, on the one hand, and explaining how he knows it on the other. When a man
knows that his belief is true, the explanation of why he believes what he does may have
something to do with his having the evidence he does, but it also may have nothing whatever
to do with his having evidence" (Lehrer, 1974: 125). Thus "how a man comes to know
something is ... quite a seperéte matter from the question of how he knows it to be true once
he does know" (Lehrer, 1974; 210). Lehrer is unique, however, in considering justification
to occur in a particular subsystem of a person's beliefs. One's beliefs constitute a belief
system. But an epistemic discussion can only occur in relation to belief's about these beliefs.
These "metabeliefs"” form a believer's doxastic system. "The system a man's beliefs must
cohere with, in order .to be completely justified, consists of a set of statements articulating
what he believes. The system will consist, not of statements believed, but statements saying
that the man believes what he does" (Lehrer, 1974: 189).

Such a system will contain some beliefs held for non-epistemic reasons, and these
beliefs must be removed from the believer's doxastic éystem. "It is onl); those beliefs which
he would retain in an impartial and disinterested search for truth that sustain justification
aimed at veracity. Hence, for justification with truth as the objective, the doxastic system of
a man must be suitably corrected" (Lehrer, 1974: 189). This "corrected doxastic system of S
is that subset of the doxasfic system resulting when every statement is deleted which describes
S as believing something he would cease to believe as an impartial and disinterested
truth-seeker” (Lehrer, 1974: 190). This does not mean that all false beliefs are removed,

only those which the believer would not hold to as a "veracious inquirer".*

corrected dorastic system" (Lehrer, 1974: 224). This verific alternative system is not
required for justification, but for satisfaction of Lehrer's fourth condition of
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Lehrer differs from most coherency theorists in what he wants his theory of
justification to accomplish. His account of justification is more or less a schema, and does
not supply precise principles of justification. "We reject the assumption ... that some
principles of justification are universally valid" (Lehrer, 1974: 226, 227). He proposes to
articulate the theory, but not the precise mechanism, of justification. This "allows for a
multiplicity of ways in which men, or other creatures, might come to know the universe”
(Lehrer, 1974: 212).

Lehrer considers justification to be a subjective matter. "I shall argue that the fact of
belief itself, the subjective reality of conviction, provides the basis for a satisfactory
coherence theory of justification” (Lehrer, 1974: 184). One consequence of this subjectivity
is that justification does not provide a guarantee of truth. "We must, therefore, settle for a
fallibilistic theory of justification, if we wish to avoid being forced to deny that we know at
least some of the things we clearly do know" (Lehrer, 1983: 192). As a result "we must
proceed without a signpost guaranteeing the way to truth. There is nothing other than
coherence among our beliefs on which to rely" (Lehrer, 1974: 185).

Justification is achieved by coherence within a person's belief system. "The doxastic
system of a man, a set of subjective statements articulating what he believes, is what his
beliefs must cohere with in order to be completely justified" (Lehrer, 1974: 189). Lehrer
thus proposcs the following "schema for a coherence theory of justification: S is completely
justified in believing that p if and only if the belief that p co'heres-with other beliefs belonging
to a system of beliefs of kind K" (Lehrer, 1974: 154). The system of beliefs with which p
mist cohere is the corrected doxastic system of S. What remains to be determined is what
coherence is, and how it is that a belief must cohere with other beliefs.

The first srep in determining the coherence of a proposition is to set out the epistemic

field of the propusition. The epistemic field is that set of statements which a veracious

*(cont’d) knowledge, a condition added in response to the Gettier problem. That
condition, which stipulates that the justification of a proposition cannot depend on
any faise statem -t, is satisfied for believer S and proposition p "if and only if S

—Is_completely.. justified.in. believing . that... p-is -in - the —verific- alternative o - the - e e

corrected doxast - system of S" (Lehrer, 1974: 224). As concern here is limited to
justification, fu-thur discussion will refer only to the corrected doxastic system.
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inquirer considers "germane to the statement in question.” In Knowledge Lehrer goes into a
great deal of technical detail on what to do with the contents of that field. This technical
detail boils down to is finding those propositions in the epistemic field which are "negatively
relevant”, that is, which conflict with the propositions whose ;ustification is in question,
Justification can be conferred only if the proposition is acceptable above all those propositions
which are negatively relevant to it. "For a man to be completely justified in believing a
statement to be true, the stétement must be believed to have a better chance of being true
than certain others within the corrected doxastic system of the .man in question” (Lehrer,
1974: 192).

In order to be justified, then, p must "beat" those other propositions which are
negatively relevant to it. These negatively relevant beliefs are called "competitors” of p.
Belief q is negatively relevant to p, or "p competes with q for S on the basis of system A if
and only if it is more reasonable for S to accept p on the assumption that not q than on the
assumption that q on the basis of system A" (Lehrer, 1986: 10). That is, p competes with g
if there is less chance of accepting p given q than accepting p given not-q. This
determination is made on the basis of the information available in system A, which is the
individual's "acceptance system" — that set of beliefs which ke already holds. Belief "p beats
q for S on the basis of system A if and only if p competes with q on the basis of system A
and it is more reasonable for S to accept p than to accept q on the basis of system A"
(Lehrer, 1986: 10). That is, p beats q if it is more reascnable to accept p than.q. Again,
this determination is made on the basis of the information available in the individual's
acceptance system A.

There are, however, a large number of belief§ which p could be seen to compete with
and would have to beat in order to be justifiegl. All those beliefs do not have to be beaten by
p. "Beating all competitors, though sufficient for justification, is not necessary. 'fhe reason

is that some competitors, though not beaten, may be dispensed with in another manner”

(Lehrer, 1986: 10). Competitors may be neutralized rather than beaten. Proposition"n

neutralizes g as a competitor of p for S on the basis of system A if and only if q competes
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with p for § on the basis of system A, and n is such that the conjunction of q and n does not
compete with p for § on the basis of system A when it is as reasonable for § to accept the
conjunction of q and n as to accept q alone on the basis of system A" (Lehrer, 1986: 11).
This "neutralization” is used primarily to dispose of sxeptical alternatives to p, and can best
be illustrated by such an example. The proposition p: "I see a book" competes with q:
"People hallucinate”. But q: "People hallucinate” is neutralized when conjoined with n; "I
am not now hallucinating”.

Justification of a proposition, then, consists in either beating or neutralizing all its
competitors. "S is completely justified in believing that p if and only if, within the corrected
doxastic system of §, p is believed to have a better chance of being true than the denial of p
or any other statement that competes with p" (Lehrer, 1974: 198).

Lehrer defends the reasonableness of his theory of justification by appealing both to
decision theory and to a certain information processing model of human thought. What he
hopes to prove with his appeal to decision theory is "that it is reasonable for a man seeking
truth to believe a statement if and only if he is completely justified in believing the
statement” (Lehrer, 1974: 201).

He states that "in the decision-theoretic model, reasonableness is determined by two
factors. One is the value assigned to certain outcomes in terms of how they contribute to the
attainment of one's objectives, and the other is the probability of those outcomes ... [Hence],
if I believe that p, and have truth as my objective, then there are two relevant outcomes:
ramely, that I believe that p and am correct, and that I believe that p and am in error"
(Lehrer, 1974: 205). Lehrer begins with a quantitative assumption of the chance a person
believes a proposition to have of being true. This assumption is later disposed of. He defines
the "expected value” of proposition h, e(h), as follows:

e(h) = p(h)vt(h) + p("h)vf(h), where

e(h) = expected value of h

p(h) = probability h is true
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p(*h) = probability h is false

vt(h) = value of believing h when h is true

vf(h) = value of believing h when h is false
He then argues for the rationality of believing exactly those statements having positive
expected value, He finds tl{at e(h) = p(h)’ - p(h*), where h® is the strongest competitor for
h. 'S is completely justified in believing that h if and only if e(h) is positive, that is, p(h) is
greater than p(h®)" (Lehrer, 1974: 207). This relies only on comparison of statements, and
not on any quantitative noiions. Thus "we may dispense with the assumption of a
quantitative measure of subjective probability employed in the argument from expected value.
Complete justification presupposes no more than comparisons of the chances we believe
statements to have of being true" (Lehrer, 1974: 207).

Hence, "on the principle of obtaining as much expected value as one can, the rational
course is to believe every statement when we obtain a gain in expected value by doing so.
Seeking truth, it is rational to believe.a stalement just in case the expected utility of doing so
is‘positive'... [Thus) it is rational, on decision-theoretic grounds, for a person to believe a
statement.if and only if he is completely justified in believing it in terms of our analysis"
(Lehrer, 1974: 208).

Lehrer's second appeal is to an information processing model of human thought. He
considers "the most fundamental observation concerning the coherence theory of knowledge
and justification [to be] ... that human knowledge and justification involves higher order
evaluation and certification of information. One may receive information from various
sources, but the mere possession of information does not constitute knowledge" (Lehrer,
1986: 24). This higher order processing of information relies heavily on the notion of
probability. Probability considerations do not constitute criteria seperate from coherence, but
are rather pre-selection criteria which apply to beliefs and are used to evaluate them before
determing whether or not they do cohere with a system.

Beliefs are processed against a background svstem which is used to evaluate their

trustworthiness. This background system assigns a certain probability to incoming
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information which is dependent on how reliable that information is deemed to be 'I"hcse‘
assignments of reliability allow the information to be processed. "The consideration of
reliability leads to higher order evaluation and especially to higher order probabilities.
Incoming information is evaluated and assigned probabilities depending on what one accepts
about the reliability of the information. Those probabilitie[s] are also evaluated and assigned
probabilities depending on what one accepts about the reliability of the first level
probabilities” (Lehrer, 1986: 15).

Dealing with probabilities and probabilities of probabilities may seem complicated, but
Lehrer defends such activity as the way the mind actually works. "There is reason to think
that higher level processing mimics or resembles lower level processing. Thus, weighted
averaging, and, at the higher level, weighted averaging of weighted averages converging
towards integrated values, provides us with a unified model of information processing in the
human mind" (Lehrer, 1986: 19). To show how this might work he sketches out Jerry
Fodor's two part model of human psychology. The mind consists, first, of the Input System,
which "responds automatically to a perceptual situation, to stimulation of the sensory
receptors, with a representation. The output of this system ... is, however, subject to critical
evaluation as input to another system, what Fodor calls the Central Processing System"
(Lehrer, 1986: 197). Thus "the question of the psychological reality of higher order
evaluations, such as the probability of reliability, finds an answer within the computational

capacity of the Central Processing System" (Lehrer, 1983: 198).

B. Rational Acceptability

Lehrer's theory exhibits all the characteristics necessary for a theory of rational
#cceptability. His goal is the determination of true propositions. His account of justification
is explicitly subjective. "We now abandon the search for some objective feature to justify
our beliefs.and frankly appeal to a subjective one instead” (Lehrer, 1974: 187). He states,

for example, that "the analysis of knowledge is one thing, and the rules for deciding whether

one knows are quite another. The latter are conditions of justification for knowledge claims.
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Once these conditions have been satisfied, a man has done all he can to find out that p or to
Justify his belief that p. He cannot, over and above this, check to see that all the conditions
in the analysis are satisfied. There is nothing more he can do or needs to do to determine
that the truth condition has been satisficd” (Lehrer, 1974: 48). Thus all a person can appeal
to for justifii:ation is "the {'a_ct of belief itself, the subjective reality of conviction" (Lehrer,
1974: 184). In fact, "there is nothing other than one's belief to which one can appeal in the
Justification of belief. There is no exit from the circle of one's beliefs" (Lehrer, 1974: 188).

Lehrer's theory also requires reflection. The doxastic system which provides the
framework for coherence consists of "statements articulating what he believes”, not just the
beliefs themselves. It might be objected that creating such a system in the first place involves
the assumption of somethingv like Bonjour's Doxastic Presumption, and would be subject to
the same objections — namely, that it requires, but cannot be provided with, justification.
And, unlike Bonjour, Lehrer does not have a theory of a priori justification which can be
appealed to. However, it is not necessary to actually construct this doxastic system. All that
is required at any one time are those beliefs which p and its competitor q are compared with
during the justification process. That is, a believer's entire doxastic system need not be
available to him, only those beliefs relevant to the purpose at hand.

Reflection, then, operates on three levels for Lehrer. First, a person must be able to
have beliefs articulating what he believes. Second, he must be able to determine which of
these beliefs are relevant to a new belief — i.e., which beliefs these new beliefs are to cohere
with. And third, he must be able to determine that thesé belief’s in fact belong to his
corrected doxastic system — that is, that they are indeed held for epistemic reasons.

Lehrer also requires reflection for his solution of the regress problem, which states
that belief acceptance leads to a vicious regress in that it requires beliefs about beliefs. He
does accept higher order beliefs, in that an individual's doxastic system consists of statements

articulating what that individual believes. But establishing the reliability of first order beliefs

need not generate a regress. Determination of the probable reliability of a first order beliefis

made with reference to a person’s acceptance system. This system, which includes those
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beliefs an individual already holds, is used to judge both the belief and its vreliability. For
example, if the demon hypotheses is true, my perceptual beliefs would have a low level of
probability. But if I determine the demon hypotheses to be improbable, that makes it
probable that my perceptual beliefs are reliable. Lehrer thus takes the problem of higher
order beliefs and turns it into a problem of higher order probabilities held among first order
beliefs. Reflection involves not only examination of the beliefs themselves, but also
calculation of the beliefs' reliability.’

Justification is a pragmatic matter for Lehrer. It supplies reasons in response 10 a
concrete demand for such reasons. "Justification is ordinarily justification to someone else,
and whether a jusification given to someone suffices will depend on what that person is
willing to grant ... Hence, there is a pragmatic element in justification depending on the
epistemic qualification of the person to whom the justification is directed” (Lehrer, 1974:
156, 157). Justification is provided in response to the specific demands made by a situation.
Thus "a veracious man, one who secks truth, must be ready to supply reasoning where it is
called for and to defend his affirmations” (Lehrer, 1974: 209). He need not convince his
questioner, as "the veracious questioner must be satisfied that the man who offers the
reasoning is completely justified in his belief, whether or not the interlocutor is himself
convinced" (Lehrer, 1974: 209).

Rational acceptability, for Lehrer, is basically a matter of accepting that deemed to
have the highest probability of attaining truth. "Without proposing any analysis of
reasonableness, I shall propose some criteriologicai conditions, sufficient conditions, for the
appi.cation of the notion. The most obvious criterion is one of probability ... Other things
being equal, the more probabie a statement is, the more reasonable it is to accept it, and,

conversely, the less probable a statement is the less reasonable it is to accept it" (Lehrer,

1986: 12).

"This directly addresses a problem which Bonjour attempts to circumvent with his

grasp of our beliefs which does not require justification, Lehrer gives an explicit
treatment of this grasp. ’
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Determing what has the highest probability, and thus what is reasonable to accept, is
a subjective matter, What we accept is dependent on our doxastic system. "Our judgements
of rcasonableness are implicitly relative to some assumptions and system that we unreflectively
take for granted” (Lehrer, 1986: 9). As well as providing the context into which we place
our new heliefs, this doxastic system provides us with the necessary tools to evaluate beliefs.
"Our knowle. . ¢f the world dépends on our capacity to discern when we are trustworthy and
when we are not. It is'a fundamental feature of human knowledge that we have the capacity
to discern when the information we reccive by means of our senses is to be trusted, when the
probability of veracity is high and the probability of error is small” (Lehrer, 1986: §).

While Lehrer has delimited the function of rational acceptability, i.e. to admit the
most probable of competing statements, he has not defined exactly what should be so
admitted. "We have not imposed any restrictions on how a man should be about the search
for truth ... Our epistemology, being doxastic, is at the same time pluralistic. It assumes the
competence of man in his quest for truth" (Lehrer, 1974 198). Thus "in principle, there is
no limit to what may alter our beliefs, and by so doing change what we are completely
justified in-believing” (Lehrer, 1974: 200), Although he édmits that this "will seem
epistemically promiscuous to many" (Lehrer, 1974: 200), it is the unavoidable consequence of

his subjectivist approach.

C. Justification '

Lehrer claims that his process of justification provides an objective truth connection.
"Justification is the intersection of the subjective, the mental operations of the knower, and
the objective, the truth about reality. Justification thus effects ... the truth connection and
explains the jntersection between the mind and the world" (Lehrer, 1986: 5). For "knowlege
does not arise when a beiief merely happens to be true. Justification must be connected with

truth in an appropriate way. The burden of such a view is to characterize the nature of this

. connection which. we shall herafter refer to as the truth connection” (Lehrer, 1983: 191)..

However, he refers to the "rationality” of his theory rather than attempting a demonstration



of how this account leads to truth. This is partly because he does not hold a correspondence
theory of truth, which gives him one less reason than Bonjour or Rescher to demand an
objective account of belief acceptance. While he uses the terms "true” and "truth” i.n his
account of justification, he holds an elimination theory of truth, claiming that "the reference
to truth may be eliminated in the formulation of the truth condition of knowledge” (Lehrer,
1974: 37).'° While advocating justification as the "truth connection®, he does not hold a
theory of truth conducive to showing exactly what this connection is. Consequently, any
demonstration of this truth connection remains subjective. Although "our justification has
truth as an objective ... rather than demanding some external guarantee of success, we
construct our theory on the subjective integrity of a veracious inquirer and the internal
relations among his beliefs” (Lehrer, 1974: 192),

However, this still doesn't obviate the need for an objective account of belief
evaluation. The elimination theory of truth holds that "believing that p” is equivalent to
"believing that p is true”. It does not hold that "believing that p" is equivalent to "pis
true”. Neither, for Lehrer, does "believing that p" equate to "p is verified". This leaves him
in the awkward situation of claiming an objective truth connection, but both being unable to
give an objective account of this connection and being unable to show that it is established by
any other than subjective means.

The only arguments which Lehrer gives to defend the truth connection are his appeals
to decision theory and to Fodor's information processing mode! of human thought. These

arguments both involve an appeal to a non-epistemological theory in order to defend an

"Elimination theories of truth can be held for different reasons. For example, A.J.
Ayer's elimination theory of truth has a verificationalist motivation. He claims that
"the purpose of z ‘theory of truth' is simply to describe the criteria by which the
validity of the various kinds of propositions is determined” (Ayer, 1952: 87).
Lehrer, on the other hand, argues that verificationalist theories are actually theories
of justification, and not theories of truth. In fact, he claims that "the thesis that
underlies ... [the correspondance] theory of truth is not a theory of truth at all
but one of verification. It is: what verifies a sentence is the facts and nothing but
the facts” (Lehrer, 1974: 44, 45). This is not a proper motivation for a theory of
truth, and "when the correspondance theory of truth is understood as a genuine
~~theory~of - truth, it~ reduces™ to the “elimination “theory "..> [or] it "is not " “genuine
theory of truth at all, but a disguised theory of epistemic justification" (Lehrer,
1974: 45). ‘
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epistemologibal one. The defence is by analogy, and its success depends on the legitimacy of
this type of defence, the success of the particular analogies, and the prior reéard one has both
for decision theory and for the information processing model. Such matters, however, are
decided within a person's own belief system. If deemed successful, they serve only to provide
reasons for accepting Lehrer's theory of how the process of rational acceptability works.
They do not show that theory 't_o be successful in establishing the truth connection, nor are
they intended to do so by Lehrer. His theory is explicitly subjective, and as such neither
requires, nor is able to receive, an objective validation. For "these beliefs, about how good a
chance we shall have of reaching the truth if we follow one method rather than another, are
the subjectivity on }vhich all justification depends. They are not an 6bjective guarantee of
truth. They are not a foundation. They are a subjective commitment that constantly changes
in the uncertain search for truth. They are sifting sand" (Lehrer, 1974: 200, 201).

While Lehrer believes that justification provides an objective truth connection, he
does not establish that connection, nor does he claim to. He provides a theory of rational
acceptability, and claims that it is reasonable to expect this theory to provide truths. The
truth connection is thus presupposed. While his theory may stand as a theory of rational

acceptability, it cannot claim to be a theory of objective justification.

D. Coherence

Coherence, for Lehrer, is not a matter of logical implication. He rejects "coherence
as a relation of necessary connection. Thus, a belief that p coheres with other beliefs of a
system k if and only if p either necessarily implies or is necessarily implied by every other
belief in k ... Such logiéal coherence is not ... necessary for complete justification” (Lehrer,
1974: 157, 158). Neither is coherence a matter of inference, be it deductive or inductive.} "It
is ... important not to confuse the explanation of justification in terms of coherence with

inferential justification. If I believe that I see éomething red, this belief may be justified

__because it coheres with my acceptance system, but that does not mean that it.is- justified- -~

because I infer it from my acceptance system ... Coherence does not depend on inference"”
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(Lehrer, 1986: 21). Lehrer briefly entertains the notion of cohcrence as explanatory
coherence, only to dismiss it. He claims that "explanation, though apparently relevant to
justification, is neither necessary nor sufficient. Coherence is not entircly a matier of
explanation” (Lehrer, 1974: 187).

A clue to Lehrer's own account of coherence lies in his rejection of explanatory
coherence. "An explanation, that hés no better chance of being truc than some competing
explanation, fails to yield complete justification. On the other hand, any belief we show to
be true on the basis of what we already know is completely justified whether or ot our
reasoning is explanatory” (Lchrer, 1974: 187). Lechrer's account of coherence is thus
essentially negative. "The rclation of coherence is explicated in terms of a statement being
believed to have a better chance of truth than its competitors within a system of a specificd
sort" (Lehrer, 1974: 198). A belief coheres if it is more acceptable than another belief which
threatens to displace it. "Something coheres with a system of a person if it is more
reasonable to accept it than to accept anything with which it conflicts on the basis of the
system” (Lehrer, 1986: 9). More precisely, "p coheres with the system A of S if and only if,
for every q that competes with p for S on the basis of system A, q is either beaten or
ncutralized for S on the basis of system A" (Lehrer, 1986: 11).

Lehrer sets out a gencral schema rather than specific criteria for beliel cvaluation.
Determination of belicl acceptance in this schema is strictly a matter of coherence. lehrer's
theory is thus similar to Sellars' in that coherence is a higher Icvel criterion of belief
evaluation.

Coherence also serves as a characteristic of rational acceptability. Rational
acceptability, for Lehrer, is a matter of accepting that which has the highest probability of
being true. As determination of this is made by coherence, and cohercnce consists of
determination of highest probability, rational acceptability and coherence are essentially the

same notion. To be rationally acceptable is to cohere, and 1o cohere is to be rationally

acceptable.




Like the other coherency theorists examined so far, Lehrer gives an adequate
coherence based theory of rational acceptability. He runs into trouble, however, with his
theory of objective justification. In particular, he docs not establish a truth connection.
Lehrer claims that this truth connection exists, but does not demonstrate it. This is partiy
due to his elimination theory of truth. But while it might be argued on the basis of this
theory that it is redundant to hold that "p is true" when all that is required is to hold that
"p", this does not mean that it does not have to be demonstrated that what p describes
actually pertains. Another reason for Lehrer's failure to establish the truth connection is the
explicit subjectivism of his theory. How a person evaluates his beliefs is a subjective matter
which depends on how that person judges beliefs to best be evaulated. This does not mean
that Lehrer is an idealist. He does claim that the truth connection exists — he simply fails to
demonstrate it. Lehrer does not require metaphysical assumptions for his theory. But rather
than pushing him towards idealism, this simply results in his being unable to supply a
complete theory of belief evaluation.

The last theorist to be examined is Gilbert Harman. He, like Lehrer, does not make

metaphysical assumptions.




VIII. Harman

A. Harman's Theory

Gilbert Harman does not hold an ordinary concept of belief evaluation. In fact, he
claims to be "not sure of what these philosophical theories of 'justification’ are supposed to
be concerned with ... So, although I will be using the terms 'justification’ ... as well as the
terms ‘coherence’ and 'foundations’, I do not claim that my usc of any of these terms is the
same as its use in these theories of justification” (Harman, 1986: 29). Although Harman
claims to not understand what' traditional theories of justification are about, he addresscs
problems similar to those covered by these theories. He is concerned with beliel evaluation,
which involves the admittance of new belicfs into a system, as well as the status of those
beliefs already in the system.

Harman's approach to belicf evaluation is characterized by two key concepls: his
response to skepticism, and psychologism. Although he considers his theory to fit in with
"much of current epistemology ... [which] is best secn as a response to the thesis that we
never have the slightest reason to believe anything” (Harman, 1973: 3), his approach to
skepticism is to deny it. Unlike many epistemologists, he doesn 't attempt to answer the
skeptic. Common sense tells us that radical skepticism must be wrong, and "the problem ..
[is] not to find an argument against skepticism ... [but] to find out what is wrong with an
argument for skepticism” (Harman, 1973: 3).

For Harman, this involves an appeal to psychologism. "What is being suggested herc
is a kind of psychologism: the valid principles of inference are those principles in accordance
with which the mind works" (Harman, 1973: 18). Hc holds that "the language of thought”
consists of "mental states [which] have structure, and logical relations hold among these states
by virtue of that structure™ (Harman, 1973: 55).

Harman's stated concern is "with reasoned change in view*® (Harman, 1986: 10). that

is, with belief revision. Belief Tevision is accomplished by reasoning. “We can begin by

considering how people actually do reason ... or we can begin with our ‘intuitions’ as critics

9]
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of reasoning” (Harman, 1986: 9). He favors the former, psychologistic approach, as "the
appeal to intuition tends toward a greater degree of idealization. In particular, it tends to
overlook or minimize practical limitations, such as limitations an memory or calculative
capacity. What seems wrong when these limitations are not taken into account may be quite
reasonable when they are taken into account” (Harman, 1986: 9).

The reasoning process which results in belief revision is not one of deduction or
argument. "Argument or proof is not at all the same sort of thing as reasoning in the sense
of reasoned change in view" (Harman, 1986: 3). He reserves the technical terms "rules of
inference” and "induction” yor reasoning involving belief revision, and the term "rules of
implication” for logic. There is inductive belief revision but no inductive argumentation;
deductive argumentation but no deductive belief revision. That is, "there is deductive
argument, but it is not similarily obvious that there is deductive reasoning. Again, it is not
clear that there is such a thing as inductive argument, although we might scy that there is
inductive reasoning ... [although] it might be safer ... to speak of theoretical reasoning instead
of inductive reasoning” (Harman, 1986: 6). His project is to examine the process of
induction, which is not as straightforward as an examination of deductive logic would be.
"Principles of deduction can be clearly stated, and they are probably more certain than any
generalizations we might discover about the working of the mind ... But the princples of
induction are not even known ... [hence] there cannot be the same objection to identifying
inductive principles with principles about the idealized working of the mind" (Harman, 1973:
19).

Inductive reasoning does not result only in the justification of beliefs, for the
acceptance of new beliefs might also result in the rejection of previously held beliefs. This
process of belief revision attempts to increase the overall coherence of one's beliefs. There
are practical limitations to belief revision, so the object cannot be an ideal set of beliefs.

Rather, "belief revision is like a game in which one tries to make minimal changes that

improve one's position. One loses points for every change and gams pomts for every increase

in coherence. One tries to get a satlsfactory [rather than 1deal] 1mprovernem in one's score”



(Harman, 1986: 68). Basically, Harman's theory of belief revision involves just two
elements: the coherence of the belicfs, and the amount of change which is to be made to the
beliefs. These elements are set against each other, and "coherence competes with
conservatism. It is as if there were two aims or tendancics of recasoned revision, to maximize
coherence and to minimize change” (Harman, 1986: 32).

This process of belief revision is examined closcly in Change in View (Harman, 1986),
and sumarized in various principles. The Principle of Clutter Avoidance, for example, states
that "one should not clutter one's mind with trivialities” (Harman, 1986: 12). This is not
really a principle of belief revision so much as "a metaprinciple that constrains the actual
principles of revision ... [Thesc] must be such that they discourage a person from cluttering
up either long-term memory or short-term processing capacities with trivialitics” (Harman,
1986: 15). Other principles arc the "Recognized Implication Princple: Onc has a rcason to
belicve P if one recognizes that P is implicd by one's view" and the "Recognized Inconsistency
Princple: One has a rcason to avoid believing things one recognizes to be inceasistent”
(Harman, 1986: 18). These principles are not normative rules that should be kept in mind
during belief revision. "I don't want to suggest that one cver makes conscious use of
princples of revision in changing onc's view" (Harman, 1986: 2). Rather, they are
observations on how this revision would ideally take place. .arman identifies these “inductive
principles with principles about the idealized working of the mind” (Harman, 1973: 19).

The process of belicl revision involves the giving of reasons. "First, in fully believing
P one is committed to the claim that onc has or had sufTicient rcasons for believing P that did
not rely on false assun.ptions. Sccond, when one infers that something is so, one is
committed 10 a claim that there is no significant chance that one's conclusion is false, given
one's reasons for it ... Third, in cnding inquiry into P, onc is commitied to the claim that
furthur inquiry into P [i.c. uncovering other reasons) should not affect one's conclusions.
Finally, in accepting P as a member of a particular group, onc is commitied to the claim that

evidence [or reasons] that should affect onc's conclusions is not possessed by others in one's

group” (Harman, 1986: 52).
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In practice, howéver. the relevant reasons can 't always be made explicit. For "after
the work of Freud and Wittgenstein, it is no longer plausible to equate mental processes with
conscious processes. If reasoning is in some‘ sense a mental process, it is rarely a conscious
process” (Harman, 1973: 31). While the steps in deductive reasoning can be set out with
relative ease, it is induction rather than deduction that is involved in belief revision. And "it
is doubtful that anyone has ever fully specified an actual piece of inductive reasoning, since it
is unlikely that anyone could specify the relevant total evidence in any actual case ... One
cannot always be sure what has influenced one's conclusion” (Harman, 1973: 28, 29).

Reasons, then, are given for the revision that takes place to one's beliefs, be it the
acceptance of new beliefs or the rejection of old beliefs, and these reasons combine to form
explanations. "To the extent that thought is a matter of inference and reasoning, it is a
matter of trying to increase the coherence of our total view. Coherence is a matter of
explanation” (Harman, 1973: vii). During revision "a person is to infer the most coherent
cxplanatory account that makes the least change in his antecedant beliefs" (Harman, 1973:
22). This revision is accomplished by induction, and "induction is taken to be inf: erence to
the best total explanatory account” (Harman, 1973: 172). "We are led to construe induction
as inference to the best explanation, or more precisely as inference to the best of competing
explanatory statements. The conclusion of any single step of such inference is always of the
form Y because X (or X explains Y), from which we may deduce either X or ¥ . Inductive
reasoning is seen to consist in a sequence of such explanatory conclusions" (Harman, 1973:
140).

Contrary to the claims of foundations theories, the explanation of a belief does not
rest on certain specific reasons. Rarher, "inductive inference must be assessed with respect to
everything one believes” (Harman, 1973: 159), not just to a few selected premises.
"According to the coherence theory, the assessment of a challenged belicf is always holistic.

Whether such a belief is justified depends on how well it fits together with evervthing else one

believes” (Harman, 1986: 32, 33).
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Another main feature of Harman's account of justification is that a helief once
accepted remains justified irrespective of our ability to.providc or demand justification. One
is entitled to maintain any particular belief that one has unless there are reasons 1o reject that
belief. For "it is unclear when we are justificd in belicving something. We can know
somcthing without being able to produce a justification for it. For sometimes knowledge s
not based on any reasons as all, as when once knows that once has a headache; and even when
knowledge is based on reason, onc may not be able to produce those reasons in any detail”
(Harman, 1973: 115). We cannot always justify a beliel because “there is a practical reason
to avoid too much clutter in onc's belicfs. There is a limit 1o what one can remember
(Harman, 1986: 41). Conscquently it is cnough to recall the most important of one’s
conclusions. This means one should not be disposed to try 1o keep track of the local
justilication of one's beliefs” (Harman, 1986: 42). As a result “we are Justilied 1n
continuing to belicve something unless we have a special reason 10 change our minds”
(Harman, 1973: 22).

Harman thus grants the gencration/justification distinction, holding that the
Justification of a belief does not depend on its origin, but rather on the place it currenth
holds in one’s belief system. "When a person first comes 10 believe something, why he
believes it appears to be a function of how he comes to behieve it .. But [thin] s not an
general true ... When the reasons why onc telieves something change, the reasons for whych
one believes as one doces also change. In that case, the cxplanation of why one bebieves as ane
does has changed and is no longer simply 3 maticr of how one came to believe as one doces*
(Harman, 1973: 30). Thus “reasons for belicving something must not be confused with
rcasons for which onc beiieves. Reasons for which one believes arc relevant 1o whethet one 1
justified in believing as onc docs. Reasons for believing somcthing are not tolevant unica
they arc alse reasons for which onc bebeves® (Harman, 1973 20)  In othet wotdh, “the

reasons that give onc knowledge need not be reasons for which one belicves as one does

(Harman, 1973: 115). .
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Examples of this process of belief evaluation are judgements of perception and
memory which are both justified, at the time of acceptance, by inference. Perceptual
"knowledge is based on inference ... your belief must be a rcasonable one, and it is reasonable
only if it is part of a reasonable conclusion, given your background beliefs along with
information about how things look to you" (Harman, 1973: 173). Thus Harman reaches "the
conclusion that direct perceptual knowledge involves inference” (Harman, 1973: 176). A
similar conclusion is reached regarding memory. "Knowledge of the past is based on
reasoning concerning the best explanation of present memories. The best explanation of its
seeming to you that certain things occurred in the past is that they did occur and you

remember them” (Harman, 1973: 189).

B. Rational Acceptahility

Like the other coherency theorists so far examined, Harman's theory exhibits the
characteristics necessary for a theory of rational acceptability. His theory is goal directed.
"Reasoning is a mental process. Since mental states and processes are functionally defined. to
say what reasoning is is to say how it functions psychologically" (Harman, 1973: 46). And
"to understand a type of mental state or process is to see what function such states or
pi cesses can have in a person's 'program”. For reasoning, an important function is its role
in giving him knowledge” (Harman, 1973: 53). Reasoning aims "to increase the coherence of
our total view" (Harman, 1973: vii) and to thereby aquire knowledge. As "knowledge is
acquired by inference that does not essentially involve anything false” (Harman, 1973: vii). it
aims for truth. Rational acceptability thus has as its goal increasing the coherence of belief
systems in ways that provide true belief’s.

His theory is also one of subjective justification. Beliefs are evaluated with respect to
a person’s internal belief system. Those beliefs which can be made to cohere with that system

while causing a minimum of change to the system are accepted.

Since Harman claims that a person need not be able to provide justificatory reasons

 for any given belief, but is still entitled to hold that belief, it might be objected that his
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account lacks the requisite reflective quality for rational acceptability. However, his only
claim is that a belief need not be justified in order to sustain it. It should he rejected only {f
this lack of sustaining reasons is countered by an argument for the belief's rejection, Rut in
order to accept a belief previously not part of onc's belief sct, an argument in favor of the
belief 's acceptance must be reflectively advanced. "That a man accepls ceriain premises docs
not determine that he will accept the conclusions™ (Harman, 1973: 32). Such acceptance
involves the psychological process of reasoning. “To specify a man's rcasons s always 1o
specify reasoning that leads to his conclusions. 1t is neves enough simply 1o specifly premises
from which the conclusions mav be inferred. We must also indicate how the conclusion 1s
obtained from these premises”™ (Harman, 1973: 30).

The major components of Harman's theory are coherence and conservatiist The
theory 's pragmatic characteristics are illustrated by the conscrvatve component . There ate
pragmatic limitations on our mental processes, and this causes (s 10 e CONCIVALINE 1 belie!
revision. Rational acceptability, then, is a practical mytter. “Keasamng 1 subject 1a
constraints of feasibility and practicalitv. So the principles of reasoning ate prnuples (ot
revising all-or-nothing yes/no beliefs and plans: it 1 far 1o comphicated 1oty 1o aperate
generally with degrees of behel or probabiliies™ (Harman, 1956 114}

Harman scperates reasoming “into distinct sepments of practical and theotetiad
reasoning” (Harman, 1956: 1). What has teen considered up to thee point » theotctia)
reasoning. Practical reasoning includes othes facton, and involves choxe of 2 tomn tathes
than choice of belicf. “In practical reasoning we begin with 3wt of bebels 3ad gl and epd
with a new sct. where we try 10 maumsrze cobesence snd mmnamise change  In thes e
coherence is not just a matter of caplanaton coherence 1n out belicfs brgt aben anvolves
coherence in our plans” (Harman, 1978 16k} The 1ations! axepiancs of a bxbief i
acceplance 1n1o a view of the world which involves hoth types of cohetence A priwan 'y
beliefs form his representation of the world. hi dovtes repreeent b endde poade pdam oan!

intentions. Perception yickds new informatios stoyt ¢ wotid, natuial noods Tor foud water

sioep, c1c. put constramts on poals and muenbom Theotriios! roxuoming i 2 Pomges fhat
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functions to improve his representation of the way things are. Practical reasoning is a way of
modifying plans and intentions, in the light of the way things are represented to be, so as to
insure the chances of success at reaching goals and ends” (Harman, 1973: 45).

Rational acceptability is a psychological process. What Harman calls the "Interest
Condition on theoretical reasoning” says that "one is to add a new proposition P to one's
beliefs only if one is interested in whether P is true (and it is otherwise reasonable for one to
believe P)" (Harman, 1986: 55). And "one can have a reason to be interested in whether a
belief is true if that might facilitate practical or theoretical reasoning in which one is (or has a
reason to be) interested” (Harman, 1986: 63).

Thus there are no independent standards by which to judge reasoning. For "the test
of good inference is not whether it corresponds with rules that have besn discovered a priori”
(Harman, 1973: 18). Reasoning must be judged by its own standards. Consequently
Harman "denfies] that there is any way to discover ... irrationality except by way of intuitive

judgements about when people come to know things" (Harman, 1973: 116, 117).

C. Justification

Harman does not attempt to establish the truth connection for his theory. Thisistoa
large extent a consequence of the approach he takes to cpistemology. Most theorists attempt
to formulate an ideal theory of knowledge which will be water-tight against the attack of the
skeptic. While Harman explicitly rejects foundation theories on this account, he would also
reject many coherency theories. This is probably why he claims to not understand what most
epistemologists speak of when they talk about justification. Harman does not begin with an
intuitively ideal account of what knowledge should be, and work out justification conditions
with respect to that account. Rather, he holds to the psychologistic approach and bases his
theory on what, in practice, human knowers actually do. This suggests a distinction in
epistemology similar to that in metaphysics drawn by P. F. Strawson between “descriptive

metaphysics”, which "is content to descnbe the aclual structure of our thought about thc

world", and revxsronary metaphysncs whxch is concerned to produce a better structure”



(Strawson, 1964: 9). Harman might be considered 1o have produced an account of
“descriptive epistemology” rather than “revisionary epistemology®. And, as a description of
how we do know, and how we do justify nur beliefs, it does not require the postulation of a
truth connection; it is, by itself, cither an accurate or an inaccurate description.’

While Harman's project is thus complete, it might be stressed that his terminology
should be retained — he has produced an account of belicf revision rather than one of
objective justification. The absence, intentional or not, of any indication of how this account
achieves its epistemic goal disqualifics it for contention as anything but a theory of rational
acceptability. This approach of Harman's is open 1o the objection that our practice might
sustain itsclf with no connection to the way the world is. Harman, however, would dismiss
such an objection as a skeptical position against which, as noted eatlicr. he is not interested 1
fighting. Hc is interested in how the mind works. and according to the princples of
coherence and conservation that describe the way the mind works, there ate no reasons 1o

enlertain such objections.

D. Coherence

Harman states that “coherence in a view consists in connections of iniclhpitnlity
among the clements of the view. Among other things these include caplanators connections,
which hold when part of one’s view mabkes it inteligible to one why some other Part should e
truec. In such a casc one belicves not only P, () and K but alvo R brcause P and ¢° (Harman,
1986: 65). Coherence, then, involves explanation, “Faplanatony coherence it an itportant
sort of coherence, perhaps the only sort  It.allows onc 1o infer wimething that beat plaim
the evidence and also vomething that will be best caplaincd by thing: onc altcady brhever
(Harman, 1986: 75). Harman “usls] the term caplanstion’ 1o 1efet to wrnhcihing one

understands that makes one’s view mote coherent and intciligitde 1o tefer 1o o1 planation:

"It is Harman's choie of subject matter father than hn Ao NMive aptrosck whick

_prevents him {rom providing _a_ thoon Jof _pusilyavion. Matman 0 intereeted rendyoin

thought. and not in how wr inictact with out envitonmem  Gives thee laties bubite d
matier, there is nothing 1o the domnipiive approach to piociuds s sxeratn  of
Jusufication. In fact, such an aount o given Y Ahis Goldsags (Combldemes,  JWML;
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of why or how it is that something is the case” (Harman, 1986: 67). There are different
types of explanation. "Explanations can be deductive or nondeductive. They can be
statistical ... Nondeductive explanations can be statistical or nondeterministic and
nonstatistical as in linguistics or in commonsense psychology" (Harman, 1986: 75). But no
matter what the type of explanation, the goal is the samc — to account for the evidence.
"'Inference to the best explanation' occurs when one infers sométhing that might explain the
evidence. One starts by believing e and comes to believe e because " (Harman, 1986: 67).

Coherence is the major criterion for beliel evaluation. In order for a belief to be
accepted, it must either help explain or be explained by the beliefs in a person's belief system.
Providing such explanation increases the coherence of the belief system, and this gives
sufficient rcason for accepting the belief into the system. The only other criterion is the
Principle of Conservatism, which is not « criterion so much as a statement of the practical
limitations of the mind.

Coherence is also a characteristic of rational acceptability. The rational acceptance of
a belief involves a psychological reasoning process. As coherence involves explanation, and
cxplanation involves reasoning, rational acceptability and coherence are inseparable concepts.
Furthur indication that Harman considers coherence constituitive of rational acceptability
itself is given by his views on logical implication. He notes that "implication and explanation
are both coherence giving. Both immediate implication and immediatc explanation are
'immediately intelligible'"(Harman, 1986: 72). This leads him to feel that implication might
itself be a form of explanation. It may not be that "the relevance to reasoning of implication
is ... a special case of the relevance of explanatory coherence, but ... this may be so”
(Harman, 1986: 75). In any case, "coherence is reflected in one's disposition to avoid
inconsistency and a tendancy to promote explanatory and implicational connections among
one's beliefs. (Perhaps the relevant implications are explanatory, so that all coherence is

explanatory)” (Harman, 1986: 116).

Although explanatorv coherencc mvolvcs rclauons between proposmons logxc is not a

cmenon for behef acceplance cxccpt in certain cases of lmmcdxatc implication. And xhosc
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més might even be subsumed by explanation. In any case, logic is primarily concerned with
matters other than belief revision. "We have been concerned with the principles of reasoning,
where reasoning is conceived as reasoned revision. Reasoning in this sense must not be
confused with proaf or argument and the theory of reasoning must not be confused with
logic. Psychological relations of immediate implication and immediate inconsistency are
important in reasoning, but this is not 1o say that logical implication and logical inconsistency
arc of any special relevance” (Harman, 1986: 115). Hence, °) suggest it i ciiough 1o e able
to make reasoned changes in one's view in a way that is sensitive (0 impYcation and

inconsistency " (Harman, 1986: 1%).

Harman, like Lehrer, makes no metaphysical assumptions, But, unlike Lehrer, he
does not claim anything like objective justification. Harman's account is strictly a theory of
rational acceptability. He is interested only in describing the workings of the mind, and i not
interested in what the exact connection is between the world and a belicl system, This does
not mean that he is an idcalist — on the contrary, he claims that it makes sense for us 1o
accept that what we beliel about reality is in fact so. To warry about how the connection is
made would be to attempt to answer the skeptic, and since there s no pood 1caron 1o
eatertain the skeptic's position, there is no need to worry about that connection, Harman
does not attempt to provide a theory of objective justification, and thus docs not supphy a
complcte account of belief evaluation. He s not, however, bothered Iy this - unbibe $ ke,

the omission is deliberate.




IX. Conclusion

A. Coherency Theories and Rational Acceptability

Each of the coherency theories examined has been found to provide an adequate
theory of rational acceptability. No further atteinpt has been made to determine how good
each theory is, or which one (if any) should be the accepted theory of rational acceptability.
All that has been asked is whether or not a theory has the essential ingredients necessary for a
theory of rational acceptability, and each of the examined theories éxhibit the requisite
properties — they supply subjective justification, call for the necessary reflection, are
pragmatic in that they relate to the here and now acceptance of a belief, and have as their aim
the achievement of the epistemic goal of truth.

Coherency theories of belief evaluation are by their very nature well equipped for such
a task.'? As the forum of evaluation is the belief system of an individual, the resultant
justification mnet be sibjective. Since the principle (if not the only) criterion of evaluation
is coherence, the individual must have a reflective awareness of part if not all of his belicf
system at any given time ini order to establish the effect on that system's coherence of the

belief of which he is sitting in judgement. Finally, because the belief system is that of an

“It might be claimed that the coherency approach offers nothing that other
approaches to belief evaluation do not, as everyone would agree that acceptance of
a belief depends on its coherence with other beliefs which one takes to be directly
related to it in a belief system. But this is not necessarily so. Negative coherency
theories, for example, do not require the coherence of a belief with other beliefs,
rather, "a negative coherence theory tells us that we are automatically justified in
holding any belief we do hold unless we have some positive reason for thinking we
should not hold it" (Pollock, 1986:83). One could also hold a foundationalist theory
which maintains that a belief is rationally acceptable if it is a certain type of belief
— for example, a perceptual belief. Another type of theory might hold that belicfs
are rationally acceptable nct only with respect to their relationships with other
beliefs, but also with respect to certain internal states — "those states that are
directly accessible to the mechanisms in our central nervous systems that direct our
reasoning” (Pollock, 1986: 134). One might even hold with Chisholm that while
coherence (or, as he calls it, "concurrence”) with other beliefs can increase the
credibility of an already credible belief, it cannot establish that initial credibility
(Chisholm, 1966: 54). However, the major difference between the coherency
approach and other approaches to belief evaluation is the coherentists' claim that the
ultimate justification for our beliefs is provided by the overall coherence of our

“belief systems.” Coherence provides not only a criterion for rational acceptability, but
also allows the truth connection necessary for objective justification.
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individual, evaluation does not appeal to external factors, nor to the ideal case, and there is
no need to postpone evaluation past the point where the individual has had time to
sufficiently reflect on the new belief and its effect on the coherence of his belief system. It is

thus pragmatic.

B. Coherency Theories and Justification

With respect to objective justification, there are three options which have been chosen
by the examined coherency theories. The first option is to establish the truth connection with
respect to the real world. The second option is to establish this truth connection on a
non-realist basis, and the third option is to not establish it at all.

The first option is chosen by Sellars, Rescher, and Bonjour. They find the truth
cor-..ction to be in some relationship with the real world. They each have a diffcrent
approach, but the end results are similar. Sellars sees the truth conncction residing in the
cognitive maps which enable us to get around in the world. He launches a practical appeal to
effective agency, an appeal which was found successful only if based on certain metaphysical
assumptions. Rescher and Bonjour sec a more direct truth connection — what we know is the
way the world is. Rescher's approach is much the same as Sellars', except that he grounds his
practical appeal in the affective and emotional, a domain which would be rejected by most as
unsuitable to serve as the final court of epistemic arbitration. He does make a scparate
theoretical demonstration of - the truth connection, but this demonstration is conducted under
metaphysical assumptions. Bonjour also makes a theorctical defence of the pragmatic appeal
to effective agency. He relics on an a priori argument, an argument which was ultimately
found to depend on the metaphysical assumptions underlying the Observation Requirement,

The second option is chosen by Hilary Putnam. He attempts to cstablish an objective
truth connection which is nonrealist in nature, with truth as ideal rational acceplability, This

truth connection is objective insofar as it is intersubjective. What is rationally acceplable

(and unltimately truc) is not so just for me but for the entire community of knowers. This

approach depends on assumptions about the cohcrence of this world of human knowers, in
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particular, that they hold certain epistemic values in common about what constitutes inquiry,
belief, and rationality.

The third option is taken by Lehrer and Harman; who do not attempt to establish an
objective truth connection. Lehrer explicitly claims that the truth connection exists, but he
places its final arbitration in the subjective confines of the individual knower where, as he
freely admits, it is subject to constant change. Harman simply assumes that the truth
connection exists — we have an epistemic practice that works, and all he is interested in is
investigating this practice. To question this truth connection is to indulge in the skeptical
argumentation which he rejects.

The coherency theories which attempted to establish the truth connection succeed only
under the auspices of certain metaphysical assumptions. If these assumptions are not granted,
the accounts fail. Failure as a theory of objective justification is in each case failure to
escape from the subjective bounds of a coherent system and so find the requisite objectivity.
As coherency theories place the locus of justification within a belief system, not in relation to
the world, such failure is not surprising. Those qualities which make them good theorics of
rational acceptability are the same ones which account for their failure to provide objective

justification without making metaphysical assumptions.

C. Role of Coherence

All the examined theories use coherence as a criterion of belief evaluation. This in
itsell is unsurprising, as failure to do so would mean that the theory was not actually a
coherency theory. However, it was found that other criteria which might be proposed for
rational acceptability were in fact either components of, or based on, coherence. Acceptance
of a belief in any of these theories ultimately depends on coherence — if the belief coheres
with the system (in the manner in which coherence is to occur according to the theory), then
the belief is accepted. Lack of coherence cannot be compensated for by any other criterion,

nor can the absence of any other criterion defeat the proposition if it adequately coheres.
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The second role of coherence in these theories is that of a characteristic of rational
acceptability. It is more than just an independent test of rational acceptability — it describes,
at least in part, what rational acceptability is. In fact, it might be argued that coherence is
coexisten‘t'with rational acceptability for the coherency theorists. Rational acceptability
involves a'n intuitive awareness of what is acceptable, which is to a large part awareness of
coherence. _ . A |

The third role coherence plays is. that of a metaphysical assumption. The coherency
theories which attempt to determine an objective truth connection were all found to operale
ur.der similar metaphysical aésumptions. First, they assume an objective world (either an
oi:jective external world or, in Putnam's case, an objective world of knowers) with which the
individual l-mower can interact. Second, they assume that this world is such that an individual
can come to know it, and to have this knowledge reflected in a coherent belief system. If the
world cannot be so reflected, then these theorist_s cannczt claim to have theorics of objective
justification. The metaphysical sta'nce of éoherence is necessary to make the truth
connection. This does not imply that they hold coherence theories of truth, rather, it means

that they maintain particular stances about the way things actually are.

D. Coherency Theories of Belief Evaluation

Earlier in this thesis two intuitions regarding bciicf cvaluation were delincated. On
the one hand, a belief is legitimate if there exists sufficient evidence to support it, where the
determination of sufficient evidence is made with respect to that which the belief is about.
This is the intuition that underlies the call for objcctive justification. On the other hand. if
the determination of legitimacy is not made by the holder of the belief, then that individual
cannot be justificd in holding that belief, even if the belief is in objective fact justified. This
is the intuition that gives rise to the concept of rational acceptability. As an individual might
accept a belief based on reasons which do not in fact obtain, rational acceptability is not of

itself sufficient to serve as a theory of belief evaluation. A complete theory of belief

evaluation must be both a theory of rational acceptability and a (hcory‘of objective
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justification. It must satisfy both the intuition which asks how individuals do justify their
beliefs, and the intuition which asks how beliefs are justified in objective fact.

Coherency theories of belief evaluation do offer adequate theories of rational
acceptability. Some of them do not attempt to provide theories of objective justification, and
these fall short of providing complete theories of belief evaluation. Those that do provide
theories of objective justification do so only with the addition of certain metaphysical
assumptions. Rejection of these assumptions would imply failure of the coherency approach
to provide a complete theory of belief evaluation. But before rendering this verdict final, it
should be asked if there are other avenues open to the coherency approach which could yet
yield theories of objective justification. The reliance of this approach on these metaphysical
assumptions results from locating the arena of belief evaluation in the subjective confines of
an individual's belief system. Success as a theory of objective justification would involv -

extending beyond these confines, and thus attaining objectivity.

E. Subjective/Objective Tie

The problem, then, is that of attaining objectivity from the subjective standpoint of
the coherency theories. First of all, an objection must be answered concerning the possibility
of such an attempt. A theory of objective justification will set out the criteria by which
beliefs are objectively justified. These criteria are determined by subjective human cognitive
processes. That is, these criteria are determined by the same processes which they are then
used to judge. Is there not a circularity involved when the criteria which evaluate a process
are determined by that very process?

This problem is not unique to standards of objectivity. As Alvin Goldman notes,
"truth-linked standards may seem useless, because of circularity or vacuousness. To decide
whether such a standard is satisfied, we have to employ our present beliefs about the truth.
... But the same point holds for any standard, truth-linked or not" (Goldman, 1986: 3). In

general terms, standards for cognitive processes must be established by these same cognitive

" processes. The argument is that these standards are illegitimate as they are established by
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those same processes which they judge.

This objegtion is easily answered once it is noted that the circularity involved is not
vicious. To adopt Van Cleve's definition, an argument is viciously circular only if "a
necessary condition of using it to gain knowledge of (or justified belief in) its conclusion is
that one already have knowledge of (or justified belief in) its conclusion” (Van Cleve, 1984:
§58). A cognitive process need not assume, or have knowledge of, those standards under
which it in fact operates in order to determine what tﬁey are. The critical consideration is
whether the process was used to set the standards under which it would run, or to determine
the standards under which it did in fact run. If the latter, then charges of circularity can be
dismissed. For example, consider the cognitive process that cnables a person to differcntiate
between the calls of two similar sounding birds. While the person is at first unable to tell the
difference between the calls, he becomes able to make the distinction with practice. If he
wonders how he does it, he may analyze the different nuances and qualities of the bird calls,
determining the variations in them which tell him that he is listening to onc bird rather than
another. These are the standards under which the cognitive process of sound differentiation
operate. These standards were determined by the application of the process itsclf. However,
knowledge of these standards was not necessary in order for the process to operate. In fact,
the person might be quite happy to simply apply the process, and identif y various birds by
their calls, without ever knowing the standards under which the process operates. According
to Van Cleve's definition, then, these standards were not obtained by circular means,

With this objection out of the way, return can be made to the problem of attaining
the objective from the subjective. Thomas Nagel states that objectivity rests on the "idca
that there is a real world in which we are contained, and that appearances result from our
interaction with the rest of it. We cannot accept thosc appearances uncritically, but must try
to understand what our own constitution contributes to them. To do this we try to develop

an idea of the world with ourselves in it, an account of both oursclves and the world that

includes an explanation of why it initially appears to us as it does™ (Nagel, 1986: 68). The

problem is to link the internal, subjective perspective of rational accepiability with the
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external, objective perspective of justification. "If one could say how the internal and
external standpoints are related, how each of them can be developed and modified in order to
take the other into acount, and how in conjunction they are to govern the thought and action
of each person, it would amount to a world view" (Nagel, 1986: 3).

This move toward the objective has been attempted by Sellars, Bonjour, and Rescher.
They first set up a self enclosed, subjective system, and then try to break out of it to the
objective. Better success might be gained from a more transitional approach, one which leads
gradually from the subjective to the objective, and does not treat them as two completely
different domains where boundries must be crossed with one giant leap. This sort of
approach is taken by Nagel. He attempts to desubjectivise the subjective perspective, and in
this way reach toward the objective. "The thing we can do which comes closest to getting
outside of ourselves is to form a detached idea of the world that includes us, and includes our
possession of that conception as part of what it enables us to understand about ourselves. We
are then outside ourselves in the sense that we appear inside a conception of the world that we
ourselves possess, but that is not tied to our particular point of view. The pursuit of this goal |
is the essential task of the objective self " (Nagel, 1986: 69, 70).

This task cannot be achieved all at once, but must be attempted in stages. "To aquire
a move objective understanding of some aspect of life or the world, we step back from our
initial view of it and form a new conception which has that view and its relation to the world
as its object. ... The process can be repeated, yielding a still more objective conception”
(Nagel, 1986: 4). An example of this process occurs during a child's development. A young
baby is unable to differentiate himself from his environment — his subjective world and
objective world are the same. As he gets older, he takes the first step towards objectivity,
learning to see his mother, his bottle, and his toys as distinct from himself. He now has an
objective world, separate from his subjective world. A further step towards objectivity occurs
when the child learns that other people have legitimate needs and desires, and that he is not

the center of the universe. He has placed his first version of an objective world within a still

““more objectiveone.”
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Nage! himself admits that no matter how much success is found by this approach,
objectivity still proves elusive. "We car t get outside of oursclves completely. Whatever we
do, we remain subparts of the world with limited access to the real nature of the rest of it and
of ourselves. There is no way of telling how much of reality lies beyond the reach of present
or future objectivity, or any other conceivable form of human understanding” (Nagel, 1986:
6). Hence, "however often we may try to step outside of ourselves, something will have to
stay behind the lens, somethihg in us will determine the resulting picture, and this will give
grounds for doubt that we are really getting any closer to reality. The idea of objectivity thus
seems to undermine itself " (Nagel, 1986: 68). Nagel '_s desubjectivising approach may meet
with some success, but by his own admission such success will always be limited.

Although Nagel's program docs not result in objectivity, it does allow one to cxamine
from a broader perspective that which previously formed the entire perspective. In other
words, one can "desubjectivise” the earlier perspective and view it from another perspective
which, to that earlicr perspective, seems objective. Bui, as Nagel finds, that objectivity is
only relative. No matter how far the individual proceeds in the process of desubjectivisation,
he can never get beyond his own circle of belief's.

This process of desubjectivisation is in fact what Scllars, Bon jour, Rescher, and
Putnam accomplish with their theories of objective justification. These theories desubjectivise
the perspective from which one justifies beliefs, vielding a better understanding of what
transpires in the process of belief justification by observing and analyzing that process from a
broader perspective. That broader perspective, however, is still within the subjective confines
of an individual's belief system.

It might be argued that desubjectivization allows Putnam, who is a nonrealist, to
obtain objectivity in the sensc that he defines it. Putnam, however, views objective truth as
ideal rational acceptability within the community of knowers. Objectivity, even in these
terms, still involves that beyond an individual's circle of belicf's.

Both Nagel and the cohcrcntnsls aucmpt to move from thc subjccmc (o lhc ob)ccmc

and mcct wuh llmncd SuCCess. Anothcr approach nghl bc to altempt to determine an
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objective perspective, and then move toward the subjective. This approach does not naturally
suit the coherency theories, as they begin with the subjective. However, it might be possible
to set out a theory of objective justification which can then be linked to a coherency account
of rational acceptability.

One such theory of objective justification is given by Alvin Goldman. He states that
such a theory consists of having "standards that specify, in general, when an evaluative
epistemic term does apply, whether or not it provides a way of telling that it applies"
(Goldman, 1986: 24). This results in "a nonregulative system of evaluation ... [which]
formulates principles for appraising a performance or trait, or assigning a normative status,
but without providing instructions for the agent to follow or apply. They are only principles
for an appraiser to utilize in judging” (Goldman, 1986: 25). His particular theory of
objective justification utilizes the standard of reliability. According to this standard, "an
object (a process, method, system, or what have you) is reliable if and only if (1) it is a sort
of thing that tends to produce beliefs, and (2) the proportion of true beliefs among the
beliefs it produces meets some threshold, or criterion value. Reliability, then, consists in a
tendancy to produce a high truth ratio of beliefs" (Goldman, 1986: 26). He concludes that
"the attainment of both knowledge and justified belief depends critically on the use of
sufficiently reliable cognitive processes” (Goldman, 1986: 39). Beliefs produced by a reliable
process are objectively justified.

At first glance, this theory seems to provide a complete objective perspective. On
closer inspection, however, it can be seen to depend on certain metaphysical assumptions, the
absence of which would make it incomplete. To argue that the success of a process implies
that its results are justified, and thus truth conducive, involves certain assumptions about the
way the world is. The world must be so structured that the results of these cognitive
processes which are judged successful do indeed mirro: it. This is a similar situation to that
of those coherency theorists who attempted objective justification. While all theories of

objective justification can't be judged on the basis of this one theory of Goldman's, it does

- show that beginning from an objective perspective does not necessarily solve the problem of
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completeness.

F. Possibility of Objectivity

The attempts so far exa'mined to make a subjective/objective tic have either failed or
been incomplete, relying on metaphysical assumptions. Is this a failure of just these
particular attempts, or might there be a problem with the entire project? There are
indications that the latter is the case — that an approach which is subjectively based must be
incomplete with respect to the objective. |

Consider again the process used to determine criteria for justification, Ii was found
earlier that even though those criteria were determined by the same process that they were
later used to evaluate, this did not create an objectionable circularity. There is, howcver,
another problem with this approach. Determination of the standards for a process is only as
good as the cognitive process is. If the process is sound, the determined standards are
accurate. If the process is faulty, these standards may not be accurate. Judgement of the
quality of the process is an objective judgement, and this gives rise 1o a new problem -
whether subjective cognitive processes can be used to determine objective standards. That is,
can such a process be used to determine standards for that which is defined with respect 10
something other than itself? A process can determine itsclf to be good whether or not it 1s in
fact good or bad. The problem here isn't circularity, but that of being subjectively baunded.
In epistemological terms, the problcm is not that of knowing the epistemic standa:ds by which
other propositions are judged, but of being ablc to objectively justif y these standards,

This problem can be better stated with reference to a distinction which William Alston
and James Van Cleve make between "being justified” and "providing justification®. Alston
distinguishes “between the activity of justifying a belicf that p by producing some argument
for p, and the state of being justified in believing that P” (Alston, 1986a: 16). He claims
that we can be justified in believing that p without being able to justify p. Van Cleve phrascs

epistemic principles in the form *'If ... then P is justificd for $'°, and claims_that_“the

obtaining of whatever condition is specified in its antecedent is sulficient for I''s being
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justified for 8" (Van Cleve, 1979: 77). In other words, "we can say in general that a subject
need not know that an epistemic principle is true in order for the circumstances in its
antecedent to give him knowledge” (Van Cleve, 1979: 77).

The problem, then, is that while a process can determine its own standards, and then
continue under these standards with full knowledge of them, a process aiming at objectivity
can only reach conclusions which are objectively justified at the expense of being unable to
provide complete justification for them. In Alston's words, "in the enterprise of seeking to
answer critical questions whenever they arise one is driven to convert that practical acceptance
into theoretical justification. And that is where we run into logical circularity. All is well so
long as we rely on justification that obtains in fact and do not insist on demonstrating it"
(Alston, 1986a: 24).

What are the consequences of this problem? First of all, there is no implication that
objective justification is not possible. This problem can be phrased in the terminology used
earlier on to distinguish various senses of objective and subjective justification. According to
the Fully Subjective sense of justification, S is justificd in believing that p if and only if S
finds it likely that p based on the what he believes the evidence to be. S is both in possession
of this evidence and has made the calculation of likelihood. Justification becomes objective
when the evidence constitutes actual facts, and the calculation of p's likelihood based on this
evidence is in fact accurate. Dif’ ferent senses of objective justification can then be
distinguished by the extent to which the evidence is extended beyond that in the individual's
possession. While the individual might not be able to make this calculation, or extend his
evidence and thereby justify a belief, this belief might still be justified from an objective
perspective.

Alston claims that the major consequence is that we can never achieve what he refers
to as fully reflective justification (FRJY). "The quest of FRJ is undertaken when we ignore,
or lose interest in, merely being justified. To demand FRIJ is to demand that any premise we

use in justifying a belief itself be justified by argument. Hence it is not at all surprising that

an enterprise that depends on ignoring our basic distinction should be scuttled by epistemic
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circularity” (Alsion, 1986a: 24). This does not mean that we cannot justify any giw}cn belief.
"1t is only the total explicit .fatiorialimtion of belief that is ruled out. It is the finishing of the
job once and for all that is beyond our powers. This does not imply that we cannot make
fully explicit what justifies a particular belicf. For any belief we arc justified in holding it is
possible, in principle, to show that we are justified” (Alston, 1986a: 28). We can justify any
belief we choose using other justifying belicfs, but we cannot continuc and justify these
justifying belicfs, and their justifiers, and so on. To be ablc 10 do so would be to attain FRJ,
and this, says Alston, is impossible.

It might be argued that this point has serious implications for rational acceptability, as
rational acceptability requires at least the possibility of reflecting on the justification process.
But ail that is required for rational acceptability is subjective justification. What is denied by
Alston is fully reflective justification in relation to objective justification.

The upshot of this is that the move toward full objective justification, which is made
by both coherentists and noncoherentists, is problematic. Objective justification is possible,
but only in a limited form. This limitation is caused by our subjective perspective. While we
can be justified in holding belicfs, we can't always justify them.

Where, then, does this leave the overall project of belicf evaluation? Alston claims
that there is really no problem — that the move toward objective justification does not need
to be made in the first place, as having justified belicls does not require having objective
justification for them. While he admits that “if | am to carry out the activity of justifying a
belief I must provide an argument for it; | must say somcthing as to why onc should supposc
it 10 be true” (Alston, 1986b: 190). there is still no need to actively justify every beliel we
have. This incompleteness only has to do "with the activity of justif ving a belicf, showing i1
to be justified. From the fact that | can justify a belicl anly be relating it to other belicls
that constitute a support, it does not follow that a belief can be justified only by its relation

to other beliefs® (Alston, 1986b: 190). In other words, “onc might be justificd in 3 belicf by

—.Something other_than one’s other_belicfs ™ Alston -1 9E6b :-191) e
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This response of Alston's is not completely satisfactory. It partially satisfies one of
the intuitions that motivates theories of belief e-aluation, namely, the intuition that beliefs
should be based on the existent evidence. Alston does show that beliefs might be objectively
justified even though it is not possible to justify them. But while Alston considers t'sis result
to be unproblematic, it does not satisfy the second intuition of belief evaluation — namely,
that it must be possible for the holder of a belief to justify that belief.!* Alston's claim that a
person's belief might be justified "by something other than one's other beliefs” is a form of
externalism. Lawrence Bonjour shows the inadequacy of externalism to satisfy this second
imtuition when he states "that for a belief to be justified for a particular person it is necessary
not only that there be true premises or reasons somehow available in the situation that could
in principle provide a basis for a justification, but also that the believer in question know or
at least justifiably believe some such set of premises or reasons and thus be himself in a
position to offer the corresponding justification. The externalist position seems to amount to
merely waiving this general requirement in a certain class of cases ... Thus externalism Jooks
like a purely ad hoc solution to the epistemic regress problem” (Bonjour, 1985: 43).

It appears, then, that there is a serious problem with the attempt to achieve an overall
theory of belief evaluation incorporating both objective justification and rational
acceptability. Although coherency theories provide adequate theories of rational acceptability,
attempts to obtain complete accounts of objective justification from their subjective
perspectives have failed. This problem is not unique to the particular attempts examined, but
is a problem with the whole approach. While objective justification might exist for a belief,
that justification will always remain to some extent unavailable to the subjective perspective
of the believer,

It might seem that this also presents a problem for subjective justification, and that,
as a result, we can never attain fully reflective rational acceptability. However, a theory of

rational acceptability attempts to show when a belief can be legitimately held. Determination

“In fact, such a conclusion runs contrary to much of the cpistemological tradition.

~="Descartes,”for “example, ~held "that @ belief could not be justified until all doubt

about it was removed, and that this removal required full cognizance of that which
provided its justification.
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of legitimacy is made within the subjective confines of an individual's belief system. The
reasons why a given belief was accepted (including the local subjective justification for the
belief) can be fully reflected on within this system, It is only when the attempt is made to do
more than give reasons for the acceptance of a given belief, and to go beyond the subjective
confines of a belief system and make the truth connection for all beliefs in the system that the
problem of fully reflective justification arises. The pragmatic constraints of rational
acceptability ensure that this latter enterprisc is not required for the rational acceptability of
individual beliefs.

It scems that the intuition which asks for objective justification must remain
unsatisfied. This does not mean, however, that the intuition is ill-founded. As Alston has
shown, just because we cannot objectively justify a beliéf from our perspective does not mean
that the belief cannot be justified from an objective perspective. There is nothing to rule out
a belief's being completely objectively justified, even though we can never give it complete
objective justification. The problem is that we cannot attain an objective perspective.’* Thus,
while the intuition which asks for objective justification is not ill-founded. neither docs it

seem possible to completely satisfy it.

G. Conclusion

Some of the coherentists, however, did attempt to develop theories of objective
justification that were not incomplcte. Aithough they did this at the cxpense of of making
metaphysical assumptions, the failure of approaches which don't make these assum sans
makes it worthwhile to reexamine this position. Do these assumptions destroy the
completeness of a theory of beliel cvaluation? Not necessarily, as long as it is recognired that

any conclusions reached on the basis of this theory (i.c. any propositions justificd by jts

“The problem here is not onc of attaining certainty. Justification b not infallible as
it will always face the problems of incomplete cvidence and the powibility of huthan

—====CIror—Rather;~the=problem-is~whether o1~ not—objective justification s even powiblc’
We might never be able to provide objective justification fos our belicls simply
because that which justificd thesc belicls lics outside our belief srMoms, and, s wr

are subjectively bounded, we can nevet got bryond these wywoms,
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standards) were reached under these assumptions. Due to the incompleteness of any objective
perspective we postulate without metaphysical assumptions, these assumptions cannot be
discharged at some future time. A completely objective perspective can be set out only ffom
an objective viewpoint. As subjective creatures, we are not privy to such a viewpoint, and
can only reach an incomplete objeciivity. It might be argued }hat even though we do not
have a "God's-eye" view, we can still be objective, albeit from our limited perspective. But
to know this requires a perspective larger than our own. To operate as if we know it requires
that we operate under certain metaphysical assumptions, namely, that there is an objective
world with which the individual knower can interact, and thai this world is such that the
individual can come to know it. These assumptions can be stated together as: the world is
such that it can be mirrored by the results of our conceptual processes.

This assumption has two major consequences for the coherentists. First, it implies
that the world actually is a certain way. Second, it implies that the criterion of coherence
which is used for belief evaluation is actually truth conducive.

First of all, what does this assumption imply about the nature of the world?
According to the coherentists, the conceptual processes that are used to gain knowledge of the
world result in coherent belief systems. In order to be reflected in these systems, the objects
in the world must constitute facts that are in genuine nomological relations to each other, and
these relations must sufficiently connect the facts so that b-""[ systems which maintain
coherence as their principle organizational characteristic can reflect these facts and relations.
This does not mean that the most likely world is the most interconnected world, it simply
means that the world must be connected in such a way that it can be reflected in coherent
belief systems.

What if, contrary to this assumption, the world was not so constructed? We might
still formulate beliefs about the world, but any reflection of the world in our belief systems
would be accidental. It might be that we could still function as agents in such a world, and

—....that by the accidents_ of_evolution.our.belief. systems.would.direct. our.actions in-such. B-WAY e

that we could survive. However, these belief systems might cnly allow us to pursue that
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necessary for and avoid that detrimental to survival without reflecting the real nature of what
we are pursuing or avoiding or, for that matter, anything else about how the world really is.

Secondly, the nietaphysical assumption implies that coherence is a truth conducive
criterion for belief evaluation. This assumption states that the world is such that it can be
reflected by the results of our conceptual processes. As these conceptual processes rely on
coherence as the primary criterion of belief acceptance, coherence must be a truth conducive
criterion. This does not imply, however, that we should consider the most interconnected
beliel system we can come up with to be that which evidences the most truth. This system
would not necessarily reflect the real world for, as noted above, the metaphysical assumption
does not claim that the real world is maximally connected — it simply claims that the world is
sufficiently connected to be reflected in coherent belici systems. What the metaphysical
assumption does imply is that the most coherent system which accounts for the facts is the
most likely to be true. A maximally connected belicl system might claim connections which
are not borne out by the facts. This would decrease rather than incrcase that system's
coherence.

For example, a belief system might claim connections between cthics and physics. It
might hold that every human action is either predetermined (caused by some sequence of
physical events) or arbitrary (a random physical event). The facts, however, might be better
explained by postulating the will of the individual as the cause for his moral actions, and this
will might not yicld to physical definition. A belief system which accounts for the facts might:
then gain in coherence by refraining to make connections between the domains of cthics and
physics, as these connections create problems which detract from the overall coherence of the
belief system. These connections should, of course, be made if they add to the system's
overall coherence — in this cxample, it the will can indeed be physically defined,

However, given two sysicms which equally account for the facts, the most coherent

should be chosen. This is how our conceptual processes work, and as the metaphysical

T assumptionstates that the world ‘can”be Tefiected in that produced by these processes, 1t v

rcasonable to follow them.
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Four sences of jrstificatiun spanning the range from the subjective to the objective
were set out earlicy, Thay were:
Completaly Qbfective: S is justified in believing that p if and only if p is true.
Fully Objec:ive: 5 15 justified in believing that p if and only if it is likely that p
based on the available evidence.
Personally Objective: § is justified in believing that p if and only if it is likely that p
based on the evidence in his possession.
Fully Subjective: S is justified in believing that p if and only if S finds it likely that
p based on what he believes the evidence to be.
A fifth sense of justification can now be set out which acknowledges the role of the
metaphysical assumptions required by the coherentists.
Limited Objective: S is justified in believing that p if and only if: i) S is subjectively
justified in believing that p, and ii) the world is such that it can be mirrored by the
results of our conceptual processes.
As this sense of justification embodies the Fully Subjective, it allows for errors in the
cognitive processes used to calculate p's likelihood. It also allows for evidence gaps — for the
possibility that S does not have all the evidence relevant to this calculation. It is a fallibilist
sense of justification. The addition of the metaphysical assumption, however, allows for
more than just subjective justification. It implies that S can gather the relevant available
evidence, and that if he has gathered this evidence, and has made no mistakes in the
calculation of p's likelihood, the result mirrors the way the world is. This result is valid not
only in relation to §'s internal conceptual system, but also in relation to the external world.
This sense of justification thus gives the possibility, though not the guarantee, of attaining
Fully Objective justification — the highest level of justification we can attain without
transcending our human limitations to the point where we know all and only truths.

What is the status of that accepted under the metaphysical assumption required by

Limited Objective justification? At the very least what results is a true descriptionof a_____

possible world which allows the possibility of knowledge. If the assumption is false, and the
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world is such that it cannot be mirrored by the results of our conceptual processes.‘ then
knowledge is not possible. In other words, to reject this assumption is to embrace an extreme
form of skepticism. Knowledge attained under this assumption is simply that which can be
attained in a world in which knowledge is possible.

What, then, is the status of the assumption itself? First of all, a theory of objective
justification must itself be rationally acceptable. The metaphysical assumption is needed to
make the objective perspective complete, and this completeness is required f or the theory to
be rationally acceptable. If the assumption was not made there would be no indication of a
truth connection, and the theory would not be rationally avcccplablc asa thcory of objective
justification. It might be objected that this assumption is ad hoc, and is accepted simply
because it fills a gap and makes objective justification possible. However, it is rationally
acceptable in its own right. As pointed out above, 1o not accept it is to deny the possibility of
knowledge, and to maintain that no belicf we have can possibly be linked to the objective
world. This does not mean that the metaphysical assumption requircs objective justification
— it asks not that it be justificd, only that it be assumed.

Where does all this leave the coherency approach to belief evaluation? Given that the
theories of objective justification which it produces are objective in the Limited Objective
scnse, this approach can provide a complete theory of belicf cvaluation. Hence, when we
accept a belief on the grounds that it coheres with our belief system, that belief is both
rationally accepted and justified in the Limited Objective sense. That s, given that the
metaphysical assumption holds, and that all the relevant cvidence that it is possible to gathe:
has been brought to light, and that no mistakes were made in evaluating the belicf on this
evidence, the belicf is justificd in the Fully Objective sense.

We are, then, justified in the Limited Objective sensc in accepting that our processes
of belief evaluation do iead 1o true beliefs. Given the metaphysical assumption, our cognitive

processes can yicld truc belicfs and we are Fully Objectively justified in thinking that they do.

—We-are-not-Completely Objectivelyjustificd inthis conclusion as we are limitod insol3F as we

cannot grasp all the facts — we can only grasp those available, both temporally and
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cogni;_ively. to us as human beings., However, this is not the same as being subjectively
bounded. To be subjectively bounded is to be unable to get outside of one's belief sysiem to
the facts. To be objectively justified in the Limited Objective sense is to be able to grasp
those facts which are humanly possible to grasp. The metaphysica! assumption thus allows us
to act as though we were not subjectively bounded.

This Limited Objective sense of justification is that which the coherency theories of
Bonjour, Sellars, Rescher, and Putnam ultimately rest on in their account of objective
justification. This sense of justification allows satisfaction of the two intuitions regarding
belief evaluation which were deliniated at the beginning of this thesis. On the one hand,
belief evaluation depends on the rational acceptability of that belief to the individual. The
éomponents of Limited Objective justification, subjective justification and the metaphysical
assumption, are both accessible to the individual. Subjective justification is a component of
rational acceptability, and the metaphysical assumption is itself rationally acceptable. On the
other hand, the metaphysical assumption provides a basis for holding that the belief
evaluation performed by the individual is in accordance with the evidence that actually exists

in the objective world.
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