

[image: frn_fig_001]










  
evidence and inquiry





  











  second, expanded edition




  [image: frn_fig_002]




  evidence and inquiry



  

 [image: frn_fig_003]




  a pragmatist reconstruction of epistemology




  [image: frn_fig_004]




  susan haack




  [image: frn_fig_005]







  Published 2009 by Prometheus Books


  

Evidence and Inquiry: A Pragmatist Reconstruction of Epistemology. Copyright © 1993/2009 by Susan Haack. All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted in any form or by any means, digital, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise, or conveyed via the Internet or a Web site without prior written permission of the publisher, except in the case of brief quotations embodied in critical articles and reviews.






   

Inquiries should be addressed to


  

Prometheus Books


  

59 John Glenn Drive


  

Amherst, New York 14228–2119


  

VOICE: 716–691–0133, ext. 210


  

FAX: 716–691–0137


  

WWW.PROMETHEUSBOOKS.COM


  

13 12 11 10 09      5 4 3 2 1


  

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data







  

Haack, Susan.


  

Evidence and inquiry : a pragmatist reconstruction of epistemology / Susan Haack. — 2nd, expanded ed.


  

p. cm.


  

Includes bibliographical references and index.


  

ISBN 978-1-59102-689-1 (pbk. : alk. paper)


  

1. Knowledge, Theory of. 2. Evidence. I. Title.


  

BD161.H133 2009


  

121—dc22


  

2009000107


  

Printed in the United States of America on acid-free paper




  “This book is at once a fine introduction and a significant contribution to contemporary epistemology. In addition to elaborating and persuasively defending a position of her own which adroitly steers between the Scylla of apriorism and the Charybdis of scientism, Susan Haack discusses and makes powerful and highly detailed criticisms of the views of a range of contemporary philosophers—Sir Karl Popper, W. V. O. Quine, Richard Rorty, Alvin Goldman, and Paul and Patricia Churchland, among others—criticisms to which these philosophers and their numerous admirers will have to reply.”




  —Hilary Putnam, Harvard University




  “Susan Haack’s book is a most impressive contribution to the recent revival of epistemology. It is at once comprehensive—both in the range of problems that it deals with and in the wealth of recent discussion that it examines—and judicious—in the care with which things often confused are discriminated and with which conclusions are kept firmly in touch with the reasons that support them. Susan Haack’s demolition of various forms of fashionable relativism is admirably effective. I was pleased to discover that I have, without realizing it, always been some kind of foundherentist.”




  —Lord Anthony Quinton, Trinity College, Oxford




  “Susan Haack here offers a new look at traditional theory of knowledge. She knows the subject well and proposes reasonable and original solutions to its problems. The book is forceful and refreshing and very much worth the attention of anyone who is interested in epistemology.”




  —Roderick M. Chisholm, Brown University




  “I read Susan Haack’s book with both pleasure and profit. It contains a uniquely thorough critique of standard epistemological theories and of more recent attempts (e.g., Rorty’s) to discredit, or replace, the whole analytical enterprise. The failures of traditional foundationalist and coherence accounts are plainly displayed and a satisfying synthesis of the legitimate elements in both is achieved. The whole is done with an exemplary clarity.”




  —Sir Peter Strawson, Magdalen College, Oxford




  Described by reviewers as “wonderfully rich and insightful,” “powerful,” “profound,” “original,” “a milestone,” Evidence and Inquiry offers a new approach to familiar epistemological problems. Susan Haack fights a battle on two fronts. She argues, against radical neo-pragmatists, feminists epistemologists, and postmodernists, that questions about evidence, justified belief, and truth are not only legitimate but of real, daily, and sometimes life-and-death consequence. But in the true pragmatist tradition she also argues, against the epistemological mainstream, that these questions can only be satisfactorily answered, and the cynics’ exaggerations laid to rest, by overcoming a whole raft of comfortably familiar dichotomies—foundationalism vs. coherentism, the logical vs. the causal, internalism vs. externalism, apriorism vs. “scientific” epistemology, and so on.




  The book combines comprehensive, thorough, and penetrating analyses of a wide range of mainstream epistemological approaches and devastating criticisms of fashionable forms of Vulgar Pragmatism with a detailed development of Haack’s foundherentist theory: the interlocking of causal and logical aspects of justification, the crossword analogy for the structure of evidence, a multi-dimensional account of what makes evidence better or worse, a distinctive style of naturalism, a new understanding of belief, and a modest, conditional approach to the relation of justification and truth. Whether she is demolishing the cynics’ confusions and evasions, dismantling the old, untenable dualisms, or developing the details of her own gradualist approach, Haack writes with exemplary clarity and characteristic flashes of wry wit.




  Evidence and Inquiry has proven of interest not only to specialists but also to many other readers, from thoughtful scientists to thoughtful scholars of law and of literature. This new, expanded edition, with a substantial new foreword and several additional papers on topics ranging from feminist epistemology to Peirce’s critique of the adversarial legal system and Bentham’s critique of exclusionary rules of evidence, should attract old and new readers alike.




  About the author: Susan Haack is Distinguished Professor in the Humanities, Cooper Senior Scholar in Arts and Sciences, professor of philosophy, and professor of law at the University of Miami. She is the author of numerous highly acclaimed books, including Putting Philosophy to Work: Inquiry and Its Place in Culture; Defending Science—Within Reason: Between Scientism and Cynicism; Philosophy of Logics; Deviant Logic, Fuzzy Logic: Beyond the Formalism; and Manifesto of a Passionate Moderate: Unfashionable Essays; and the editor of Pragmatism, Old and New. She was one of the handful of living philosophers included in Peter King’s 100 Philosophers: The Life and Work of the World’s Greatest Thinkers, and appeared in the Sunday Independent’s list of the ten most important women philosophers of all time (2005). A collection of essays on her work, Susan Haack: A Lady of Distinctions, edited by Cornelis de Waal, appeared in 2007.
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  Let us remember how common the folly is, of going from one faulty extreme into the opposite.




  —Thomas Reid, Essays on the Intellectual Powers, VI, 4




  








  
[image: frn_fig_008]





  FOREWORD TO THE SECOND EDITION




   [image: frn_fig_009]




 

    Remember that other world, within the [academic] microcosm, the silent reasonable world, where the only action is thought, and thought is free from fear. If you go back to it now, keeping just enough bitterness to give a pleasant edge to your conversation . . . you will find yourself in the best of all company—the company of clean, humourous intellect. . . .




  —F. M. Cornford1







  When I began work on this book, the idea was to contribute to questions about empirical knowledge somewhat as my Deviant Logic had contributed to questions about non-standard logics and their motivation, and my Philosophy of Logics to questions about validity, proof, truth, necessity, etc. But it was more than a decade before Evidence and Inquiry was finally finished; and to say that it didn’t turn out as expected would be putting it very mildly indeed. Somewhere along the way the project turned into something much more ambitious, as I found myself developing unfamiliar approaches to familiar issues, and unfamiliar ways of looking at familiar problems—in short, attempting the “reconstruction of epistemology” of my subtitle.




  For one thing, I began to suspect quite early on that neither of the traditionally rival theories of epistemological justification, foundationalism and coherentism, was satisfactory, that this was a false dichotomy;2 and as the project took shape, I realized that this was only one untenable epistemological dualism among many. For another, even as I was dutifully ploughing through the literature of analytic epistemology, a startling new hostility to the whole epistemological enterprise was on the rise. Radical neo-pragmatists, radical feminists, radical multiculturalists, and postmodernists of every stripe were announcing, with barely-concealed satisfaction, that talk of better and worse evidence, of well- and poorly-conducted inquiry, even of truth itself, was nothing but a rhetorical smokescreen disguising the operation of the interests of the powerful; and at about the same time, apparently sophisticated enthusiasts of the latest developments in cognitive science and brain physiology were also announcing, with scarcely better-concealed satisfaction, that since the sciences of cognition had now taught us that there are really no such things as beliefs, the old epistemological projects were obviously misconceived. Though mainstream epistemologists, busily occupied with their internecine debates, seemed largely oblivious to the rise of this New Cynicism, I found it impossible to ignore; for I saw questions about what makes evidence stronger or weaker, about what makes inquiry better or worse conducted, about disinterestedness and partiality, etc., not as merely academic concerns, but as questions of real, daily, and sometimes (e.g., in the justice system, in medicine, in military intelligence) life-and-death consequence.




  The cynics emphasized that what passes for known truth, established fact, etc., is only too often no such thing; sadly, all too true. But it obviously didn’t follow, as the cynics urged, that the supposed ideals of good evidence and honest inquiry are local, parochial, or mythical, or that the concepts of evidence, fact, truth, etc., are nothing but ideological humbug. It was one thing, however, to deconstruct the cynics’ rhetoric and to dismantle their arguments, but quite another to arrive at an even halfway adequate understanding of the complexities of evidence and the demands of inquiry; as it was one thing to deconstruct the rhetoric and to dismantle the arguments of the philosophers who jeered at “folk psychology” and its outdated ontology of beliefs and desires, but quite another to arrive at an even halfway adequate understanding of what it is to believe that p. Something more radical than epistemological business-as-usual was needed.




  And so the book turned into a battle on two fronts: arguing, against the cynics, that questions about evidence, justified belief, the relation of good evidence to likely truth, etc., are legitimate; and, against some influential currents in analytic epistemology, that these questions can be satisfactorily answered, and the cynics’ exaggerations laid to rest, only by overcoming a whole raft of comfortably familiar dichotomies—foundationalism vs. coherentism, the logical vs. the causal, internalism vs. externalism, apriorism vs. “scientific” epistemology, and so on.




  1.




  Setting aside the Gettier paradoxes—which arise from a mismatch between the concept of knowledge, which is categorical, and the concept of justification, which comes in degrees—in the first part of the book (chapters 1–4) I focus on what determines whether, and if so to what degree, a person is justified in a belief of his. The traditionally-rival styles of theory of justified belief, foundationalism and coherentism, don’t exhaust the options; an intermediate style of theory can combine their strong points and avoid their weaknesses.




  My intermediate theory, foundherentism, is neither foundationalist nor coherentist. Like (some forms of) foundationalism, it allows the relevance of a person’s experience to the justification of his empirical beliefs; unlike foundationalism, however, it requires neither a sharp distinction between basic and derived beliefs nor essentially one-directional relations of evidential support. Like coherentism, it acknowledges the pervasiveness, and the epistemological importance, of mutual support among a person’s beliefs; unlike coherentism, however, instead of construing justification as depending solely on logical or quasi-logical relations among beliefs, it allows for the input from the world without which empirical knowledge would be impossible.




  I take for granted that the concepts of justified belief and of good evidence are intimately connected; that justification is a matter of degree; that it is relative to a time; and that it is personal, in the sense that two people may believe the same thing, but one be justified and the other not, or one be more justified than the other. So the starting point of my explication is the vague but plausible idea that whether and to what degree a person is justified, at a time, in believing that p depends on how good his evidence is at that time. The hard part is to move from this vague starting point to something more precise.




  “His evidence” encompasses both a person’s experiential evidence (his seeing, hearing, etc., this or that) and his reasons (background beliefs); and both positive evidence and negative. What makes it his evidence is that it is the evidence that actually moves him to believe that p; so the first part of my account focuses on the experiential and belief states that causally sustain a person’s belief (his S-evidence). To articulate what determines how good a person’s evidence is, however, requires a second level of analysis, this time quasi-logical or evaluative, focused on propositional proxies for these states (his C-evidence). So foundherentism includes both causal and quasi-logical elements; and thus sidesteps a familiar coherentist objection to foundationalism, that a person’s experience can’t be relevant to the justification of his beliefs, because it can be only causally, not logically, related to them.




  And foundherentism also sidesteps a familiar foundationalist objection to coherentism, that talk of mutual support among beliefs only thinly disguises a reliance on a vicious circle of reasons. Can there be legitimate mutual support, I wondered, and if so, how exactly does it differ from a vicious circle? The analogy of a crossword puzzle came to mind as an example of undeniably legitimate mutual support. Then I realized that the clues to a crossword could be seen as the analogue of experiential evidence, and already-completed entries as the analogue of reasons; which soon led me to the multi-dimensional account of evidential quality developed here. How reasonable a crossword entry is depends on how well it fits with the clue and any other already-completed intersecting entries; how reasonable those other entries are, independent of the entry in question; and how much of the crossword has been completed. Similarly, how justified a person is in believing that p depends on how supportive his evidence is; how secure his reasons are, independent of that belief itself; and how much of the relevant evidence his evidence includes.




  The remaining step is to spell out each of these dimensions—supportiveness, independent security, and comprehensiveness. I pay particular attention to supportiveness, which I explain in terms of explanatory integration or, briefly and very roughly, of how well the evidence and the belief in question fit together in an explanatory story. Since explanation requires a vocabulary that corresponds to real kinds, supportiveness is not a purely formal matter; which is why, suspecting that there may be no formalizable inductive logic, I describe epistemic evaluation as quasi-logical (p. 84). And because evidential quality has not one but several dimensions, it may not be possible to give even a linear ordering of a person’s beliefs as more and less justified; which is why I shy away from construing degrees of justification as mathematical probabilities.




  The next part of the book (chapters 5–8) opens with an examination of the role of perception that not only reveals the radical implausibility of Karl Popper’s anti-psychologistic “epistemology without a knowing subject,” and his confusion of the personal and the subjective, but also suggests that, and how, facts about human psychology can bear on epistemological issues. This begins the argument against a purely a priori approach to epistemology, and in favor of some kind of naturalism. But the seductive phrase “naturalized epistemology” is multiply ambiguous—indeed, as a student of mine once put it, it is “verybiguous.” In “Epistemology Naturalized” Quine runs together at least three distinct, in fact incompatible, ideas. In the most modest understanding, naturalized epistemology simply acknowledges the relevance of empirical facts about human cognitive capacities and limitations; in a more radical understanding, it proposes to call on the sciences of cognition to resolve epistemological questions; and in its most radical interpretation, it repudiates epistemological questions altogether, urging that we focus instead on the genuine—the scientific—questions about cognition.




  Scientistic naturalism won’t do—neither in its reformist manifestation, as represented by Alvin Goldman’s reliabilist theory of “epistemology and cognition,” nor in its revolutionary form, as represented by Stich’s and the Churchlands’ extraordinary claim that the idea that people even have beliefs, and a fortiori the idea that they have justified beliefs, is just a relic of the old, degenerating folk-psychological “research program.” Reliabilism ties justification too directly to truth-ratios—as Goldman inadvertently reveals when, modifying his theory to cope with the obvious objections, he falls back on an unexplained notion of evidence; nor, as he apparently hopes, could the deficiencies of reliabilism be remedied by appeal to the cognitive sciences. And the revolutionary naturalists’ “no-belief ” thesis rests on a misconception of what beliefs would be if there were any.




  In fact, apriorism vs. scientism is another false dichotomy; and here too an intermediate position is more plausible than either. I call this intermediate position “reformist aposteriorist naturalism”: “aposteriorist” because it is not purely a priori but allows the relevance of facts about human cognitive capacities and limitations, strengths and weaknesses, including results from the sciences of cognition; “reformist” because it stops short of the scientistic idea that the cognitive sciences might somehow do all the work of epistemology, or even displace it altogether. Does a true prediction confirm a theory, and if so, why? Do the sciences have a distinguished epistemological status, and if so, why? These are surely legitimate epistemological questions; but they are not questions the sciences of cognition could answer.




  My defense of the legitimacy of the epistemological enterprise, already begun with the refutation of revolutionary scientism, continues in the last part of the book as I turn to the relation of justification and truth. The first move is a critique of the radical neo-pragmatist offensive against epistemology, and the first target is Richard Rorty’s conception of justification as a matter merely of local conversational practice, ungrounded in any connection of justified belief with likely truth. Once Rorty’s multiple equivocations on “foundationalism” are cleared away, his anti-epistemological arguments are seen to depend on yet another false dichotomy: either an overblown, hyper-philosophical conception of truth as Correspondence to the Unconditioned, or else a homely idea of truth as simply “what you can defend against all comers”; and his own conversationalist approach is seen to veer unsteadily between a self-defeating epistemological relativism and an arbitrary epistemological tribalism. A secondary target is the thesis advanced by a second time-slice of Stephen Stich: that while, after all, people do have beliefs, it is rank superstition to value having beliefs that are true rather than beliefs, true or not, that will enable you to get what you want. Truth is only one of many semantic properties a belief might have, Stich argues; therefore truth is not intrinsically valuable. Sometimes one is better off having a false belief than a true, he continues; therefore truth is not instrumentally valuable either. But these are manifest non sequiturs; and Stich’s conclusion is blind to the internal relation of the concept of belief, holding-true, with the concept of truth.




  The remaining task, undertaken in the concluding chapter, is to give what reassurance I can that good evidence, construed in the foundherentist way I propose, is appropriately truth-indicative. You can check your solution to a crossword against the one published in the next day’s paper; but there is no list of All The Truths There Are against which we can check our beliefs. So I can offer only a conditional ratification of the foundherentist theory: if any truth-indication is possible for us, satisfaction of the foundherentist criteria is as good an indication of truth as we could get. This ratificatory argument is, as it should be, modestly naturalistic: it depends on the assumptions both that sensory and introspective experience is a source of empirical information for us, and that there are no other ultimate sources of empirical information.




  2.




  Writing E&I was a long, hard slog, and there was many a bad moment when I thought it would never be done. So I was delighted by how warmly it was received by many readers in philosophy, not only in the English-speaking world but internationally. Reviewers described it as “superb,”3 “profound,”4 “original,”5 “powerful,”6 “a milestone”;7 Mary Warnock included the first chapter in her (Everyman!) anthology of women philosophers “From Anne Conway in the seventeenth century to Susan Haack in the twentieth”;8 and in his One Hundred Philosophers9 Peter King wrote (illustrating the point by overprinting his text with a shadowy crossword puzzle)10 that my work in epistemology was perhaps my greatest contribution to the discipline.11 And to judge by my correspondence, not only readers in philosophy but a remarkable variety of other readers, most of them professionally engaged in inquiry of some kind—from thoughtful scientists in biology, psychology, neuroscience, economics, epidemiology, etc., to historians, scholars of evidence law, literary scholars, and at least one intelligence officer—also took an interest in the book. (I was particularly chuffed by the charming letter that Robert Heilbroner sent after he read E&I—which led to scores of letters up and back as, over the next decade, we exchanged news, newspaper clippings, and ideas about the differences between the natural and the social sciences.)12




  In my introduction, acknowledging “lacunae in my arguments, imprecisions in my categories and distinctions, and issues swept under the rug,” I hope at least to have “advanced the argument in ways that will help someone else solve these problems” (p. 45). And some readers responded just as I had hoped: early on, Stan Thayer prodded me to work harder on questions about shared evidence;13 more recently, Robert Lane prompted an articulation of a more thoroughly foundherentist account of perception,14 Vernon Walker suggested a potentially fruitful way to think about comprehensiveness,15 John Clendinnen offered help with the ratification part of the project,16 Mark Migotti helped with the conduct-of-inquiry part,17 and Yakov Ben Haim explored connections between my fallibilist foundherentism and his “info-gap” theory of uncertainty.18




  My philosophical modus operandi has always been (of course!) much like working on a crossword: filling in some entries, then working on intersecting entries where I now have a few letters to guide me. True to form, after the publication of the first edition of E&I, I wrote about the cognitive role of metaphors in philosophy and elsewhere;19 I thought about the differences between genuine inquiry and the sham and the fake, and about why the present ethos of the academy tends to encourage pseudo-inquiry and advocacy “research” rather than the real thing;20 reflecting on the traits of character that make someone a good inquirer or a responsible believer, I began a still-ongoing exploration of epistemological themes in literature;21 encouraged by legal scholars’ interest in the book, I began to think about evidence law;22 and, encouraged by scientists’ interest in the book, I began to think about philosophy of science.




  In fact, Defending Science—Within Reason (2003) is in part an articulation of an idea just barely sketched in E&I: “science has a distinguished epistemic status, but not a privileged one. By our standards of empirical evidence it has been a pretty successful cognitive endeavour. But it is fallible, revisable, incomplete, imperfect; and in judging where it has succeeded and where failed . . . we appeal to standards which are not simply internal to . . . science” (p. 188). And in the process of writing this new book I made some headway with some of difficulties I had acknowledged in 1993. As I tried to articulate what is distinctive about belief-desire explanations in the social sciences, for example, I filled out the account of belief sketched in E&I (pp. 229–36): the neurophysiological realization of the belief that p will not be a simple brain-state identifiable by its neurophysiological characteristics, but a vast configuration of interconnections between receptors (whatever register input) and activators (whatever initiates output); and will be identifiable as the belief that p, not by its neurophysiological characteristics, but by its connection with words in the subject’s language, and the connections of those words with things in the world.23




  Closer to the core of my epistemological project, I found a better way to treat experiential evidence: jettisoning those awkward propositional proxies, and recognizing that a person’s perceptual interactions with the world, the perceptual events themselves, contribute to the justification of his beliefs; and an explanation of how this contribution is rooted in connections set up as language is learned. But I needed to replace the traditional picture of language-learning, in which some words are learned ostensively and the rest by verbal definition, by a new and more plausible picture, of words learned in ways that are partly ostensive and partly verbal, in different proportions for different words and, sometimes, for different people. (Most of us, probably, learned the word “dog,” by hearing it used in the presence of clearly visible dogs; but all of us later also learned “looks like a dog,” “toy dog,” “I thought I saw . . . ,” etc.) By contrast with the older picture, which has a clear affinity with foundationalism, my gradualist picture of language-learning is markedly foundherentist in character.24 It suggests not only how a person’s sensory evidence contributes to the justification of his beliefs about the world, but also why a person’s seeing a dog in full view and good light at a distance of three feet contributes more to the justification of his belief that there’s a dog around than his getting a glimpse of a fast-moving dog in the middle distance at dusk, or a glimpse of a brown paper bag that looks, in these circumstances, much like a dog.25 (I’m still puzzling over how best to articulate the connection between this account of language-learning and of the role of experience, and my account of belief.)




  I also devised a simpler way to coordinate the causal and the evaluative aspects of evidence and justification. Exploiting the fact that English has the two more-or-less synonymous words “warrant” and “justification,” I defined how warranted a claim is for a person at a time in terms of the quality of the evidence he possesses at that time; and how justified he is in believing it in terms of the quality of the evidence that actually moves him to believe it. In the best case, when what moves a person to believe something is all the relevant evidence he possesses, and only that, degree of warrant and degree of justification will coincide; but if, for example, he fails to see the relevance of some of the evidence he possesses, or if his belief results, not simply from the evidence he has, but from his desire that things be so, the two will come apart. Separating out the causal aspect of the theory in this way enabled a simpler and more plausible understanding of over-belief (his degree of credence is higher than his degree of warrant) and under-belief (his degree of credence is lower than his degree of warrant).26




  As I thought more about explanation and generality, and how scientific concepts gradually shift and change to correspond better to real kinds, I firmed up my hints that supportiveness of evidence is not a formally-logical matter;27 and as I thought more about epistemological uses of “probable,” I firmed up my hints that degrees of justification cannot be identified with probabilities, as represented in the mathematical theory of chances. (The probability of p and the probability of not-p must add up to 1; but where relevant evidence is lacking, neither the belief that p nor the belief that not-p may be warranted or, therefore, justified, to any degree.)28 And as I looked at the evidence about the structure of DNA available to James Watson and Francis Crick at the time of their breakthrough, I could finally provide, what many readers had asked for, a real-life illustration of the foundherentist account at work.29




  It also proved possible to put a little more meat on the bare bones of an idea suggested very briefly in E&I (pp. 134–35), that we might extrapolate from the degree of justification of an individual to the degree of justification of a group of people by starting with the degree to which a hypothetical subject whose evidence includes all the evidence of each member of the group would be justified in a belief, and then discounting by some measure of how justified each member is in believing that the other members of the group are competent and trustworthy. One problem was how to handle the case where members of a group have not merely different but conflicting reasons: as with two people working on the same crossword who disagree about the solution to some entry intersecting with the one at issue (e.g., you think the solution to 4 across is “intent,” I think it is “intern”), the group’s evidence should be taken to include not the conjunction but the disjunction of their conflicting background beliefs.30 (I’m still puzzling over about how best to handle the awkward fact that different members of a group may give different degrees of credence to a claim on the truth of which they agree.)




  For me, the social conception of warrant is a key step on the way to an impersonal account of the warrant of scientific claims and theories. Nevertheless, the individual knowing subject remains central to my understanding; for empirical knowledge is anchored in sensory evidence, and it is an individual, a person, who sees the stick-insect among the twigs, the needle on the dial pointing to 7, the characteristic trace of an electron in the cloud chamber, or whatever. (Several people may see the same thing, of course; but what that means is that each of them sees it.) My account of jointly-undertaken inquiry, similarly, focuses on individuals and their interactions—on what kinds of internal organization and external environment encourage scientists to be honest in seeking out and assessing the worth of evidence and willing to share the information they have with others in the field, and what encourage secrecy, “spin,” and outright dishonesty.31




  3.




  As I said, E&I defends the legitimacy of questions about good evidence, well-conducted inquiry, etc. against the cynics’ critique, but disables the false dichotomies that the epistemological mainstream has taken for granted in tackling such questions. The cynics’ reaction to E&I was more or less as I expected: those revolutionary philosophical devotees of cognitive science, and the radical feminists, neo-pragmatists, multiculturalists, postmodernists, etc., pretty much ignored it. The exception was Richard Rorty, who wrote that it is “pointless” to try to show that our standards of justification are truth-indicative—after all, as I say myself, we have no access to a list of all the truths; and that, though he agreed that to believe that p is to hold p true, he “didn’t see” that there was anything cynical about adhering to our standards while taking them to be grounded in nothing but our conversational conventions.32 Had I had the opportunity to reply, I might have pointed out that my conditional ratification of the foundherentist standards requires nothing like cross-checking the list of beliefs justified by those standards against a list of truths; and that Rorty might see the cynicism if he imagined himself a juror in a capital case, voting “guilty” on grounds he took to be purely conventional, unrelated to the truth of the matter.




  But the reaction of the epistemological mainstream wasn’t quite what I anticipated. Lawrence BonJour’s response was unexpectedly warm, though just a little frustrating. He was enthusiastic about the book (“wonderfully rich and insightful”), and especially about my critique of reliabilism (“the best and most complete in the literature”) and of the radical anti-epistemological party (“devastating”);33 and he raised pertinent questions about the role of experience in my account—questions which I have by now partly resolved, though not in anything like the way he had in mind. However, he had remarkably little to say about the criticisms I had made of his coherentist theory, except that he no longer accepted it. Apparently he had come to favor what he described as a kind of weak foundationalism. Apparently, also, when he wrote that this account would allow relations of mutual support among basic beliefs, including support “via the connecting medium of non-basic beliefs,”34 he didn’t notice that, abandoning even the most the minimal form of one-directionality, this effectively erased the distinction between basic and derived beliefs; and so was not foundationalism at all, but a kind of proto-foundherentism.




  My interchange with Alvin Goldman was less agreeable, and much more frustrating. So far as I know he never referred to my critique—to BonJour’s way of thinking, my decisive critique!—of his reliabilist thesis that a belief is justified just in case it was arrived at by a reliable process. But in 1999 he sent me a draft paper in which he categorized me among those “evidentialists” who focus on the relation of belief to evidence rather than its relation to truth. I reminded him that the entire last chapter of Evidence and Inquiry is devoted to the question of the relation between a belief ’s being justified and its being true. He sent a new draft, this time describing me as offering truth-conduciveness as the basis for my evidentialism.35 I did my best to explain the difference between the truth-conduciveness of a belief-forming process and the truth-indicativeness of evidence, and to get him to see that it is quite possible to give truth an important epistemological role without tying justification directly to truth-ratios, as reliabilism does; but without success. I’m afraid we never did get our wires uncrossed.




  I wasn’t greatly surprised that some mainstream epistemologists thought I was just wilfully blind to the epistemological power of Bayes’ Theorem, or to the vital importance of refuting the skeptic. But I was a little surprised how many, like Goldman, seemed primarily concerned to shoehorn me into one of the old, familiar categories: to classify me as just another foundationalist, apparently on the (obviously insufficient) grounds that foundherentism acknowledges the role of experiential evidence, or as just another coherentist, apparently on the (obviously insufficient) grounds that foundherentism acknowledges the pervasiveness of mutual support among beliefs, or as just a covert reliabilist, apparently on the (obviously insufficient) grounds that I had written (p. 263) that “truth-indicative is what criteria of justification have to be to be good.” This preoccupation was disappointing: in part because I am careful to ensure that my characterizations of foundationalism, coherentism, reliabilism, etc., closely follow the use of these terms in the literature, and to avoid making it true by arbitrary stipulation that foundationalism and coherentism don’t exhaust the options; but more importantly, because it distracted attention from the surely more significant question, whether my account—however you classify it—was on the right lines.




  By now the Analytic Epistemologists’ Union, like the neo-analytic philosophy establishment generally, seems to be becoming ever more fragmented, hyper-specialized, and cliquish; and the older, more-or-less unified understanding of what the core epistemological issues are seems to have dissipated into a plethora of passing fads and fashions. So though I have continued to work on epistemological issues, I haven’t been tempted to get a union card. I have, however, watched from a distance as a newly-bold AEU has begun to colonize territory once largely the preserve of those cynical sociologists of knowledge, neo-pragmatists, and feminists: the small renaissance of contextualism, the new fashion for an analytic style of “social epistemology,” and the new focus, in some circles, on epistemic virtues. But though, as a result, my path and the AEU’s have crossed again, my work has mostly continued to diverge very significantly from theirs.




  While I was writing E&I, contextualism was represented on the one hand by David Annis,36 who proposed it as an alternative to foundationalism and coherentism, and on the other by Rorty, who saw it as essentially anti-epistemological. Since then, however, a new style of contextualism, now focused not on justification but on knowledge, and stressing relativity not to epistemic community but to issue-context,37 is sometimes offered as a response to skepticism.38 As I suggest on p. 134, there is a grain of truth in the older forms of contextualism: justification is not context-relative, but our judgments of justification are perspectival, dependent on our background beliefs,39 and our everyday talk of someone’s being “completely” justified in a belief often depends on how important it is that he be right. There is a grain of truth in the newer form, too: the higher the degree of justification is required for someone to count as knowing something, the less knowledge there will be; and if the standard is set too high, no one will count as knowing anything—which is why I write (p. 134) that in philosophical contexts, talk of “complete” justification is usually best construed as demanding the highest possible degree of justification.40 That the skeptic ups the ante is hardly a new thought; but, to my mind, the idea that the new contextualism “solves the skeptical problem” by construing skeptical questions as constituting a special issue-context oversells this familiar point.




  “Social epistemology,” once associated mainly with feminist philosophers of science like Helen Longino41 and cynical sociologists of science like Steve Fuller,42 has now been claimed for the AEU by (another time-slice of) Alvin Goldman.43 Social practices of belief-formation, Goldman argues, such as courts’ use of expert testimony, should be appraised by reference to the proportion of true beliefs they generate.44 So successful has this idea been that optimists occasionally announce that this or that problem can be solved by “social epistemology”—as if there were a well-established body of theory on which to call. So far as I can see, however, Goldman’s new, “veritistic” social epistemology requires criteria of individuation of practices and of propositions; and these seem no likelier to be forthcoming than the criteria of individuation of beliefs and of belief-forming processes required by reliabilism. Moreover, veritistic appraisal of legal procedures, intelligence-gathering strategies, etc., would require us to know which intelligence reports, which verdicts, etc. are true. This is a tall order, to say the least; which probably explains why, for example, when Goldman argues that court-appointed experts are veritistically better than expert witnesses proffered by the parties to a case, he seems to equivocate—moving, in effect, from the trivial premise that such witnesses are neutral in the sense of “not chosen by the parties to a case” to the substantial conclusion that such witnesses will be neutral in the sense of “assessing the evidence without prejudice.”45




  My understanding of (as I prefer to say) the social aspects of epistemology differs from Goldman’s veritism much as my understanding of justification differs from his reliabilism: it focuses on the epistemological efficiency or inefficiency of mechanisms for evidence-sharing, on what kinds of environment sustain the ethos of respect for evidence in the scientific community and what erode it, and so on. My account of the warrant of a claim for a group of people has some distant affinity to Frederick Schmitt’s of group justification;46 but unlike his, it is an account, not of the warrant of a claim for a group united by some common purpose, but of the warrant of a claim for any collection of people—and, naturally, it is based on a foundherentist understanding of the nature, structure, and quality of evidence.




  And then there’s the virtue epistemology party, or rather, the virtue epistemology parties, in the plural. When Ernest Sosa hinted, in the concluding paragraphs of “The Raft and the Pyramid” (1980),47 that an appeal to epistemic virtues might be a way out of the impasse of foundationalism and coherentism, I thought he meant that justification could be explained in terms of epistemic character. I was wrong: the “virtue epistemology” Sosa had in mind turned out to be a variant form of reliabilism, and “epistemic virtue” a synonym for “cognitive power” or “faculty.”48 The explorations of desirable traits of epistemic character—“virtues” in another, more familiar sense—undertaken by James Montmarquet, Linda Zagzebski, and others49 come much closer to my interests. Zagzebski, however, really does think, as I wrongly thought Sosa thought, that justified belief can be characterized in terms of intellectual virtue.50 I think it’s much more complicated, and much more interesting, than that.




  Epistemic virtues such as intellectual honesty or intellectual courage and intellectual vices such as sloppiness or a tendency to self-deception have to do with a person’s relation to evidence: someone susceptible to self-deception, for example, is willfully inattentive to evidence that might point in an unwelcome direction, while an intellectually honest person steels himself against self-deception, follows the evidence where it leads, and is ready to acknowledge when he has too little evidence to draw a conclusion. So an intellectually honest person is likely to be better justified in his beliefs than an intellectually dishonest one; but this is not because justified belief can be explained in terms of what an intellectually virtuous person would or might believe, but because of the interconnecting ways in which the concept of intellectual honesty and the concept of justified belief are related to the concept of evidence. Justified belief requires adequate evidence, and an intellectually honest person will tend not to believe beyond what his evidence warrants.




  For myself, I have learned more about epistemological virtues and vices from Francis Bacon’s shrewd observation that some people “delight in giddiness, and count it a bondage to fix a belief,” and not a few have “a corrupt love of the lie itself,” from Peirce’s articulation of the “Will to Learn,”51 from Dewey’s thoughts on open-mindedness, wholeheartedness, and responsibility,52 and from Percy Bridgman’s probing paper on the cultural conditions that make the “ideal of intellectual integrity” possible,53 than from even the best of the recent epistemological literature. And perhaps because these virtues and vices are not innate but develop, often raggedly, over the course of a person’s life, I have taken more inspiration from novels like Samuel Butler’s The Way of All Flesh—among the shrewdest and subtlest depictions of our human weakness for self-deception, hypocrisy, and sham inquiry ever written—than from the pages of Philosophical Studies or Synthese.
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  No one had a keener eye for untenable dualisms than the philosophers of the classical pragmatist tradition—especially John Dewey, whom Rorty professes especially to admire; yet Rorty is hopelessly enmeshed in This-or-Nothingism. And William James, to whom Stich appeals, had written that “the true is one species of good,” the good in the way of belief; yet Stich denies that there is any value in having true beliefs.54 The title of chapter 9, “Vulgar Pragmatism: An Unedifying Prospect,” is an expression of distaste for these caricatures of pragmatism—caricatures especially disturbing to me because I have found so much of value in the work of the classical pragmatist tradition.




  When the first edition of E&I appeared, Thayer told me I reminded him of Dewey—if I didn’t mind him saying so. Needless to say, I didn’t mind one bit. A decade later, rounding out his book on the history of pragmatism with chapters on Rorty and myself, Cornelis de Waal observed that “[s]ome call [Haack] the intellectual granddaughter of Peirce, . . . an apt description.”55 Needless to say, I didn’t mind that one bit, either. As they saw, it is to the work of the pragmatist tradition that my modestly naturalistic foundherentist picture, with its realistic understanding of perception, its thoroughly fallibilistic character, its pervasive gradualism, and its inter-actionist approach to jointly-undertaken inquiry, has the closest affinity. I’m beginning to understand how Dewey felt when he deplored the “confirmed intellectual lock-jaw” that afflicted the “epistemological industry” of his day.56 And I now see, much more clearly than I did in 1993, that E&I is through and through an expression of synechism, Peirce’s principle that, rather than “doing philosophy with an axe,” we should look for continuities;57 and of course, of Dewey’s repudiation of untenable dualisms. That’s why I have given this second edition its modified subtitle, A Pragmatist Reconstruction of Epistemology.




  But for correcting a few typos, etc., I have left the original text unchanged, British spelling and punctuation included. I should, however, explain my references (pp. 70, 72, 89) to the “swings and roundabouts” argument against foundationalism, which puzzled many readers. The allusion is to a saying familiar to speakers of British English: “what you gain on the swings you lose on the roundabouts” (“roundabouts” meaning, in this context, “carousels,” not “traffic circles”). And probably I should also explain that when I write of the “Petrocelli Principle,” (pp. 127, 136, 278) I am alluding not, as some readers supposed, to some little-known epistemologist, but to a television series: Mr. Petrocelli was a fictional criminal-defense attorney whose strategy, episode after episode, was to imagine a scenario, compatible with the available evidence, on which some other dude did it, and then have his investigator seek out further evidence to establish that it really was the other guy, and not his client.




  In this new edition I have also added four related papers. The first, “‘Know’ is Just a Four-Letter Word” (1983), included in part for its early articulation of the idea of comprehensiveness and in part for its relevance to those recently-fashionable styles of contextualism with respect to knowledge, is a hitherto-unpublished paper arguing that there is no way to set the degree of justification required for knowledge high enough to avoid the Gettier paradoxes without setting it so high as to lead to skepticism. The second, “Knowledge and Propaganda: Reflections of an Old Feminist” (1993), included by way of amplifying my brief hints on p. 45 that, though I am both a feminist and an epistemologist, I am not a feminist epistemologist, argues that there is no such connection between feminism and epistemology as the label “feminist epistemology” requires. The third, “‘The Ethics of Belief ’ Reconsidered” (1997), included to clarify the relation between epistemological and ethical evaluation, argues that epistemological and ethical justification are distinct, but sometimes overlap. The fourth, “Epistemology Legalized” (2004), included as an illustration both of the importance of epistemological questions to the justice system and of the differences between my approach and Goldman’s veritism, is a response to Peirce’s critique of the adversarial legal procedure and to Jeremy Bentham’s critique of exclusionary rules of evidence.




  I would like to thank Steven Mitchell, Editor-in-Chief at Prometheus Books, who helped make this second edition possible; my extraordinarily capable and patient assistant, Beth Hanson, for help of many kinds; Tara Lora, for skilled and painstaking work on the typescript; Mark Migotti, who has long been my endlessly patient and always helpful first reader and critic; and Howard Burdick, but for whom—well, but for whom. I would also like to thank Samuel Butler: for Edward Overton, the wryly worldly narrator of The Way of All Flesh, who reminds Ernest Pontifex (whose zigzag journey to intellectual maturity the novel traces) that “the very slender reward which God had attached to the pursuit of serious inquiry was a sufficient proof that He disapproved of it, or at any rate that He did not set much store by it”; and, of course, for Ernest himself, who by the end of the novel is a moderately successful author (but not very popular, in part because, as Overton complains, he “never asked a reviewer to dinner in his life”), and who tells Overton firmly that he “must write as he does or not at all.”58 Me too.
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  This book has been many years in the writing. It was begun, about a decade ago, at the University of Warwick, and finished at the University of Miami.




  Substantial parts of the final version of the book were completed with the help of Max Orovitz awards from the University of Miami for the summers of 1991 and 1992.




  The book draws upon, develops, substantially revises, and in some cases repudiates, earlier published work. Chapter 1 draws upon, and substantially revises, ‘Theories of Knowledge: an Analytic Framework’, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, 1982-3. Chapter 2 draws upon, and substantially revises, some material from ‘C. I. Lewis’, in American Philosophy, ed. Marcus Singer, 1985. Chapter 4 is a development of ‘Double-Aspect Foundherentism: A New Theory of Empirical Justification’, delivered at the American Philosophical Association meetings in December 1991 and published in Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 1993. Chapter 5 draws on two pieces, ‘Epistemology With a Knowing Subject’, Review of Metaphysics, 1979, and ‘What is “the Problem of the Empirical Basis”, and Does Johnny Wideawake Solve It?’ British Journal for the Philosophy of Science, 1991. Chapter 6 supercedes ‘The Relevance of Psychology to Epistemology’, Metaphilosophy, 1975, and goes beyond ‘The Two Faces of Quine’s Naturalism’, Synthese, 1993. Chapters 8 and 9 both draw in some measure upon ‘Recent Obituaries of Epistemology’, American Philosophical Quarterly, 1990. Chapter 10 substantially improves, I hope, on ‘Rebuilding the Ship While Sailing on the Water’, in Perspectives on Quine, eds Barrett and Gibson, 1990.




  I would like to express my thanks to all the many people who have helped me, in various ways and at various stages. For first urging me to write a book on epistemology, to Nicholas Rescher. For reading and commenting with care and intelligence on large chunks of the manuscript, to Mark Migotti. For helpful comments and criticisms, to my many correspondents, to the audiences who, over the years, heard various versions of various portions of this work, and to the generations of students who learned epistemology with me. For supplying the splendid dialogue with which I open Chapter 9, to David Stove; and for a good-natured joke at my expense (‘Professor Haack, noted exponent of the Neologistic Typographical School of Philosophy’) which I have adopted as an accurate self-description, to Adrian Larner.




  And most of all, to Howard Burdick—for everything.
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  INTRODUCTION
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  This book is intended as a contribution to the epistemology of empirical knowledge.




  There are strong trends in philosophy today markedly hostile to the traditional projects of epistemology, projects which a great clamour of voices, from enthusiasts of the latest developments in cognitive science or neurophysiology, through radical self-styled neo-pragmatists, to followers of the latest Paris fashions, would have us believe are illegitimate, fundamentally misconceived. I disagree. I hope my subtitle has already made my position clear: what epistemology needs is not deconstruction, but reconstruction.




  The problems of the epistemological tradition, I shall be arguing, are legitimate; formidably difficult, but not in principle insoluble. So the problems I shall be tackling are familiar enough; most centrally: what counts as good, strong, supportive evidence for a belief? (the ‘project of explication’ of criteria of evidence or justification, as I shall call it); and: what is the connection between a belief ’s being well-supported by good evidence, and the likelihood that it is true? (the ‘project of ratification’). But the answers I shall be offering will be unfamiliar. By breaking out of some false dichotomies which have informed recent work, I shall argue, it is possible to avoid the all-too-familiar difficulties which face foundationalism, coherentism, reliabilism, critical rationalism, etc., etc.—difficulties which have encouraged the idea that there must be something fundamentally wrong with the whole epistemological enterprise.




  I shall be offering a new explication of epistemic justification, a theory which is neither foundationalist nor coherentist in structure, but ‘foundherentist’, as I shall call it, allowing both for pervasive mutual support among beliefs and for the contribution of experience to empirical justification; neither purely causal nor purely logical in content, but a double-aspect theory, partly causal and partly evaluative; and essentially gradational, taking as explicandum not ‘A is justified in believing that p iff . . .’ but ‘A is more/less justified in believing that p depending upon. . . .’ And I shall be offering a new approach to the project of ratification, an approach which will be neither purely a priori nor purely empirical in character, but very modestly naturalistic, allowing the contributory relevance both of empirical considerations about human beings’ cognitive capacities and limitations, and of considerations of a logical, deductive character.




  In what follows I shall draw a good deal on the analogy of a crossword puzzle—which, I shall argue, better represents the true structure of relations of evidential support than the model of a mathematical proof so firmly entrenched in the foundationalist tradition. This analogy, if I am right, sheds light on how it is possible for there to be mutual support among beliefs without vicious circularity. But it also foreshadows a certain difficulty about the organization of the book. I am unable to proceed in a simple, linear fashion, but find myself obliged to go up and back, weaving and interweaving the interconnecting threads of my argument.




  Furthermore, because I am trying to transcend the false dichotomies which have informed much recent work, the option is not open to me of organizing what I have to say along the elegantly simple lines of, say, Bon-Jour’s The Structure of Empirical Knowledge, which depends upon the twin dichotomies of foundationalism versus coherentism and externalism versus internalism—the first of which is not exhaustive, and the second of which is not robust enough to carry any serious weight. Nor, because of the complex interconnections among the rejected dichotomies, is the option open to me of structuring what I have to say by first explaining the reasons for, and the consequences of, rejecting one dichotomy, then the reasons for, and consequences of, rejecting the next, and so on.




  The fantasy of presenting my argument in operatic style, with different but related themes being sung simultaneously in different voices, is appealing—but, of course, unrealizable. Instead, having no option but to write a book in the linear style of books, I have no option, either, but to acknowledge the inevitability of more-than-occasional anticipations of themes only later spelled out properly, and retracing of argumentative steps back to themes already introduced to reveal their interconnections with already-introduced ideas. Not to try the reader’s patience more than is inevitable, I offer here a sketch-map of the somewhat zig-zag path I shall follow.




  I begin (chapter 1) by focusing on the familiar rivalry of foundationalism versus coherentism, offering as precise an account as possible of the various versions of each style of theory, and as sharp an account as possible of the arguments used by each party against the other. In fact, I argue, both parties have good critical arguments; neither kind of theory will do. But they do not exhaust the field; a third possibility, foundherentism, remains to be explored, and can withstand the strongest arguments of coherentists against foundationalism, and vice versa.




  To relieve the abstractness of this opening manoeuvre somewhat, I then present detailed case-studies of specific foundationalist and coherentist programmes. First (chapter 2) is a critique of C. I. Lewis’s foundationalist theory, a critique which begins by showing that Lewis’s arguments really establish, not foundationalism, but the indispensable role of experience in empirical justification; and which proceeds by showing how Lewis’s own half-awareness of this prompts him to make modifications which lead him away from foundationalism in the direction of foundherentism.




  Next (chapter 3) is a critique of BonJour’s coherence theory, a critique which begins by showing that BonJour’s account falls to the familiar objection that coherence within a belief-set is insufficient to guarantee any connection with the world; and which proceeds by showing how BonJour’s own half-awareness of this seduces him into an ambiguity which, resolved in the only way which promises any success in the project of ratification, also leads him away from coherentism in the direction of foundherentism. There follows a critique of Davidson’s defence of coherentism—not, of course, for purposes of completeness, for a comprehensive survey is obviously impossible—but rather, to show how the assumption that justification must be either a purely logical or else a purely causal notion contributes to creating the illusion that foundationalism and coherentism exhaust the options.




  It is then time to articulate my intermediate style of theory (chapter 4). Here several key themes will come together: the gradational character of justification; the distinction of the state and the content sense of ‘belief ’ and the need for a double-aspect conception of evidence; the foundherentist structure of the theory and the crossword analogy which informs it. This begins my positive contribution to the project of explication.




  Since a significant part of the argument against the traditionally rival theories is their failure adequately to account for the relevance of experience to empirical justification (coherentism can allow no role to experience, foundationalism only a forced and unnatural one), the foundherentist account of the evidence of the senses requires particularly careful articulation. This is undertaken in chapter 5, using as foil a case-study of Popperian ‘epistemology without a knowing subject’, and one of its chief stumbling-blocks, the ‘problem of the empirical basis’. My thesis, that this problem is not only unsolved by Popper, but insoluble within a Popperian framework, is reinforced by an analysis of the failure of Watkins’ recent rescue effort. Diagnosis and resolution of the Popperian impasse is possible within foundherentism because foundherentism transcends Popper’s dichotomies of causal versus logical and inductivist versus deductivist approaches, and because its conception of perception is more realist, and more realistic, than the sense-datum theory to which Watkins resorts.




  My (broadly Peircean) account of perception is supported, on the one hand, by an argument that the familiar dichotomies of direct versus indirect theories of perception, realist versus irrealist conceptions, are too crude, and that the truth lies between the usual rivals; and, on the other, by its consonance with some plausible psychological theorizing. Watkins’ account, by contrast, is not well-motivated by the psychological work to which he refers; and his appeals to psychology violate the epistemic ordering which his Popperian approach requires, but mine does not.




  As the last couple of sentences indicate, mine is, in a sense, a naturalistic epistemology: it is not wholly a priori, since it relies on empirical assumptions about human beings’ cognitive capacities and limitations, and so acknowledges the contributory relevance to epistemology of natural-scientific studies of cognition. But this modest naturalism is very different from the much more radical, scientistic approaches which also go by the title, ‘naturalistic epistemology’. So chapter 6 opens by distinguishing various styles of naturalism: most important, the aposteriorist reformist style of naturalism of which mine is a restricted version; the scientistic reformist style of naturalism which maintains that traditional epistemological problems can simply be handed over to the sciences to resolve; and the revolutionary scientistic style of naturalism which maintains that traditional epistemological problems are illegitimate, and should be replaced by new, natural-scientific projects. Much of this chapter is devoted to showing how an ambiguity in Quine’s use of ‘science’, between ‘our presumed empirical knowledge’ and ‘the natural sciences’, leads him to shift from an initial reformist aposteriorist naturalism (‘epistemology is part of our presumed empirical knowledge’) to a reformist scientism (‘epistemology is part of the natural sciences of cognition’); and then, under pressure from the implausibility of the idea that psychology, or biology, or any natural science could tell us, for instance, why predictive power is indicative of the truth of a theory, to a revolutionary scientism in which the old epistemological problems are transmuted into new projects which are susceptible of resolution by the sciences.




  As Quine makes his first shift, from aposteriorist to scientistic reformist naturalism, he also shifts his focus away from the concept of evidence and on to the reliability of belief-forming processes. As this suggests, the idea that substantial epistemological questions can be resolved within the sciences of cognition seems to find its most hospitable environment in the context of a reliabilist conception of justification. So in chapter 7 I take the opportunity to explain why the advantages of reliabilism over my evidentialist foundherentism are more apparent than real, before arguing that even if reliabilism were correct it would be a mistake to imagine—as Alvin Goldman claims—that it falls to psychology to supply a substantive theory of justification, to adjudicate between foundationalism and coherentism, to determine whether there is such a thing as a priori knowledge, etc., etc.




  The attentive reader will gather from the tone of my discussion of Goldman that I suspect that his hopes of a close co-operation of epistemology with the more prestigious field of cognitive psychology are motivated less by good arguments than by intellectual fashion. This fashion finds a much more radical, indeed bizarre, expression in the work of some recent revolutionaries who, claiming that they represent the culmination of the new tradition of naturalistic epistemology, argue that recent work in the sciences of cognition has shown the traditional projects of epistemology to be completely misconceived. Pausing briefly to disentangle these revolutionary scientistic naturalists’ arguments from their rhetoric, I argue (chapter 8) that neither the work in cognitive psychology and AI to which Stich appeals, nor the work in connectionist neurophysiology to which the Churchlands appeal, has any tendency to suggest, as they claim, that people don’t have beliefs. It is not science, but preconceptions in the philosophy of mind, upon which the no-belief thesis depends; and those preconceptions (Paul Churchland’s insistence that intentional states are real only if ‘smoothly reducible’ to physical states, Stich’s insistence that they are real only if ‘autonomously describable’) are, I argue, false. After taking the opportunity to articulate my sign-mediation account of belief and to show its consonance with a conception of human beings as physical organisms in a physical environment, I complete the argument against revolutionary scientism by showing that Stich’s and Churchland’s position is not just ill-motivated, but self-defeating.




  The task of defending the legitimacy of epistemology is not yet complete, however. Since the time of Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, Rorty has maintained that the traditional epistemological projects are misconceived and should simply be abandoned; and now Stich has shifted his allegiance from revolutionary scientistic naturalism to the vulgar pragmatist party. The purpose of chapter 9 is to show that neither has any good arguments against epistemology; and that, since Rorty’s ‘edifying’ philosophy masks a cynicism which would undermine not only epistemology, but all forms of inquiry, while Stich’s liberated post-analytic epistemology turns out to consist in a search for more efficient techniques of self-deception, the poverty of these revolutionaries’ post-epistemological utopias indicates just how indispensable epistemology really is. The critique of Rorty provides an opportunity for a critical analysis of contextualism, relativism, tribalism and conventionalism in epistemology, and for a classification of conceptions of truth—irrealist, pragmatist, minimally realist, strongly realist and transcendentalist. The critique of Stich provides an opportunity to investigate the internal connections between the concepts of belief, justification, inquiry and truth, and to explain why truth is valuable. Finally, the challenge implicit in my referring to these writers as ‘vulgar pragmatists’—that their claim to be the philosophical descendants of classical pragmatism is unwarranted—is argued explicitly.




  The vulgar pragmatists’ attempts to undermine the project of ratification fail; it makes perfectly good sense (pace Rorty) to ask whether these or those criteria of justification are truth-indicative, and truth-indicative is (pace Stich) what criteria of justification need to be to be good. The remaining task, then, is to offer what reassurance I can that the foundherentist criteria are truth-indicative (chapter 10). By way of preliminary, I distinguish my enterprise, which focuses on criteria of evidence or justification, from the enterprise of giving guidelines for the conduct of inquiry; and argue that, while a kind of pluralism may well be plausible with respect to the latter, the fashionable thesis that different cultures or communities have widely divergent standards of evidence is at least an exaggeration, and possibly altogether false. This comports with the partial dependence of my ratification of the foundherentist criteria on empirical presuppositions about the cognitive capacities of human beings, of all normal humans, that is. This is the a posteriori component of my ratificatory argument, the part which focuses on the foundherentist account of experiential evidence. The other part, however, the part which focuses on the foundherentist characterization of evidential support, will be, rather, of a logical, deductive character.




  Descartes’s attempted proof that what is clearly and distinctly perceived is true is a classic ratificatory effort. I do not aspire so high, but aim only to give reasons for thinking that, if any indication of truth is possible for us, satisfaction of the foundherentist criteria is an indication of the truth of a belief. If I am right, this more modest task can be achieved without sacrificing realism with respect to truth—and without arguing in a vicious circle.




  In general, I hope, there is no need for elaborate explanation for my choice of topics. There is, however, one nest of issues my neglect of which I should explain: the question of the analysis of knowledge, of the relation of knowledge to justified true belief, the resolution of the ‘Gettier paradoxes’. This nexus of problems will be barely touched upon, not given the central place it enjoys in some contemporary work. In part, this is because I find myself with relatively little to say about it; in part, also, because the little I do have to say about it is, in a sense, negative: my conjecture being that Gettier-type ‘paradoxes’ arise because of a mismatch between the concept of knowledge, which, though vague and shifting, is surely categorical, and the concept of justification, which is essentially gradational. If so, there may be no intuitively satisfactory analysis of knowledge to be had, no sharp line to be drawn between cases where a subject does, and cases where he doesn’t, know, no ideal point of equilibrium which precludes our having knowledge by luck without precluding our having knowledge altogether. And to me, at any rate, the question: what counts as better or worse evidence for believing something? seems both deeper and more important than the question: supposing that what one believes is true, how good does one’s evidence have to be before one can count as knowing?1 (I suspect, indeed, that part of the explanation of the present disillusionment with epistemology is just plain boredom with the Gettier problem.)




  I have focused the book on (what I regard as) important and interesting epistemological questions. I have adopted a structure consonant with the pattern of evidential support suggested by the crossword puzzle analogy which is a recurrent theme. I would have liked, also, to have written in a tone appropriate to the pervasively fallibilistic tenor of the position I am presenting; but to do this would have been so much at odds with the conventions of contemporary philosophical writing as to run the risk of speaking too diffidently to be listened to at all. So sometimes I sound more confident than I feel.




  One aspect of my presentation will inevitably irritate some readers, and perhaps will alienate some altogether. But I do not apologize for my allegiance to the Neologistic Typographical School of Philosophy. Because many of the familiar dichotomies and categorizations of the field have impeded progress, I have been obliged to devise a new mesh of distinctions and classifications with which to work; and my neologisms and typographical innovations are the best way I can find of keeping the nonstandardness of these distinctions and classifications before the reader’s mind, and mine. The sacrifice of elegance and euphony I regret, but cannot avoid; the risk of unintelligibility I have tried to minimize by defining my new terminology as carefully as possible, and by indicating in the index where the definitions are to be found.




  Because the complexity of the issues discussed, combined with the need for numerous neologisms, already sometimes pushes my arguments dangerously close to the threshold of what I can reasonably expect a reader to tolerate, I have not, except where the distinction is crucial to the argument at hand, distinguished used from mentioned sentence letters typographically, since what is intended is usually clear from context. Nor have I complicated my presentation by replacing the ‘he’ of standard English by ‘he or she’, nor restructured sentences so as to avoid the need for any pronoun. It should go without saying, however, that of course I think that women, no less than men, are knowing subjects.




  But perhaps, these days, it does not go without saying that, unlike some proponents of ‘feminist epistemology’,2 I do not think that women are capable of revolutionary insights into the theory of knowledge not available, or not easily available, to men. If I am sure of anything after the many years of work that have gone into this book, it is that the questions of epistemology are. hard, very hard, for any philosopher, of either sex, to answer or even significantly to clarify.




  No doubt, though, ‘feminist epistemologists’ will think this book wilfully politically obtuse. No doubt, also, foundationalists and coherentists of every stripe will think it too radical, while those who believe epistemology is misconceived will think it not nearly radical enough. And those who are more naturalistic, or more scientistic, than I will think it makes too little reference to the sciences of cognition, while those who are less naturalistic than I will think it makes too much.




  But I hope there will be some who agree with me that the questions of epistemology are good, hard questions which have not been satisfactorily answered by the familiar (foundationalist, etc.) epistemological theories, and cannot be answered by science alone; and who will be, therefore, sympathetic to my conception of what it is that needs to be done. And those who share my respect for the epistemological work of the classical pragmatists, especially of Peirce (from whom I not only acquired my penchant for neologisms, but also learned much of epistemological substance), and also of James and, in smaller measure, of Dewey (from whom I borrowed ‘Towards Reconstruction . . .’)3 will, I hope, find some of my answers congenial—and, I trust, will share my distaste for the vulgarized caricature of pragmatism now in vogue.




  At best, of course, I hope to have solved some epistemological problems. But I am well aware of lacunae in my arguments, of imprecisions in my categories and distinctions, of issues swept under the rug. So, recalling Peirce’s observation that ‘in storming the stronghold of truth one mounts upon the shoulders of another who has to ordinary apprehension failed, but has in truth succeeded in virtue of his failure’4 I hope, at least, to have advanced the argument in ways that will help someone else solve those problems.
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  FOUNDATIONALISM VERSUS COHERENTISM A Dichotomy Disclaimed




   [image: chpt_fig_008]




 

    One seems forced to choose between the picture of an elephant which rests on a tortoise (What supports the tortoise?) and the picture of a great Hegelian serpent of knowledge with its tail in its mouth (Where does it begin?). Neither will do.




  Sellars ‘Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind’1







  Once upon a time—not so long ago, in fact—the legitimacy of epistemology was undisputed, the importance to epistemology of such concepts as evidence, reasons, warrant, justification was taken for granted, and the question of the relative merits of foundationalist and coherentist theories of justification was acknowledged as an important issue. Now, however, it seems that disenchantment reigns. The most disenchanted insist that the problems of epistemology are misconceived and should be abandoned altogether, or else that they should be replaced by natural-scientific questions about human cognition. The somewhat disen-chanted, though still willing to engage in epistemology, want to shift the focus away from the concepts of evidence or justification and onto some fresher concept: epistemic virtue, perhaps, or information. Even those who still acknowledge that the concepts of evidence and justification are too central to be ignored are mostly disenchanted enough to want to shift the focus away from the issues of foundationalism versus coherentism and onto some fresher dimension: deontologism versus consequentialism, perhaps, or explanationism versus reliabilism. A great clamour of disenchantment fills the air, to the effect that the old epistemological pastures are exhausted and that we must move on to fresher fields.




  I disagree.




  A full explanation of the now-fashionable disenchantment would no doubt be quite complex, and would require appeal to factors external to the philosophical arguments, as well as to those arguments themselves. I don’t think it is unduly cynical to speculate that part of the explanation of the urge to move away from familiar epistemological issues towards questions more amenable to resolution by cognitive psychology or neurophysiology or AI, for example, lies in the prestige those disciplines now enjoy. But part of the explanation, and the part which concerns me here, lies in a widely-held conviction that the familiar epistemological issues have proved to be hopelessly recalcitrant, and, most particularly, that neither foundationalism nor coherentism will do.




  I agree that neither foundationalism nor coherentism will do. Obviously, however, no radical conclusion follows about the bona fides of the concept of justification, let alone about the legitimacy of epistemology, unless foundationalism and coherentism exhaust the options. But, as I shall argue, they do not; and, as I shall also argue, there is an intermediate theory which can overcome the difficulties faced by the familiar rivals.




  So my first moves ‘towards reconstruction in epistemology’ will take the old, familiar debates between foundationalism and coherentism as their starting point.




  Lest I raise false expectations, I had better say right away that I can offer neither a fell swoop nor a full sweep. The former would require perfectly precise characterizations of foundationalism and coherentism and knock-down, drag-out arguments against both rivals, neither of which I am in a position to supply. The latter would require a comprehensive examination of all the variants of foundationalism and coherentism, which, again, is beyond my powers (and your tolerance). What I offer is a compromise, a hodgepodge of the two desirable but impossible strategies. In the present chapter, I shall characterize foundationalism and coherentism as sharply as I can, and state the sturdiest arguments in the field as strongly as I can, hoping to show at least that there seem to be powerful arguments against each of the traditional rivals, which, however, the intermediate theory looks to be able to withstand; that, in other words, there is a pull towards the middle ground of foundherentism. In subsequent chapters I look in detail at specific foundationalist and coherentist theories, hoping to show not only that they fail, but that they fail in ways that point, again, towards the desirability of an intermediate theory.




  One last preliminary: something should be said about how one should judge the correctness or incorrectness of a theory of justification. This task is surprisingly, but instructively, far from straightforward. In offering an explication of our criteria of justification the epistemologist is aiming to spell out with some precision and theoretical depth what is implicit in judgements that this person has excellent reasons for this belief, that that person has unjustifiably jumped to a conclusion, that another person has been the victim of wishful thinking . . . and so forth and so on. I call this project ‘explication’, rather than ‘analysis’, to indicate that the epistemologist will have to do more than faithfully describe the contours of usage of phrases like ‘justified in believing’ and its close relatives; since such usage is vague, shifting, and fuzzy at the edges, the task will involve a lot of filling in, extrapolation, and plain tidying up. But one way in which a theory of justification may be inadequate is by failing to conform, even in clear cases, to our pre-analytic judgements of justification.




  But this is only part of the story. The concept of justification is an evaluative concept, one of a whole mesh of concepts for the appraisal of a person’s epistemic state. To say that a person is justified in some belief of his, is, in so far forth, to make a favourable appraisal of his epistemic state. So the task of explication here calls for a descriptive account of an evaluative concept.




  The evaluative character of the concept imposes a different kind of constraint on theories of justification. To believe that p is to accept p as true; and strong, or flimsy, evidence for a belief is strong, or flimsy, evidence for its truth. Our criteria of justification, in other words, are the standards by which we judge the likelihood that a belief is true; they are what we take to be indications of truth. Another way in which a theory of justification may be inadequate, then, is that the criteria it offers are such that no connection can be made between a belief ’s being justified, by those criteria, and the likelihood that things are as it says.




  Satisfaction of both constraints would be the ideal. Not, of course, that there is any guarantee in advance that what we take to be indications of the truth of a belief really are such. But, if there is one, an account which satisfies both the descriptive and the evaluative constraints is what we are after.




  The tricky part is to get the two kinds of constraint in the right perspective, neither excessively pollyannish nor excessively cynical. For now, let me just say that the epistemologist can be neither an uncritical participant in, nor a completely detached observer of, our pre-analytic standards of epistemic justification, but a reflective, and potentially a revisionary, participant. The epistemologist can’t be a completely detached observer, because to do epistemology at all (or to undertake any kind of inquiry) one must employ some standards of evidence, of what counts as a reason for or against a belief—standards which one takes to be an indication of truth. But the epistemologist can’t be a completely uncritical participant, because one has to allow for the possibility that what pre-analytic intuition judges strong, or flimsy, evidence, and what really is an indication of truth, may fail to correspond. In fact, however, I don’t think this possibility is realized; I think pre-analytic intuition conforms, at least approximately, to criteria which are, at least in a weak sense, ratifiable as genuinely truth-indicative. Foundherentism, I shall argue, satisfies both constraints.




  I




  Before offering a characterization of the distinctive features of foundationalism and coherentism, I should explain my strategy for dealing with two initial difficulties which this enterprise faces. The main problem is that there is much variety and considerable vagueness in the way the terms ‘foundationalism’ and ‘coherentism’ are used in the literature. To protect myself; so far as this is possible, from the accusation that my characterization supports my thesis that foundationalism and coherentism do not exhaust the options simply as a matter of verbal stipulation, I can only do my best to ensure that my characterizations are in line with other attempts to go beyond the rather casual definitions sometimes assumed, and that they categorize as foundationalist those theories which are ordinarily and uncontroversially classified as foundationalist, and as coherentist those theories which are ordinarily and uncontroversially classified as coherentist.2




  A minor complication is that both ‘foundationalism’ and ‘coherentism’ have other uses besides their use in the context of theories of justification. Sometimes they are used to refer to theories of knowledge rather than of justification specifically, but this is not a significant problem for the present enterprise. Nor is the fact that ‘coherentism’ has a distinct use as a term for a certain style of theory of truth. Potentially the most confusing ambiguity is that, besides referring to a certain style of theory of justification, and a corresponding style of theory of knowledge, ‘foundationalism’ also has two meta-epistemological uses: to refer to the idea that epistemic standards are objectively grounded or founded; and to refer to the idea that epistemology is an a priori discipline the goal of which is to legitimate or found our presumed empirical knowledge.3 Later (chapter 9) it will be necessary to introduce typographical variants (‘FOUNDATIONALISM’, ‘foundationalism’) to mark these other uses.




  But here and throughout the book, ‘foundationalism’ will refer to theories of justification which require a distinction, among justified beliefs, between those which are basic and those which are derived, and a conception of justification as one-directional, i.e., as requiring basic to support derived beliefs, never vice versa. This, rough as it is, is sufficient to capture something of the metaphorical force of the term ‘foundationalism’; the basic beliefs constitute the foundation on which the whole superstructure of justified belief rests. I shall say that a theory qualifies as foundationalist which subscribes to the theses:
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