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ABSTRACT 

The central thesis of this dissertation is that it 

is not possible to determine the nature of epistemic justi

fication apart from psychological investigation. Two sub

theses provlde the primary support for this claim. The 

first sub-thesis is that no account of epistemic justifica

tion is correct which requires for the possession of justi

fied beliefs a psychological capacity which humans do not 

have. A different way of stating this view is that the cor

rect account of epistemic justification must be psychologi

cally realistic. The second sUb-thesis is that it is not 

possible to determine whether an account of epistemic justi

fication is psychologically realistic apart from psychologi

cal investigation. In sum, there is a meta-theoretical con

straint of psychological realism on accounts of epistemic 

justiflcation which requires appeal to psychological inves

tigation in its employment. 

After defending these proposals, I illustrate how 

the constraint of psychological realism has been and can be 

used both to test candidate accounts of epistemic justifica

tion and to guide the construction of such an account which 

is intuitive and psychologically realistic. These two kinds 

of applications of the constraint can involve either scien

tific or non-scientific psychological investigation. I give 
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examples from current epistemological literature of critical 

employments of the constraint which appeal to both of these 

kinds of psychological investigation. Finally, in illus

tratlng the role of the constraint of psychological realism 

in gUiding the construction of an account of epistemic jus

tification, I consider both reliabilist views and a variety 

of positions which feature the notion of cognitive design. 

I suggest that this latter approach holds out promise for 

yielding an account of epistemic justification which is both 

psychologically realistic and intuitive. 



CHAPTER ONE 

EPISTEMIC JUSTIFICATION: QUESTIONS AND META-QUESTIONS 

Two major concerns of recent epistemology are to 

specify the relations between psychology and epistemology 

and to investigate the nature of epistemic justification. 

In "Epistemology Naturalized" (1969), Quine pioneered an 

attempt to exhibit interesting links between psychology and 

epistemology. His efforts were followed by those of Harman 

(1973); Goldman (1978), (1985), and (1986); Kornblith 

(1982), (1985a), and (1985b); and Cherniak (1986); among 

others. Of these, Goldman's ~pistemology and Cognition 

(1986) is probably the most comprehensive, large-scale work 

to date which examines in detail the bearing of psychologi

cal investigation on traditional epistemological questions. 

The second concern, having to do with the nature of epis

temic justification, is pursued in the following publica

tions: Lehrer (1974), (1986); Chisholm (1977); Goldman 

(1979), (1986) and (unpublished); Kornblith (1983); Alston 

(1985); Pollock (1986); and Plantinga (1986). Many others 

have studied this question as well. 

In this dissertation, I attempt to merge these two 

projects by defending a thesis about the relationship 

between determining the correct account of epistemic justi

fication and psychological investigation. More specifi-

1 
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cally, I will argue that it is not possible to determine the 

nature of epistemic justification apart from psychological 

investigation. To many philosophers, especially those who 

have been taught to shun "psychologism" in epistemology and 

logic, this thesis may sound surprising, even preposterous. 

Nevertheless, the thesis comprises tne conclusion of a valid 

deductive argument with premises which are plausible and 

relatively uncontroversial. Moreover, this argument does 

not involve anything as controversial as rejecting either 

the ~ priori/a posteriori distinction or the ana

lytic/synthetic distinction. In addition, there is ample 

evidence in recent epistemological literature that some, if 

not many philosophers have, at least implicitly, assumed 

that the thesis is true and have made important use of it. 

These claims will be defended in chapters two, three and 

four. However, before proceeding to this defense, it will 

be helpful to consider some preliminary points. It is to 

such points that this chapter is devoted. 

The rest of this chapter is divided into four sec

tions. First, I will make some clarificatory comments about 

epistemic justification. Second, I will distinguish four 

important questions about epistemic justification which are 

often raised by epistemologists. I will say a little about 

the relations between these questions and will identify the 

questions with which we will be most concerned. An impor

tant result of this discussion is the recognition of a meta-
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theoretical constraint on the answers to some of these ques

tions which can be generated by a certain way of answering 

another of them. Consideration of this constraint leads to 

a discussion of some meta-theoretical questions about 

epistemic justification. This section is the most important 

one of this chapter, since the primary thesis of this dis

sertation is meta-theoretical. In this section I will 

sketch a three-fold taxonomy of positions about the rela

tionship between epistemological questions and psychological 

investigation. My thesis falls into one of these three 

categories. In the course of developing this taxonomy, I 

will discuss a traditional meta-theoretical constraint on 

accounts of epistemic justification. If my thesis is cor

rect, this constraint will require supplementation by an 

additional constraint, as we shall see. The last section 

will contain a summary of the previous three. 

Epistemic Justification 

Epistemic Justification as a Species of Justification 

Justification simpliciter is a generic notion (Bon

jour 1985, pp. 5-6). This notion may be characterized gen

erally and roughly as a relation between a cognitive state, 

event, process or product (or a person's possession of one 

of these) and an evaluative standard. We can put this char

acterization schematically as follows in the form of a suf

ficient condition: A cognitive item or product £ is justi-
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fied (or a person is justified in possessing or producing 

this cognitive item or product) if £ bears relation R to 

evaluative standard S. Specific kinds of justification can 

be generated by means of appropriate replacements of the 

schematic letters in this schema. For instance, a judge's 

decision may be justified relative to some legal standard. 

We might say in such an event that the judge's decision is 

legally justified. Also, a person's action may be justified 

in virtue of its satisfying a moral standard. In such a 

circumstance, we would say that the person's action is mor

ally justified or that she is morally justified in perform

ing that action. Furthermore, prudential justification is 

usually taken to be a relation between a person's decision 

or action and a standard of prudential rationality. 

It is often assumed that beliefs, in addition to 

actions and decisions, can be morally justified or pruden

tially justified (Cohen 1984, p. 279; Moser 1985, p. 1; Pol

lock 1986, pp. 7-8). For example, Cohen (1984, p. 279) sug

gests .that "the belief of a defense attorney who, in order 

to provide a better defense, convinces himself that his 

client is innocent, may be said to be justified (either pru

dentially or morally)." Moser (1985, p. 1) provides an 

illustration of a prudentially justified belief. A person 

washed asea quite far from land may be prudentially justi

fied in believing that he is capable of swimming to shore 

even if he has overwhelming evidence to the effect that he 
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is not capable of doing this. Now although these examples 

are problematic, since they seem to require self-deception 

and the .direct voluntary control of belief (a questionable 

psychological thesis which will be examined in chapter 

three), they do make clear that beliefs can be evaluated 

from different possible points of view. Accordingly, when 

we say that a belief is justified, we also need to specify 

the evaluative standard from the standpoint of which the 

belief is justified. In epistemology, we are particularly 

interested in evaluations of beliefs from the epistemic 

point of view. That is, we are interested in the species of 

justification which is called "epistemic justification." 

What is the epistemic point of view? A first step 

in answering this question is to observe that prudential 

justification and moral justification are not the same as 

epistemic justification. The above examples make this 

clear. The lawyer in Cohen's example may have ample evi

dence which indicates that his client is guilty. Given 

this, although he may be morally or prudentially justified 

in believing his client to be innocent, he would not be 

epistemically justified in holding this belief. The same is 

true of Moser's swimmer. The entailments do not hold in the 

opposite direction either. Pollock (1986, p. 8) asks us to 

"consider Helen, who has overwhelming evidence that her 

father is Jack the Ripper." Further, "it may be that if she 

admitted this to herself it would be psychologically crush-
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ing." If Helen believed that her father was Jack the Rip

per, this belief of hers would be epistemically justified, 

but it would not be prudentially justified. It is also 

clear that epistemically justified beliefs are not necessar

ily morally justified beliefs. A person may have excellent 

reasons for thinking ill of another person and yet, assuming 

that beliefs can be objects of moral evaluation, she might 

Qot be morally justified in thinking this if she had pro

mised the person that she would not think ill of him (Pol

lock 1986, p. 8). Given these considerations, it is clear 

that epistemic justification is not the same as prudential 

or moral justification. Furthermore, it is not the case 

that epistemic justification entails or is entailed by 

either of these latter kinds of justification. 

Epistemic Justification and Truth 

What distinguishes epistemic justification from 

other kinds of justification such as moral and prudential 

justification? When it comes to spelling out just what is 

involved in the "epistemic standpoint" which distinguishes 

epistemic justification from the other types of justifica

tion, controversial issues arise. Although it might seem 

that what makes epistemic justification distinctive is its 

connection to truth, this connection has been notoriously 

hard to specify in a non-trivial way (see Cohen, 1984 and 

Lehrer and Cohen, 1983). Alston, in (1985), says that the 
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epistemic point of view" • is defined by the aim at max-

imizing truth and minimizing falsity in a large body of 

beliefs" (p. 59). He includes this in a section of theses 

concerning justification which he regards as "common 

ground." In light of Cohen's arguments in (1984), this 

assumption is contentious. If Alston has something like 

Cohen's trivial connection to truth in mind, that being jus

tified in believing that £ is to be justified in believing 

that E is true (since one believes that E if and only if one 

believes that £ is true), then his characterization of the 

epistemic point of view does not distinguish it from non

epistemic points of view. If Alston has something more sub

stantive in mind, which he presumably does, Cohen's argu

ments show that it is far from uncontroversial. Goldman, in 

(1986, p. 98), calls the view that Alston propounds "Verific 

Consequentialism." He distinguishes this view from four 

other candidate epistemic consequentialisms and argues for 

it in favor of the others. This is further reason to view 

the clalm as controversial. One point about the truth

connection which seems to have gained virtual universal 

acceptance is that epistemic justification does not entail 

truth. If there is a connection between epistemic justifi

cation and truth, it must be a connection which leaves epis

temic justification fallible. In chapter five, we will 

discuss the relation between justification and truth again 

when we examine some reliabilist views of justification. 
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Epistemic Justification and Knowledge 

There is an alternative way of explaining, at least 

partially, what makes epistemic justification different from 

other species of justification. This is to say that one 

thing that makes epistemic justification distinctive is that 

it is the kind of justification which is required for propo

sitional knowledge. Although this claim is not as controv

ersial as attempts to distinguish epistemic justification in 

terms of a non-trivial connection with truth, it is conten

tious nonetheless. Of course, if 'epistemic justification' 

were defined as "the kind of justification required for 

propositional knowledge," then the claim would be trivial. 

But no plausible attempt to characterize the nature of epis

temic justification defines it in terms of knowledge. Given 

that this thesis is not trivial, is it true? It is gener

ally agreed among epistemologists that the concept of propo

sitional knowledge is to be analyzed as true belief plus 

something that makes true belief knowledge. What this addi

tional component is has been the subject of much dispute. 

Some theorists contend that this knowledge-making condition 

includes justification, whereas others deny this. I will 

side with the former school of thought. 

Traditionally, knowledge was thought to consist 

solely in justified true belief. However, Edmund Gettier's 

(1963) counterexamples showed that justified true belief is 

not sufficient for knowledge. This result led to many 
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attempts to discover what further condition must be added to 

justified true belief in order to arrive at an analysis of 

knowledge not subject to,Gettier-type counterexamples. Tho

mas Senor has pointed out in (unpu~lished) that if 'epis

temic justification' had been merely a technical term used 

to refer to whatever it is that makes true belief knowledge, 

the Gettier examples would have had no point. It could not 

possibly be the case that whatever makes true belief knowl

edge does not make true belief knowledge. If Gettier's 

examples had been directed against only certain stipulative 

definitions of such a technical term, the appropriate moral 

to draw would have been that the correct stipulative defini

tion for the technical term 'epistemic justification' had 

not yet been found. Instead, of course, philosophers con

cluded that the Gettier cases showed that epistemic justifi

cation is not sufficient to make true belief knowledge. 

This inference presupposes that epistemic justification is a 

fixed notion which needs to be supplemented by some further 

concept or concepts to complete the analysis of knowledge. 

This is further reason to think that saying that one thing 

which makes epistemic justification distinctive is that it 

is necessary for knowledge is not to say something trivial. 

One thing that both the traditional analysis ~nd attempts to 

get around Gettier-type counterexamples have in common is 

the assumption that knowledge requires justification. Get

tier-type counterexamples are specified in terms of justifi-
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cation. They are examples of cases in which having a justi

fied true belief is not enough for knowing. If one denies 

that knowledge requires justification, one does not need to 

worry about Gettier-type cases. 

In opposition to the traditional view, and with 

indifference to Gettier-type counterexamples, some episte

mologists have proposed accounts of knowledge in which a 

condition of justification is lacking. For instance, 

Dretske (1981, p. 86) characterizes knowledge as "informa

tion-caused belief." There are many other variations on the 

knowledge-without-justification theme (see for instance 

Nozick 1981). If these non-traditionalists are right, then 

we cannot distinguish epistemic justification from other 

types of justification in terms of its being a necessary 

condition for propositional knowledge. Furthermore, the 

non-traditional view of knowledge may be employed to gener

ate an objection to the overall thrust of this dissertation. 

Some who exclude justification from the analysis of knowl

edge may object to the project developed in this disserta

tion on the following grounds. They might hold that only 

knowledge and components of knowledge are legitimate episte

mological concerns. Given this and the denial of the thesis 

that justification is necessary for knowledge, it follows 

that justification is not a legitimate epistemological con

cern. Furthermore, it might be argued that if justification 

is not a proper topic for epistemological inquiry, then it 
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is not clear why it should receive any philosophical atten-

tion at all. I think there is ample reason to doubt the 

first premise of this argument. There are notions in the 

literature which, although they are not considered to be 

components of knowledge, are nevertheless discussed by 

epistemologists as genuine epistemological subjects. For 

instance, beliefs are often described as being rational or 

irrational. Rationality has not traditionally been thought 

to be a component of knowledge. However, (credal) rational-

ity is arguably a genuine epistemological concern. So the 

first premise is questionable. In addition, I think it is 

reasonable to reject the second premise which is the claim 

that knowledge does not require justification. So even if 

the first premise were true, the objection would not suc-

ceed. Moreover, if the second premise is false, then there 

is no apparent obstacle to the view that one thing which 

makes epistemic justification distinctive is its connection 

with knowledge. Let us consider an attempt to make the sec-

ond premise of the argument intuitively acceptable. 

In a recent paper, William Alston (unpublished, pp. 

9-11) argues that knowledge does not require justification. 

Although Alston does not advance a fully-formulated analysis 

of knowledge in this paper, a clue to what he has in mind 

can be found in the following passage: 

Now I come to what I take to be the most decisive 
reason for denying that (justification) is necessary 
for knowledge. There are, or could be, cases in 



which S is receiving information that £ in a way 
that is paradigmatically reliable, tightly under the 
control of the facts believed, but in which SiS 

total perspective on the world fails to give-ade
quate support to the belief that £ (p. 9). 
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He offers the following as an example of what he takes to be 

an intuitive case of unjustified true belief which is non-

etheless a case of knowledge. S possesses very compelling 

reasons for thinking that his sensory experience is unre-

liable. Everyone ~ knows has conspired to convince him that 

for some time he has been, and will continue to be, subject 

to a neurophysiological experiment in which every other day 

his sensory experiences are artificially produced in the 

laboratory and are consequently false. In addition, they 

tell him that the scientists have arranged both that he have 

no memory of transit to and from the lab and that he experi-

ence both real and artificial sensory experiences as a coh-

erent pattern. They provide ~ with very convincing evidence 

and he comes to believe justifiably that he can never tell 

whether or not he is in the laboratory and hence that he is 

never justified in trusting the deliverances of his senses. 

One day ~ ventures into the street and seems to see a truck 

approaching. As a matter of fact, his perceptual processes 

are functioning normally and a truck is coming down the 

street. He momentarily forgets his skepticism, forms a per-

ceptual belief that a truck is coming down the street and 

steps back. Alston argues that in spite of SiS not being 

justified in believing that a truck is coming down the 
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street, ~ knows that a truck is coming down the street since 

his perceptual processes are functioning normally and relia

bly, and having momentarily forgotten his doubt, he is cer

tain that,a truck is coming. 

Cages such as this can be adjudicated only on the 

basis of intuition. Is it intuitive that S knows that a 

truck is coming down the street even though he is not justi

fied in believing this? I find it more intuitive to say 

that S does not know that a truck is coming down the street, 

precisely because he is not justified in believing this. By 

my lights, knowing that £ requires not having any reason for 

thinking either that £ is false or that one's reasons for E 

are not good reasons. In the case of S and the approaching 

truck, although S has no reason to think that it is false 

that a truck is coming, he has plenty of reasons to doubt 

the adequacy of his grounds for believing this. That is, he 

has good reasons for thinking that his senses are not to be 

trusted. Consequently, pace Alston, this example does not 

provide strong intuitive grounds for concluding that knowl

edge does not require justification. Furthermore, it is 

quite intuitive that knowledge does require justification. 

So the objection to our project fails. Moreover, the claim 

that a distinctive feature of epistemic justification is 

that it is required for propositional knowledge remains 

unchallenged. 
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Before moving on to the next section, which concerns 

four central questions which epistemologists have been con

cerned to answer about this kind of justification, there are 

two more distinctions which need to be made in order to 

clarify further what is meant by 'epistemic justification.' 

Being Justified vs. Justifying 

There is an important distinction between the state 

or condition of being justified in bel~eving that E and the 

act of justifying one's belief that E. It is clear that 

the former (being justified) is not the same as the latter 

(justifying). The justification which is required for 

knowledge is to be construed in the former sense. Alston 

has stressed the importance of keeping this distinction in 

mind, most recently in (1985, p. 58). Harman, in (1973), 

holds that" • reasons for which a person believes some-

thing cannot be identified with reasons he would sincerely 

offer if asked to justify his belief" (p. 27). Furthermore, 

in addition to its not being the case that being justified 

is the same thing as justifying, it is clear that one can be 

justified in believing that E without being capable of 

providing (orally or mentally) justification for one's 

belief that E. Goldman, in (1979), argues that there are 

justified beliefs which are such that the cognizer who has 

them cannot demonstrate that they are justified (p. 15). Any 

account of epistemic justification which required that one 
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either justify one's belief or be capable of justifying 

one's belief, either to oneself or to others, in order to be 

justified in holding that belief, would be psychologically 

unrealistic and would consequently lead to skepticism. This 

is because it is extremely likely that the majority of the 

justifications for our beliefs, if not all of them, elude 

our introspective access and verbal report. In chapter two, 

I will argue that accounts of epistemic justification which 

have such requirements for justified belief, and are thus 

psychologically unrealistic, are false. Hence, we can con

clude that being epistemically Justified in holding a belief 

does not require that one demonstrate or be capable of 

demonstrating the justification one has for that belief. 

Actual vs. Counter factual Justification 

A second important distinction is that between 

actual justifiedness and counterfactual justifiedness. 

Similar distinctions can be found in Firth (1978); Goldman 

(1979); Pollock (1979), Audi (1980), and Kornblith (1982). 

Actual justifiedness is a property of actually-held beliefs 

which are based on what justifies them in the appropriate 

way. A precise, illuminating account of this "basing rela

tion" has yet to be formulated (attempts can be found in 

Pappas 1979b and Swain 1979). S is counterfactually justi

fied in believing that £ at t if and only if ~ possesses a 

set of justifying conditions ~ for £ at t but either (1) S 
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does not believe that £ at !, or (2) ~ believes that E at t 

but E is not based on J at t and E is not based on some 

other set of justifying reasons J' possessed by S at t. 

Although both actual and counterfactua1 justifiedness are 

important and interesting concepts, actual justifiedness is 

clearly a more plausible candidate for the justification 

required for knowledge. It is not sufficient for knowing 

that £, given that E is true, that one possess good reasons 

for E if either one does not believe that E or one does 

believe that £ but one's believing that E is not based on 

any justifying conditions for £ which one possesses. See 

Harman (1973, pp. 24-26) for an argument to this effect. 

This distinction will come up again in chapters three and 

five. 

Summary 

This section has been devoted to a preliminary clar

ification of the notion of epistemic justification. We have 

observed that epistemic justification is one species of jus

tification among others. Unlike other forms of justifica

tion which might be attributed to beliefs, epistemic justi

fication involves a relation between beliefs and an epis

temic evaluative standard. That is, when we speak of a 

belief being epistemically justified we are evaluating that 

belief from a distinctively epistemic standpoint. It is not 

easy to give a non-trivial characterization of what is 
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involved in the "epistemic standpoint." Attempts to tie 

epistemic justification to truth in some interesting, non

trivial way are controversial. A less tendentious approach 

is to distinguish epistemic justification from other kinds 

of justification in terms of its special connection with 

propositional knowledge. Unlike other kinds of justifica

tion, epistemic justification is required for knowledge. 

This justification required for knowledge is not to be iden

tified with the process of providing a justification for 

what one believes and does not require that one provide, or 

be capable of providing, such a justification. Moreover, 

epistemic justification is actual, not counter factual justi

fication. That is, a belief is epistemically justified only 

if it is actually held by a person and is based on justify

ing reasons or grounds. Although its relation to knowledge 

does provide a way of distinguishing epistemic justifica

tion from other kinds of justification, many other important 

questions about epistemic justification remain unanswered. 

Four of the most important of these questions will be dis

cussed in the next section. 

Four Important Questions About Epistemic Justification 

Epistemologists have been concerned to answer vari

ous questions about epistemic justification. Four of the 

most important of these questions are the following: 



(1.1) What is the structure of epistemic justifica

tion? 

(1.2) What are the specific conditions under which 

human beliefs of various kinds are epistemi

cally justified? 

(1.3) What is the ge0eral nature of epistemic justi

fication? 

. (1.4) Are human beings capable of having epistemi-

cally justified beliefs? 
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Unfortunately, answers to (1.1) - (1.3) have often been 

called "theories of epistemic justification." This has led 

to a tendency either to confuse these questions with each 

other or at least not to recognize or acknowledge the dis

tinctions between them. In this section, I would like 

briefly to characterize each of these four questions and the 

form which an answer to each must take. I am particularly 

interested in distinguishing question (1.3) from the others, 

since the central thesis of this dissertation concerns a 

meta-theoretical constraint on answers to (1.3). As we 

shall see in chapter two, this constraint is generated on 

the basis of how I answer question (1.4). 

What is the Structure of Epistemic Justification? 

Answers to this question have traditionally taken 

the form of either foundation theories of epistemic justifi

cation or coherence theories of epistemic justification (for 
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the purposes of this discussion, I will assume that Pol

lock's "direct realism" theory of epistemic justification in 

1986 is a foundation theory). These families of theories 

have arisen, in part, as attempts to solve what has become 

known as the "the epi~temic regress problem" (see Alston 

1976; Bonjour 1985, pp. 17-25; Moser 1985, pp. 23-26). The 

epistemic regress problem can be generated on the basis of 

the simple ~bservation that many of our justified beliefs 

depend for their justification on other beliefs which we 

have. Typically, for each justified belief possessed by us 

which depends for its justification on other of our beliefs, 

there will be more than one belief on which its justifica

tion depends. Each of these latter, supporting beliefs may 

themselves be supported by other beliefs. So typically, for 

every justified belief which is justified in virtue of its 

relation to other beliefs (every "mediately" justified 

belief), there will be more than one "chain of epistemic 

dependence" starting with the justified belief and consist

ing of at least one other "supporting" belief. There are 

only four forms these chains can take: (1) They can consist 

of an infinite series of mediately justified beliefs; (2) 

They can consist of a series of mediately justified beliefs 

which circles back to the original "starting" belief; (3) 

They can terminate with an unjustified belief; or (4) They 

can terminate with an immediately justified belief. 
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Traditionally, these considerations have been used 

to construct an argument by elimination which concludes that 

some foundation theory is correct. According to foundation 

theories, there are immediately justified beliefs, and every 

chain of epistemic dependence must terminate with an immedi

ately justified belief in order for the starting belief to 

be justified. This conclusion has been thought to be 

required given the alleged impossibility of chains of types 

(1) - (3) yielding justified beliefs. However, recently 

many attempts have been made to argue for the dual thesis 

that there are no immediately justified beliefs and that 

only chains of type (2) (or something similar) can yield 

justified beliefs. These views have been labeled "coher

ence" theories of the structure of epistemic justification. 

The reason foundation theories and coherence theories as 

solutions to the regress problem have been labeled theories 

of the structure of epistemic justification is that they can 

be construed as answering the question "does knowledge rest 

on a foundation (the immediately justified beliefs) or is 

the structure of justification more like a foundationless 

web or nebula?" 

Some observations are in order here before we move 

on to consider the next important question about epistemic 

justification. The first is that coherence theories of 

epistemic justification have not only been offered as 

answers to question (1.1) concerning the structure of epis-
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temic justification (see for instance Bonjour 1985). They 

have also been offered as answers to question (1.3), that 

is, as general accounts of epistemic justification (see Leh

rer 1974, p. 198). In addition, they have been considered 

to be candidate theories for specifying the character of 

epistemic principles, the principles which state the condi

tions under which beliefs of various kinds are justified 

(Goldman 1986, pp. 194-198). That is, they have been 

thought to be potential answers to question (1.2) (or at 

least they have been thought to specify the form that epis

temic principles must take). In the same way, although I am 

not aware of any attempt to answer question (1.3) concerning 

the nature of epistemic justification with a foundation 

theory of justification, foundation theories have been 

offered as answers to both (1.1) and (1.2) as well. These 

considerations only serve to emphasize the possibility for 

confusion engendered by the use of the phrase "theory of 

epistemic justification" when there is no attempt to specify 

which question or questions the theory purports to answer. 

What is the Correct Set of Epistemic principles? 

The answer to question (1.2) would take the form of 

a list of epistemic principles. An epistemic principle is a 

universally quantified conditional in which the antecedent 

states a condition which is sufficient for the justification 
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of a particular kind of belief. An example of an epistemic 

principle can be used for illustration: 

(1.5) For any human ~ and any object 0, if 0 looks 

red to Sand S has no reason to believe either 

that it is not the case that 0 is red or that 

O's looking red is not a reason to believe 

that 0 is red, then S is justified in believ

ing that 0 is red. 

The universal quantification over human beings in 

this principle represents one way in which sets of epistemic 

principles can be construed. Restricting the domain in this 

manner makes epistemic principles species-relative. Given 

this treatment of epistemic principles, (1.5) and other 

principles which quantify over humans would apply only to 

humans. If humans are capable of possessing epistemically 

justified beliefs (that is, if the answer to question (1.4) 

is "yes,") then humans can sat{sfy the antecedents of some 

or all of these epistemic principles which apply to them. 

If humans are not capable of possessing epistemically justi

fied beliefs, then although these principles will apply to 

them, no human could satisfy the antecedent of any of them, 

and they would be vacuously true. A different set of epis

temic principles would apply to other conceivable psycholog

ical species. For instance, a non-human species might be 

incapable of forming beliefs on the basis of vision. How

ever, members of this species may acquire some of their 
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beliefs on the basis of radar. Thus, a principle analogous 

to (1.5) might be constructed which quantifies over the mem

bers of this latter species and which specifies the condi

tions under which beliefs acquired on the basis of radar are 

epistemically justified. Consequently, given this approach 

to epistemic principles, for each different psychological 

species, at least some of the epistemic principles which 

apply to that species will differ in content from the epis

temic principles which apply to human beings. 

Goldman has called my attention (in conversation) to 

an alternative way of formulating epistemic principles. 

According to this method, instead of quantifying over only 

one psychological species, with the result of there being a 

different set of epistemic principles for each species, 

epistemic principles are specified so as to quantify over 

all psychological species. A consequence of this is that 

there would be only one set of epistemic principles which 

applies to all psychological species. On this view, if a 

given species does not have a psychological capacity which 

is specified in the antecedent of a particular epistemic 

principle, then that epistemic principle will be satisfied 

vacuously by that psychological species. A given species 

mayor may not have the psychological capacities required 

for the possession of epistemically justified beliefs. For 

instance, a species mayor may not have the capacity to pos

sess beliefs. If a species lacks the required capacities 
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for justified beliefs, then, although the one set of epis

temic principles will apply to that species, all of the 

principles would be vacuously true of that species. That 

is, there would be no epistemic principle which is such that 

a member of that species can satisfy the antecedent. Of 

course, no member of such a species would possess epistemi

cally justified beliefs. On the other hand, if a species 

possesses the capacities required for justified beliefs, 

then, although the entire set of epistemic principles would 

apply to that species, only a subset of this set would have 

antecedents which can be satisfied by members of the 

species. 

Question (1.2) concerns the specific conditions under 

which human beliefs of various kinds are epistemically 

justified. On the first approach, described above, the 

answer to this question would consist in a list of epistemic 

principles which quantifies over only members of the human 

species. On the second approach, the answer would take the 

form of a subset of the one set of epistemic principles 

which quantifies over all psychological species. On either 

approach, whether humans satisfy the antecedents of any of 

the epistemic principles which apply to them depends on 

whether they are capable of possessing epistemically justi

fied beliefs. This issue will be discussed in the context 

of considering the answer to question (1.4). 
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Another feature of (1.5) which should be pointed out 

is that the second conjunct of the antecedent specifies two 

alternative ways in which a potential justifying ground 

could fail to confer justification on a belief. These 

alternatives represent two ways in which the stated ground 

could be "defeated" as a source of justification for the 

visual belief in question. The general way of referring to 

this constituent of epistemic principles is to say that 

epistemic justification is "defeasible." I will have a 

little more to say about defeasibility in chapter five. 

We are now in a position to make a general observa

tion about the relation between question (1.1) and question 

(1.2). One's answer to question (1.1) will determine, at 

least partially, one's answer to question (1.2). If a form 

of foundational ism is true, then there will need to be epis

temic principles which specify how immediately justified 

beliefs are justified and other epistemic principles which 

state the conditions under which mediately justified beliefs 

are justified. If a version of coherentism is true, then 

there will not be both of these kinds of epistemic prin

ciples. The form that epistemic principles would take given 

the truth of some kind of coherentism depends on the kind of 

coherentism involved. 
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What is tne Nature of Epistemic Justification? 

The answer to question (1.3) would take the form of 

a condition which is logically necessary and sufficient for 

any belief to be epistemically justified. Questions (1.1) 

and (1.2) can be answered independently of possessing an 

answer to question (1.3). If one has accepted a given view 

about the structure of epistemic justification, one may 

still wonder what general feature is shared by all and only 

the beliefs which have this structure. Moreover, although 

it might be thought that our having a complete list of epis-

temic principles would reveal to us everything tnere is to 

know about epistemic justification, such a list would lack 

the generality and explanatory power needed for an adequate 

answer to (1.3). In "What is Justified Belief?11 (1979), 

Goldman puts this point as follows: 

The aim of this paper is· to sketch a theory of jus
tified belief. What I have in mind is an explana
tory theory, one that explains in a general way why 
certain beliefs are counted as justified and others 
as unjustified • • • • Since I seek an explanatory 
theory, i.e., one that clarifies the underlying 
source of justificational status, it is not enough 
for a theory to state 'correct' necessary and suffi
cient conditions. Its conditions must also be 
appropriately deep or revelatory. Suppose, for 
example, that the following sufficient condition of 
justified belief is offered: IIf S senses redly at t 
and S believes at t that he is sensing redly, then 
SiS belief at t that he is sensing redly is justi
fied.' This is not the kind of principle I seek; 
for, even if it is correct, it leaves unexplained 
why a person who senses redly and believes that he 
does, believes this justifiably. What is distinc
tive about the state of sensing redly, or 'phenome
nal' states in general? A theory of justified 
belief of the kind I seek must answer this question, 



and hence it must be couched at a suitably deep, 
general, or abstract level (pp. 1, 2). 

Alston's recognition of the insufficiency of knowledge of 

epistemic principles for knowledge of the nature of epis-
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temic justification is displayed by his remark that "we want 

to know not only when our beliefs are justified, but also 

what it is to enjoy that status" (1985, p. 57). Socrates's 

dissatisfaction with mere examples of justice as answers to 

his question concerning the nature of justice illustrates 

his endorsement of an analogous point. A more specific rea-

son for denying that the answer to (1.2) could also be an 

answer to (1.3) is that f although the answer to (1.2) is 

relative to the human species, as we have seen, the answer 

to (1.3) must be species-neutral. It must specify a single 

general condition which is necessary and sufficient for the 

justification of any kind of belief of any psychological 

species. It is quite reasonable to suppose that some pos

sible non-humans could have justified beliefs. In sum, it 

is possible to have answers to (1.1) and (1.2) and yet not 

have a complete answer to (1.3). 

Although knowing the content of the epistemic prin-

ciples which apply to human peings would not be sufficient 

for knowing what the general nature of epistemic justifica-

tion is, it may be the case that this latter knowledge would 

suffice for determining a property of any correct set of 

epistemic principles, human or otherwise. For instance, in 



(1986), Goldman defends the following answer to (1.3): 

SiS believing £ at time t is justified if and only 
if 

and 

(a) ~'s believing £ at t is permitted by a right 
system of J-rules (justificational rules), 
and 

(b) this permission is not undermined by ~'s 
cognitive state at!. (p. 63). 

A J-rule system R is right if and only if R permits 
certain (basic) psychological processes, and the 
instantiation of these processes would result in a 
truth ratio of beliefs that meets some specified 
high threshold (greater than .50) (p. 106). 

28 

A "J-rule system" is (roughly) a set of epistemic principles 

of a certain sort. If Goldman's view is right, then a set 

of epistemic principles is correct only if it has the prop-

erty specified in the analysans of the second passage 

quoted. On the other hand, another example demonstrates the 

possibility that a general account of epistemic justifica-

tion would not yield a characterization of any correct set 

of epistemic principles. Pollock defends the following gen-

eral account of epistemic justification in (1986): "A per-

son's belief is justified if and only if he holds it in 

conformance to his epistemic norms" (p. 168). For Pollock, 

epistemic norms are epistemic principles which play a cer-

tain kind of regulative role in reasoning. They are " ••• 

norms that actually govern our reasoning" (p. 168). It is 

clear that Pollock's account does not characterize correct 

sets of epistemic norms in terms of a general property. We 



will consider these views of Goldman and Pollock in more 

detail in chapter five. 
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One reason that it is important to have an answer to 

question (1.3) is that, given that epistemic justification 

is a necessary condition of propositional knowledge, we will 

not have a complete account of what knowledge is without 

knowing what epistemic justification is. The question con

cerning the nature of knowledge goes back at least to 

Plato's Theatatus. Recent attempts to specify the nature of 

epistemic justification are continuations of this ancient 

project. This dissertation is an attempt to contribute to 

the program to understand what knowledge is. The last 

epistemological question which we shall consider, before 

moving on to some meta-epistemological questions, is also as 

old as ancient Greek philosophy. The larger question is 

whether humans are capable of having knowledge. Given the 

relationship between knowledge and epistemic justification 

affirmed above, the answer to this question depends on 

whether humans are capable of having justified baliefs. 

Are Humans Capable of Having Justified Beliefs? 

Negative answers to this question are skeptical 

answers. Po~itive answers are anti-skeptical answers. 

There are various kinds of epistemological skepticism. The 

kind that concerns us here I will label "J-skepticism(H)". 

This is the view that humans are not capable of possessing 



30 

epistemically justified beliefs. The truth of J-skepti

cism(H) would leave open the possibility that other possible 

psychological species ~ capable of possessing justified 

beliefs. This is why I have indexed the view to human 

beings. If J-skepticism(H) were true, although humans would 

not have what it takes to satisfy the requirements for jus

tified beliefs, some other possible species might. On the 

other hand, the falsity of J-skepticism(H) would leave open 

the possibility that a skeptical view about the justifica

tion of the beliefs of some possible non-human species is 

true. It would also leave open the possibility of other 

forms of skepticism which apply to humans, such as skepti

cism with respect to the human capability of possessing 

knowledge. This is because there are skeptical arguments 

concerning knowledge which do not depend on the denial of 

human possession of or capability of possessing justified 

beliefs. 

What is the relationship between question (1.4) and 

the other three questions? Consider first question (1.1). 

I stated that the two rival answers to this question, foun

dation theories and coherence theories, can be considered to 

be potential answers to the traditional epistemic regress 

problem. These two families of theories constitute two out 

of four alternative characterizations of the chains of epis

temic dependence which lead to mediately justified beliefs. 

One candidate answer to the epistemic regress problem is 
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that none of these four kinds of chains can possibly trans

mit epistemic justification. If this is the case, then the 

answer to question (1.4) is "no". That is, J-skepticism(H) 

is one alternative answer to the epistemic regress problem. 

If this were the case, then question (1.1) would ~est on a 

false presupposition. If none of the possible kinds of 

chains of epistemic dependence can transmit justification, 

then there is no structure to epistemic justification since 

no one could have epistemically justified beliefs. There is 

also a way in which some proposed answers to (1.1) might 

lead to J-skepticism(H). If a foundation theory or a coher

ence theory of the structure of epistemic justification 

should require for the possession of justified beliefs some 

capacity which human beings do not possess, then such a view 

would entail that the answer to question (1.4) is negative. 

Consider next question (1.2). The answer to this 

question will specify a set of epistemic principles which 

apply to human beings. In effect, this set will comprise 

the evaluative standard according to which human beliefs are 

assessed to determine whether or not they are epistemically 

justified. Now there are candidate answers to (1.2) con

sisting of sets of epistemic principles which are such that 

humans are not capable of fulfilling the conditions speci

fied in the antecedent of the principles. Given this, the 

correct set of (human) epistemic principles would not spe

cify the conditions under which human beliefs are justified 
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since human beliefs would fail to satisfy the requirements 

for justifiedness. Consequently, the answer to the question 

"what is the correct set of (human) epistemic principles?" 

may entail J-skepticism(H). Moreover, question (1.2) would 

also be based on a false presupposition, since it would not 

be the case that humans have any justified beliefs. 

The final question to consider in terms of its rela

tionship to question (1.4) is question (1.3). The interplay 

of these two questions will playa crucial role in chapter 

two. Candidate answers to question (1.3) concerning the 

nature of epistemic justification may incorporate a require

ment for the possession of justified beliefs which human 

beings cannot satisfy. Such an answer to (1.3) would entail 

a negative answer to question (1.4). 

In sum, some candidate answers to questions (1.1) -

(1.3) will entail a negative" answer to (1.4). That is, they 

will entail that humans are not capable of possessing epis

temically justified beliefs. This is the view which we have 

called "J-skepticism(H)." What is important for our pur

poses is to recognize that, given this, a positive answer to 

(1.4) will function as a constraint on answers to (1.1) -

(1.3). That is, the denial of J-skepticism(H) imposes a 

constraint on theories of epistemic justification. If 

J-skepticism(H) is false, then any epistemological theory 

which entails J-skepticism(H) is false. One of the main 

purposes of chapter two is to defend a certain form of such 
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a constraint on answers to question (1.3). In spite of this 

limitation of focus to a constraint on question (1.3), if 

the arguments I offer in the next chapter are sound, there 

is an analogous contraint on the answers to (1.1) and (1.2) 

as well. Thus, if my case for a constraint on general 

accounts of epistemic justification succeeds, then there 

will be a structure of epistemic justification and there 

will be conditions under which human beliefs are epistemi

cally justified, since my thesis entails that humans are 

capable of possessing y and actually do possess, epistemi

cally justified beliefs. So any theory is false which 

entails that there is no such structure or that such condi

tions do not exist. Although my arguments are generalizable 

in this way, I will ignore these wider implications in most 

of the dissertation, since question (1.3) and questions 

about (1.3) will be more than enough to occupy us. 

Summary 

In this section I have distinguished four important 

questions which epistemologists have attempted to answer. 

One question concerns the structure of epistemic justifica

tion and another concerns when our beliefs are epistemica11y 

justified. The question which will occupy most of our 

attention has to do with the nature of epistemic justifica

tion. Finally, the last question concerns the capability of 

human beings to have epistemica1ly justified beliefs. We 
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have seen that, although these four questions are indeed 

separate questions, there are interesting and important 

relations between them. The most important relation for our 

purposes is the one between question (1.4) and questions 

(1.1) - (1.3). Some answers to the latter three questions 

entail a negative response to the former. Given this, a 

positive answer to (1.4) will entail the falsity of the 

theories which entail that the answer to (1.4) is negative. 

So the denial of J-skepticism(H) yields a meta-theoretical 

constraint on theories of epistemic justification. We will 

see in chapter two how the application of a form of this 

meta-theoretical constraint must involve an appeal to psy

chological investigation. In the next section, we will con

sider a taxonomy of meta-theoretical views about the rela

tion between psychological investigation and epistemological 

theorizing. My endorsement of the meta-theoretical con

straint generated by the denial of J-skepticism(H) commits 

me to one of the meta-theoretical views in this taxonomy. 

Meta-Theory, Epistemic "Justification, and Psychology 

In the previous section I stated that the answer to 

question (1.3) will take the form of a general condition 

which is logically necesary and sufficient for the epistemic 

justification of any kind of belief of members of any psy

chological species. The primary locution which I will use 

to describe the activity of providing a correct answer to 
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(1.3) is "giving a correct account of the nature of epis

temic justification." Now of course as philosophers we are 

not only concerned with providing true accounts of notions 

which interest us but also with providing good reasons for 

thinking that these accounts are true. Thus, I will not 

only talk about giving a correct account of the nature of 

epistemic justification, I will also speak of determining 

the nature of epistemic justification. This latter activity 

has an epistemological component which is lacking in the 

former. One determines the correct account of epistemic 

justification if and only if (1) one gives the correct 

account of epistemic justification and (2) one has good rea

sons for thinking that it is the correct account. Given 

this, the central question which will concern us in this 

section is "What does one need to know in order to determine 

the correct account of epistemic justification?" As I said 

at the beginning of this chapter, the main thesis of this 

dissertation is that it is not possible to determine the 

nature of epistemic justification apart from psychological 

investigation. According to this thesis, one thing we need 

to know in order to determine the nature of epistemic justi

fication is some psychological facts about human beings. 

This meta-theoretical position is contentious. In the rest 

of this section, I will discuss this view and two other 

approaches to the relation between psychological investiga-
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tion and determining the correct account of epistemic justi

fication. 

Before we consider these three meta-epistemological 

positions, two observations need to be made. In the first 

place, it should be kept in mind that, although we will be 

talking exclusively about meta-theoretical positions con

cerning determining the answer to question (1.3), an analo

gous taxonomy could be constructed with respect to questions 

(1.1) and (1.2). So these meta-theoretical positions would 

apply to any kind of theory of epistemic justification. Sec

ondly, I intend to use the term 'psychological investiga

tion' rather broadly to encompass both scientific and non

scientific methods of psychological investigation. Scien

tific methods include the methods of experimental cognitive 

psychology. Non-scientific methods include introspection 

and informal observation of others' behavior outside of the 

context of a controlled experiment. I will have more to say 

about all of these varieties of psychological investigation 

in chapter three. 

With these preliminary clarifications in mind, we 

can proceed to the meta-theoretical taxonomy. The taxonomy 

of meta-theoretical views can be generated by considering 

the following question: "Can one determine the correct 

answers to important questions about epistemic justification 

apart from psychological investigation?" Given our special 

interest in question (1.3) this question becomes: 



(1.6) Is it possible to determine the correct 

account of epistemic justification apart from 

psychological investigation? 
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I will call the view which gives an affirmative answer to 

this question "the traditional thesis." My label for the 

view which gives a negative answer to (1.6) is "the thesis 

of epistemological naturalism." This latter view divides 

into two distinct sub-views. The first of these sUb-views I 

will refer to as "the replacement thesis," and I will call 

the second sUb-view "the dependency thesis" (Kornblith uses 

some of these labels in a similar but somewhat different 

taxonomy in 1985b, pp. 1-13). The overall thesis of this 

dissertation is the dependency thesis. Consequently, it 

falls under the general rubric of "naturalistic epistemol

ogy." We now turn to a detailed examination of each of 

these three views. 

The Traditional Thesis 

According to the traditional thesis, it is possible 

to determine the correct account of epistemic justification 

apart from psychological investigation. In chapter two, I 

will state an argument for this thesis. For now, my concern 

is merely to characterize the view and contrast it with the 

two naturalistic epistemology theses. According to the tra

ditional thesis, semantic intuitions about epistemic justi

fication are the only considerations to which one must 



38 

appeal in the construction and testing of candidate accounts 

of epistemic justification. Another way of putting this is 

to say that the only meta-theoretical constraint on accounts 

of epistemic justification recognized by the traditional 

view is a constraint of intuitiveness. According to .the 

traditional thesis, satisfaction of this constraint is con

sidered to be both necessary and sufficient for determining 

the correct account of epistemic justification. Given this, 

one has determined the correct account of epistemic justifi

cation if and only if the account is intuitive. 

What is it for an account of epistemic justification 

to be intuitive? Semantic intuitions about epistemic justi

fication take the form of the critical judgments we would 

make concerning the justificational status of beliefs. 

These critical judgments exemplify procedural knowledge 

about justification. That is, they exemplify our ability to 

discriminate between justified and unjustified beliefs. The 

construction of an account of epistemic justification on the 

basis of such instances of procedural knowledge about the 

justificational status of beliefs is a type of hypothesis

formation. Candidate accounts of epistemic justification 

are hypotheses which are subject to test by our intuitions 

about epistemic justification. If an account of epistemic 

justification has the consequence that a belief which we 

would intuitively regard to be unjustified is justified, or 

vice versa, then the account fails to be intuitive. Any 
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account which fails to be intuitive can be concluded to be 

false, given that satisfaction of the intuitiveness con

straint is a necessary condition for determining the correct 

account of epistemic justification. Given the sufficiency 

of this constraint as a meta-theoretical constraint on such 

accounts, an intuitive account (one which is not subject to 

the type of intuitive counterexample described above) would 

be a correct account. 

I am using 'semantic intuitions' in a narrow sense 

to include only ~ priori considerations. In chapter two, I 

will constrast this narrow sense of intuitiveness with a 

broader sense which includes ~ posteriori considerations as 

well. Given this narrow construal of 'intuitiveness', the 

traditional thesis can be recast as the view that ~ priori 

considerations about epistemic justification are necessary 

and sufficient for determining the correct account of epis

temic justification. As we shall see, the replacement the

sis holds that narrow intuitiveness is neither necessary nor 

sufficient for this purpose. On the other hand, the depen

dency thesis denies that semantic intuitions are sufficient 

for determining the nature of epistemic justification but 

does not deny that intuitiveness is necessary for this task. 

Consequently, one thing that makes a meta-epistemological 

view a type of naturalistic epistemology, according to this 

taxonomy, is that it denies the sufficiency of narrow 

intuitiveness for answering epistemological questions. In 



the present case, the epistemological question at issue is 

(1.3). Let us examine these latter two naturalistic views 

more closely. 

The Replacement Thesis 

We have seen that the traditional thesis answers 

question (1.6) in the affirmative. That is, according to 

this thesis, it is possible to answer epistemological ques

tions such as (1.3) apart from psychological investigation. 

This is because, according to the traditional thesis, the 

sheerly ~ priori considerations provided by semantic 

intuitions about epistemic justification are both necessary 

and sufficient for answering these questions. In particu

lar, these considerations are necessary and sufficient for 

determining the correct account of epistemic justification. 

The replacement thesis constitutes the more extreme of the 

two negative responses to (1.6) which we will consider. 

This is because it holds that a priori considerations are 

neither necessary nor sufficient for answering question 

(1.3). Instead, according to the replacement thesis, ~ 

priori considerations about epistemic justification are 

entirely replaced by ~ posteriori considerations for the 

purpose of determining the correct account of epistemic jus

tification. 

The classical statement of the replacement thesis 

was made by W. V. o. Quine in "Epistemology Naturalized": 



Epistemology still goes on, though in a new setting 
and a clarified status. Epistemology, or something 
like it, simply falls into place as a chapter of 
psychology and hence of natural science. It studies 
a natural phenomenon, viz., a physical human sub
ject. This human subject is accorded a certain 
experimentally controlled input - certain patterns 
of irradiation in assorted frequencies, for instance 
- and in the fullness of time the subject delivers 
as output a description of the three dimensional 
external world and its history. The relation 
between the meager input and the torrential output 
is a relation that we are prompted to study for 
somewhat the same reasons that always prompted 
epistemology; namely, in order to see how evidence 
relates to theory, and in what ways one's theory of 
nature transcends any available evidence (1985, pp. 
23-24). 

Two observations should be made about this passage as a 

statement of the replacement thesis understood as a view 
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about what we need to know in order to determine the correct 

answer to question (1.3). First, although it is not clear 

whether Quine intends to be talking about epistemic justifi-

cation here, it is reasonable to suppose that his remarks 

about the relation between evidence and theory indicate that 

what he has in mind is something quite similar to the rela-

tion between epistemica1ly justifying reasons or grounds and 

beliefs. Second, the brand of psychological investigation 

suggested by Quine's comments is behavioral psychology. The 

replacement thesis need not be restricted to this approach. 

Quine's remarks could be modified in such a way as to 

describe the replacement thesis in terms of the replacement 

of traditional ~ priori epistemological theorizing by any 

psychological methodology whatsoever. Recall that, in this 
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dissertation, I will be using 'psychological investigation' 

to include the methods of scientific cognitive psychology 

and more informal methods, such as unaided introspection. 

My usage reflects the general disparagement of behavioral 

psychology which pervades current philosophical literature. 

Now although I will not consider Quine's argument 

for the thesis contained in the passage quoted above, I 

would like to make two criticisms of the replacement thesis. 

The argument which I offer in chapter two for a negative 

answer to question (1.6) places my view in the naturalistic 

epistemology category. My endorsement of the following 

criticisms of the replacement thesis explains my rejection 

of this latter version of naturalistic epistemology in favor 

of what I have called the dependency thesis, the view we 

will examine in the next section. These two objections to 

the replacement thesis are aimed at the claim that psycho

logical investigation is sufficient as a source of knowledge 

for determining the correct account of epistemic justifica

tion. I agree that psychological investigation is necessary 

for this purpose. 

Why are the ~ posteriori considerations yielded by 

psychological investigation not sufficient for determining 

the correct account of epistemic justification? There are 

at least two good reasons for this conclusion. The first is 

that psychological investigation is a purely descriptive 

enterprise and epistemic justification is at least partially 
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an evaluati ve notion. It is doubtful that a par.tially eval

uative notion could be explicated fully in terms of merely 

descriptive considerations. Thus, it is-doubtful that the 

nature of epistemic justification can be comple~ely deter

mined on the basis of psychological investigation alone. 

The second reason for rejecting the view that psychological 

investigation is sufficient for determining the correct 

answer to question (1.3) is that it is difficult to see how 

we could even begin to answer this question without making 

use of some a priori considerations. Traditionally, the 

questions "What is knowledge?" and "What is epistemic justi

fication?" have been considered to be philosophical ques

tions. Philosophical questions are questions which require 

at least some appeal to a priori considerations in order to 

answer them. An answer to these questions couched in purely 

psychological terms would seem either to miss the point of 

the question or to involve a change of subject. It seems 

most reasonable to conclude that it is not possible to 

determine the answer to (1.3) without some appeal to ~ 

priori considerations. Consequently, in view of this and 

the preceding criticism of the replacement thesis, we can 

set the replacement thesis aside as a view about the rela

tionship between psychological investigation and determining 

the correct account of the nature of epistemic justifica

tion. 
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The Dependency Thesis 

As a sub-thesis of the naturalistic epistemology 

thesis, the dependency thesis holds that it is not possible 

to determine the correct account of epistemic justification 

apart from psychological investigation. As we have seen, 

the replacement thesis agrees with this claim in its 

endorsement of the view that psychological investigation is 

necessary for determining the correct answer to (1.3). How

ever, the replacement thesis entails the further proposition 

that psychological investigation is sufficient for determin

ing the nature of epistemic justification as well. We have 

just seen that there are good reasons to reject this addi

tional claim. Given this, the dependency thesis can be 

viewed as a mediating position between the other two. It is 

the view that the ~ posteriori considerations yielded by 

psychological investigation are necessary but not sufficient 

for determining the correct account of epistemic justifica

tion. Determining the answer to (1.3) depends, partially, 

but not entirely, on knowing some psychological facts. 

What are the general reasons for my acceptance of 

the dependency thesis? In the summary section of the previ

ous major section, entitled "Four Important Questions About 

Epistemic Justification," I stated that my endorsement of a 

meta-theoretical constraint generated by the denial of 

J-skepticism(H) commits me to a view about the relation 

between psychological investigation and determining the cor-
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rect account of epistemic justification. In chapter two, I 

will argue for this meta-theoretical constraint, which I 

will call "the constraint of psychological realism." I will 

also provide an argument which purports to show that psycho

logical investigation is required in the employment of this 

constraint. Consequently, my acceptance of the constraint 

of psychological realism commits me to the thesis of episte

mological naturalism. This view, coupled with the rejection 

of the replacement thesis, entails the dependency thesis. 

Are there any additional meta-theoretical con

straints on accounts of epistemic justification? The depen

dency thesis, as stated, leaves this question unanswered. 

However, I will supplement the dependency thesis by endors

ing a second constraint. One of my criticisms of the 

replacement thesis is that it denies the necessity to appeal 

to ~ priori considerations, such as semantic intuitions 

about epistemic justification, for the purpose of determin

ing the correct account of epistemic justification. This 

suggests that the traditional thesis is partially on the 

right track, since it makes satisfaction of a constraint of 

intuitiveness a necessary condition for determining the cor

rect answer to (1.3). However, the traditional thesis fails 

in its insistence that satisfaction of the intuitiveness 

constraint is sufficient for this purpose. So both the 

traditional thesis and the replacement thesis founder in 

virtue of their recognizing only one kind of meta-
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theoretical constraint on accounts of epistemic justifica

tion. In the case of the traditional thesis this is an a 

priori constraint. The replacement thesis recognizes only 

an ~ posteriori constraint. The way to avoid the problems 

of these two views is to endorse both an a priori constraint 

and an a posteriori constraint on accounts of epistemic 

justification. My endorsement of the anti-skeptical con

straint of psychological realism to be defended in the next 

chapter is an instance of the latter kind of constraint, in 

virtue of its entailing the thesis of epistemological natu

ralism. In addition, I will supplement the constraint of 

psychological realism with a constraint of intuitiveness in 

order to avoid the problems of the replacement thesis. Sat

isfaction of these two constraints is necessary for deter

mining the correct account of epistemic justification. Sat

isfaction of either alone is not sufficient for this pur

pose. I do not have an argument for the claim that satis

faction of both constraints by a single account is suffi

cient to show that the account is correct. However, 

although I will defend a general approach to epistemic jus

tification in chapter five, I will not argue that it is cor

rect. I will make the more modest claim that it is both 

intuitive and psychologically realistic. Of course, if hav

ing both of these properties is sufficient for having good 

reason to say that an account or account-schema is correct, 

then, if my proposal is intuitive and psychologically real-



istic, there would be satisfactory grounds for concluding 

that it is correct. 

Summary 
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In this chapter, I have discussed some preliminary 

issues concerning epistemic justification, questions about 

epistemic justification and meta-questions about epistemic 

justification. Epistemic justification is the species of 

Justification which is required for propositional knowledge. 

Among the important questions which philosophers have asked 

about this kind of justification is "what is the nature of 

epistemic justification?" If humans are capable of possess

ing epistemically justified beliefs, then there is a con

straint on answers to this question about the nature of 

justification. As we shall see in chapter two, this con

straint entails the thesis of epistemological naturalism, 

the view that psychological investigation is necessary for 

determining the correct account of epistemic justification. 

Given the denial of the claim that psychological investiga

tion is also sufficient for this purpose, it follows that 

the dependency thesis is true. In addition, there is a con

straint of intuitiveness on accounts of justification. In 

this dissertation, I will defend and illustrate the con

straint of psychological realism. It is to the defense of 

this constraint and of the thesis of epistemological natu

ralism which ultimately follows from it that we now turn. 



CHAPTER TWO 

PSYCHOLOGICAL REALISM AND PSYCHOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION 

Now that we have discussed some questions and meta

questions about epistemic justification, we are in a better 

position to answer questions (1.6) and (1.3). Recall that 

question (1.3) is the following: What is the nature of 

epistemic justification? Before we can answer this question 

we must first provide an answer to question (1.6). That is, 

we must determine whether it is possible to answer question 

(1.3) apart from psychological investigation. (Recall that 

I am construing 'psychological investigation' broadly to 

include both scientific psychology and non-scientific forms 

of psychological investigation such as unaided introspec

tion.) This chapter is devoted to answering question (1.6). 

I will provide an argument which purports to show that it is 

not possible to determine the nature of epistemic justifica

tion apart from psychological investigation. This, recall, 

is the thesis of epistemological naturalism. Given our 

rejection of the replacement thesis in chapter one, this 

argument supports the dependency thesis. That is, these 

considerations entail that psychological investigation is 

necessary but not sufficient for determining the nature of 

epistemic justification. 

Before I develop the defense for the thesis of 
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epistemological naturalism, I will state a natural line of 

argument in support of the traditional thesis, which is its 

denial. This latter argument has quite a bit of appeal. 

Nevertheless, if the arguments I defend in this chapter are 

sound, the following argument is unsound: "Giving a general 

account of the nature of epistemic justification is just to 

analyze the concept of epistemic justification. Conceptual 

analysis is an entirely ~ priori enterprise. As such, there 

is no need to appeal to any ~ posteriori considerations, 

such as those yielded by psychological investigation. 

Consequently, 

(2.1) it is possible to determine the nature of 

epistemic justification apart from psychologi

cal investigation." 

The central question of this chapter is whether (2.1) is 

true. As I said above, I will argue that (2.1) is false. 

This conclusion is in direct conflict with stances 

taken by other epistemologists who endorse links between 

psychology and epistemology. For instance, Alvin Goldman 

has argued that, although cognitive psychology is needed in 

order to determine the content of epistemic principles 

(i.e., in order to answer question (1.3», it is not 

required in the determination of what epistemic justifica

tion is (Goldman 1986, p. 66). For Goldman, this latter 

task is at the "foundational" level of the epistemological 

enterprise. The contribution which cognitive psychology 
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makes to epistemology occurs after the conceptual founda

tions are constructed (1986, pp. 8-9). So, in (1986), Gold

man accepts (2.1). The present thesis is that the proper 

foundation cannot be built by philosophy alone. Psychologi

cal .investigation (both scientific and nonscientific) is 

required at that level as well. This is a case in which 

philosophers cannot leave the empirical questions to the 

psychologists. 

The argument for this claim proceeds in two stages. 

The first stage is based upon the notion of psychological 

realism which I will introduce below. The conclusion of the 

first stage is that the correct account of epistemic justi

fication must be psychologically realistic. In the second 

stage, I argue that the only way to determine whether a can

didate account of epistemic justification is psychologically 

realistic is to appeal to psychological investigation. If 

these two arguments are sound, it follows (given a certain 

additional quite reasonable assumption) that (2.1) is false. 

Stage One: The Constraint of Psychological Realism 

In this first stage of the argument against (2.1), I 

will argue, on the basis of a certain anti-skeptical thesis, 

for what I will call a constraint of realism on accounts of 

epistemic justification. This constraint entails a con

straint of psychological realism on such accounts. Before 

going on to the second stage of the argument against (2.1), 
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I will argue that the correct account of epistemic justifi

cation requires at least one psychological capacity for jus

tified beliefs, if not more than one. The conjunction of 

these claims provides the foundation for the second stage of 

the argument against (2.1). 

The Denial of Skepticism About Justification 

The first stage of the argument against (2.1) rests 

on the rejection of a certain kind of skepticism. The type 

of argument I will employ for this anti-skeptical thesis has 

a long and venerable history in epistemology. This approach 

to skepticism can be found in the writings of Thomas Reid 

(1970, passim), G.E. Moore (1922, p. 163; 1959, p. l44ff.), 

and more recently, Gilbert Harman (1973, p. 3-7), Roderick 

Chisholm (1977, pp. 119-134) and John Pollock (1986, pp. 

3-7). The central theme in the attitude of these philoso

phers toward skepticism is that the considerations advanced 

on behalf of the thesis of skepticism are always more dubi

ous than the claim that we have knowledge and/or justified 

beliefs. This treatment of skepticism is often referred to 

as the "commonsense" tradition in epistemology. Although I 

will adopt this strategy, my argument requires only the 

denial of skepticism with respect to the human possession 

of, and human capacity to possess, justified beliefs (the 

denial of "J-skepticism(H)"). So my argument rests on a 

positive answer to question (1.4). 
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Here is my argument for the denial of J-skepti

cism(H): "No skeptical argument which concludes with the 

claim that human beings are incapable of possessing justi

fied beliefs is such that the premises are more obvious than 

the denial of the conclusion. That is, it is always more 

reasonable to hold that humans are capable of having justi

fied beliefs than it is to accept any set of premises which 

entail that humans are not. One reason that it is clear 

that humans are capable of having justified beliefs is that 

it is obvious that many humans actually have some justified 

beliefs, and having justified beliefs entails being capable 

of having them. Thus, J-skepticism(H) is false. 1I 

This rejection of skepticism about human .justified 

beliefs does not involve the dismissal of every form of 

epistemological skepticism. A more serious form of skepti

cism applies to knowledge. ~hereas the skepticism concern

ing epistemic justification which is being excluded here 

amounts to the claim that humans are incapable of having 

justified beliefs, skeptical arguments about knowledge often 

rely on the logical possibility of widespread false belief. 

So the possibility of skepticism about knowledge remains 

even when skepticism about justification is false. 

Consequently, the position I adopt here shares with the com

monsense tradition the rejection of J-skepticism(H), but not 

the rejection of skepticism with respect to knowledge. As 

we shall see, this denial of J-skepticism(H) has interesting 
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consequences concerning the connection between epistemology 

and psychology which have gone largely unnoticed. 

Many philosophers, such as Goldman, do not share the 

above approach to skepticism. In (1986, p. 39), Goldman 

states that whether it is humanly possiblp. to have justified 

beliefs "hinges on the availability or nonavailability of 

sUfficiently reliable (cognitive) processes." He says this 

because, on his account of epistemic justification, the pos

session of sufficiently reliable cognitive processes is a 

necessary condition for having justified beliefs. What this 

indicates about Goldman's methodology is that, for him, the 

question "What is the nature of epistemic justification?" 

(question (1.3» has primacy over the question "Do human 

beings have the capacity for justified beliefs?" (question 

(1.4». Given this methodological priority, the question 

concerning the truth of J-skepticism(H) is left to psycho-

logical investigation. If psychological investigation 

determines that our cognitive processes are sufficiently 

reliable, then J-skepticism(H) is false. If psychological 

investigation concludes that these processes are not suffi

ciently reliable, then J-skepticism(H) is true. 

The approach I have taken above differs from Gold

man's by reversing the methodological priority of these two 

questions. For me, the question "Do humans have the capac

ity for justified beliefs?" must be answered before answer

ing the question concerning the nature of epistemic justifi-
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cation. Since my answer to the former question is "yes", I 

am able to generate a constraint on the answer to the latter 

question, as we shall see. For Goldman, psychological 

investigation is required for answering the former question 

concerning J-skepticism(H), but is not required for answer

ing the latter question concerning the nature of epistemic 

justification. For me, as we shall see, psychological 

investigation is required for answering the question about 

the nature of justification but not required to settle the 

issue of J-skepticism(H). This difference of methodology 

explains why Goldman endorses (2.1) and I deny (2.1). 

Given these two opposed epistemological methodolo

gies, are there reasons for preferring one of them over the 

other? There is at least one good reason for choosing the 

methodology I have followed instead of opting for Goldman's. 

The following methodological principle seems self-evident to 

me: "When constructing a theory, one ought to begin with the 

most obvious relevant considerations." It seems clear to me 

that it is more obvious that humans have justified beliefs 

and consequently are capable of having justified beliefs 

than it is that any particular account of epistemic justifi

cation is correct. A non-philosopher would quickly grant 

that humans have justified beliefs but would be hard-pressed 

to specify the nature of epistemic justification. Even 

among philosophers there seems to be much more agreement 

that humans have justified beliefs than that any particular 
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account of epistemic justification is correct. There is a 

notorious lack of agreement in this latter category. I con

clude that, given the above methodological principle, my 

methodological approach is preferable to Goldman's. 

The Constraints of Realism and Psychological Realism 

Given this denial of J-skepticism(H) , we can gener

ate a criterion of adequacy for accounts of epistemic justi

fication. This is the thesis that no account of epistemic 

justification is correct which entails that ordinary human 

beings are incapable of having justified beliefs. That is, 

no account of epistemic justification which entails J-skep

ticism(H) is true. No such view can be true if J-skepti

cism(H) is false, and J-skepticism(H) is false. Another way 

of stating this criterion of adequacy on accounts of epis

temic justification is to say that the correct account of 

epistemic justification must be realistic with respect to 

numan beings (realistic(H». That is, it must not require 

of human beings for the possession of justified beliefs any 

capacity of any kind which human beings do not possess. An 

account of epistemic justification is false if it ascribes 

to ideal human beings the capacity for justified beliefs but 

denies that real human beings have this capability. It is 

in this somewhat ordinary, non-philosophical sense that I 

will be using the word 'realistic.' If J-skepticism(H) is 

false, then humans are capable of having justified beliefs 
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(humans are "J-capable"). If humans are J-capable, then the 

correct account of epistemic justification must be realis

tic(H). Since J-skepticism(H) is false, ,the correct account 

of epistemic justification must be realistic(H). Let us 

call this constraint "the constraint of realism." The con

straint of realism can be stated as follows: 

(2.2) The correct account of epistemic justification 

must be realistic(H). 

According to the constraint of realism, accounts of 

epistemic justification must not require for the possession 

of justified beliefs any capacity of any kind which human 

beings do not possess. That is, for any account of epis

temic justification A and for any type of capacity ~, if A 

requires C for the possession of justified beliefs, then A 

must be C-realistic(H) (i.e., humans must have C). In this 

quantified principle, C ranges over an infinite number of 

types of capacities. Obviously, for the purpose of evaluat

ing plausible candidate accounts of epistemic justification, 

we will not be interested in every possible type of capacity 

over which ~ ranges. Given our interest in answering ques

tion (1.6), which concerns the relation between determining 

the nature of epistemic justification and psychological 

investigation, we can narrow our focus to the following con

straint which is entailed by (2.2). The constraint applies 

only to psychological capacities: 

(2.3) The correct account of epistemic justification 
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must be psychologically realistic(H). 

I will refer to (2.3) as "the constraint of psychological 

realism." Since (2.3) is entailed by (2.2), it is also sup

ported by the argument for (2.2), given above, which depends 

on the rejection of J-skepticism(H). 

The importance of (2.3) is a function of the likeli

hood that the correct account of epistemic justification has 

a psychological component, that is, that it requires some 

psychological capacity for the possession of justified 

beliefs. This becomes apparent when it is realized that any 

account of epistemic justification which has no psychologi

cal component satisfies (2.3) by default. If no plausible 

account of epistemic justification were to incorporate a 

psychological requirement, then there would never be a need 

to expend any mental effort to determine whether any plau

sible account of epistemic justification failed to satisfy 

the constraint of psychological realism. So the question 

before us, with respect to (2.3), is this. Given that (2.3) 

is true, is it philosophically significant? This question 

reduces to the following question: Does the correct account 

of epistemic justification have a psychological component? 

Does one need to possess at least one psychological capacity 

in order to have justified beliefs? 

Epistemic Justification and Psychological Capacities 

It is clear that there is at least one psychological 
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capacity which must be required for justified belief by an 

account of epistemic justification in order for that account 

to be acceptable. This is the capacity to have beliefs. 

One cannot have a justified belief unless one has a belief. 

Consequentlyi one cannot be capable of having justified 

beliefs unless one is capable of having beliefs. So every 

acceptable account of epistemic justification incorporates 

at least one psychological requirement for the possession of 

justified beliefs. Now this fact makes (2.3) more signifi

cant than it would be if no plausible account of epistemic 

Justification incorporated any psychological requirement at 

all for justified belief. Given this required psychological 

component, no plausible account of epistemic justification 

will satisfy the constraint of psychological realism by 

default. However, I take it to be quite obvious that human 

beings have beliefs and are ipso facto capable of having 

beliefs. Hence, if the capacity for belief-possession were 

the only psychological requirement incorporated by plausible 

accounts of epistemic justification, then although (2.3) 

would not be satisfied by default, it would be obviously 

satisfied, and its significance would still be in doubt. 

Consequently, (2.3) is significant only if some interesting 

psychological capacity other than the capacity for having 

beliefs is required for justified belief. 

Before we consider the prospects for such an addi-

tional psychological capacity, I would like to make a par en-
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thetical observation. Since the capacity for having justi

fied beliefs entails the capacity for having beliefs, the 

argument for (2.2) (and hence for (2.3» depends for its 

soundness not only on the rejection of J-skepticism(H) , but 

also on the rejection of eliminativism with respect to 

beliefs. Recall that my main reason for concluding that 

humans are capable of having justified beliefs was that it 

is obvious that we actually have justified beliefs. But if 

eliminativism were true, then we would not and could not 

have justified beliefs since we would not have any beliefs. 

I am inclined to treat arguments for eliminativism in the 

same manner that I treated arguments for J-skepticism(H). I 

cannot imagine any grounds which would be so compelling as 

to convince me that I do not have any beliefs. But even if 

some convincing argument for eliminativism were forthcoming, 

this would not necessarily undermine the argument for (2.2) 

and (2.3). As long as the argument for eliminativism did 

not exclude the possibility of there being some mental 

states with content other than beliefs, the argument for 

(2.2) and (2.3) could be recast in terms of some other con

tentful mental state besides belief. Although a successful 

eliminativism excluding all contentful mental states would 

indeed undermine the argument for (2.2) and (2.3), such a 

view seems so preposterous as not to be worth considering. 

The question with which we were concerned before 

this brief excursus on eliminativism involved the signifi-
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cance of (2.3) as a constraint on accounts of epistemic jus

tification. It is clear that (2.3) is important only if 

some psychological capacity is required for the possession 

of justified beliefs in addition to the capacity for belief. 

Does the correct account of epistemic justification have a 

psychological component in addition to this minimally neces

sary one? Recently, many epistemologists have given an 

affirmative answer to this question. For instance, Alvin 

Goldman (1979; 1986) has championed a "causal process" view 

of epistemic justification according to which a belief is 

justified only if it is produced or sustained by a reliable 

causal cognitive process. Hence, on Goldman's view, in 

addition to being capable of having beliefs, one must have 

causal psychological processes which produce and sustain 

one's beliefs in order to have justified beliefs. Moreover, 

these processes must be reliable (this latter necessary con

dition is more complicated than this in (1986)). I will 

evaluate this position in chapter five before offering my 

own proposal for an answer to question (1.3). For now, I am 

interested in merely pointing out the existence of views 

which require for justified belief psychological capacities 

other than the capacity to have beliefs. 

In chapter three, we will examine two other views 

which incorporate a psychological requirement for justified 

belief. In addition, in chapter four we will look at both a 

psychological thesis which seems to be presupposed by many 
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epistemological views, including accounts of epistemic jus

tification, and a thesis about introspection, a psychologi

cal process the exercise of which is required by many 

accounts of epistemic justification for justified belief. 

In those two chapters we will observe how, among other simi

lar positions, epistemological views which have been offered 

by Rene' Descartes, W.V.O. Quine, Roderick Chisholm and 

Keith Lehrer incorporate one or more of these psychological 

components. Although each of these accounts has a psycho

logical component requiring a certain psychological capacity 

for the possession of justified beliefs or knowledge in 

addition to the capacity for belief-possession, it may not 

be the case that this was intended by each of these philoso

phers. Not all psychological components are intended and 

explicitly stated in accounts of epistemic justification. 

Whether such components are explicit or implicit, intended 

or unintended, I believe that many influential views of 

epistemic justification and propositional knowledge in the 

literature contain them. That prominent philosophers have 

proposed and defended such views is good prima facie 

evidence that the correct account of epistemic justification 

contains an interesting psychological component. At any 

rate, the existence of such views demonstrates that there is 

an important role for the constraint of psychological real

ism to play in the testing of candidate accounts of epis

temic justification. 
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An Objection 

One might object to this claim concerning the impor

tance of the constraint of psychological realism by arguing 

as follows. "No existing account of epistemic justification 

is initially plausible enough to satisfy a constraint of 

intuitiveness. If this is the case, then there are suffi

cient grounds for rejecting all existing accounts of epis

temic justification in the absence of applying the con

straint of psychological realism. Furthermore, if the con

straint is not being employed, there is no important role 

for it to play in epistemologyo Hence, there is no impor

tant role for the constraint of psychological realism to 

play in epistemology". 

There are a number of problems with this objection. 

In particular, although the second premise is true, the 

first and third premises are arguably false. Consider the 

first premise. The claim is that no existing account of 

epistemic justification is plausible enough to satisfy a 

constraint of intuitiveness. There are at least two reasons 

for rejecting this assertion. The first is that, when the 

nature of intuitiveness is properly understood, the premise 

is obviously false. Intuitiveness is a relative notion. A 

view is intuitive or unintuitive only from the standpoint of 

a particular individual. Furthermore, intuitions often vary 

among individuals and even with respect to the same individ-
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ual at different times. What one person takes to be 

entirely implausible may be and often is considered by 

another person of equal intelligence and reasonableness 

quite intuitive. For instance, although many may find the 

epistemological views which I will consider in the next two 

chapters unintuitive, it is quite reasonable to suppose 

that, at least at the time each philosopher proposed and 

defended his view, he considered it to be intuitive. Fur

thermore, it is likely that these influential positions have 

been deemed plausible by a good many other philosophers. 

Some may continue to endorse them or similar views. Given 

this relative nature of intuitiveness and the obvious fact 

that the intuitions of competent philosophers differ over 

the plausibility of various epistemological positions (with 

many philosophers finding such views intuitive), it is false 

to say that no existing account of epistemic justification 

is intuitive. If the objector has an absolute notion of 

intuitiveness in mind, one wonders what justification could 

be offered for making such a claim. Furthermore, it would 

be clearly illegitimate to argue that no existing account of 

epistemic justification is intuitive in the absolute sense 

(if there is one) on the basis of there being none which is 

intuitive from the standpoint of the critic. 

The second reason for denying the first premise of 

the objection is based on rejecting what is probably the 

best reason for accepting it. One could argue for this pre-
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mise as follows: "If one were able to collect all of the 

objections in the literature which have been raised against 

existing accounts of epistemic justification and have the 

entire philosophical community scrutinize them, the consen

sus would be that none of these accounts is intuitive. If 

this were the case, then we would have good grounds for sup

posing that no existing account of epistemic justification 

satisfies a constraint of intuitiveness." Now, even if the 

practical obstacles involved in bringing about the state of 

affairs described in the premises of this argument could be 

overcome, the envisioned result would still be extremely 

unlikely given intuitional relativity and intuitional var

iability. However, even if we waive these difficulties, 

there is a further reason for rejecting this argument for 

the first premise. This is the observation that, as will 

become apparent in the next two chapters, some, if not many 

epistemological views which are rejected in the name of 

implausibility are really discarded on the basis of psycho

logical unreality and not on the basis of strict unin

tuitiveness. If this is the case, then the so-called 

implausibility of an account of epistemic justification 

would not always be a reason for thinking that the account 

is unintuitive in a strict, narrow sense. Neither, there

fore, would it be a reason for thinking that the constraint 

of psychological realism had no important role to play in 

its evaluation. A conclusion of implausibility may be 
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such a case. 
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I believe that the previous two paragraphs provide 

sufficient grounds for rejecting the first premise in the 

argument for the insignificance of the constraint of psycho

logical realism. Consequently, there is no good reason to 

accept the conclusion of that argument. Moreover, even if 

the first premise were granted, the conclusion could still 

be avoided. This is because the third premise is also 

false. According to the third premise, if the constraint of 

psychological realism is not currently being employed, then 

there is no important role for it to play in epistemology. 

The following considerations demonstrate the falsity of this 

claim. 

Even if no existing account of epistemic justifica

tion were to satisfy a constraint of intuitiveness, so that 

the constraint of psychological realism would be superfluous 

relative to all existing accounts, it would still be impor

tant relative to any as-yet-undiscovered accounts which 

would satisfy some constraint of intuitiveness. Hence, its 

actual failure to be used would not entail its lack of 

importance with respect to all future epistemological con

cerns. Furthermore, if the argument for the constraint of 

psychological realism is correct, the correct account of 

epistemic justification, if there is one, will satisfy the 

constraint. It is reasonable to suppose that the discovery 
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of the correct account of epistemic justification could not 

be confirmed without applying the constraint of psychologi

cal realism. So this third premise in the argument for the 

insignificance of the constraint of psychological realism is 

false. Consequently, ~he case against this objection is 

overdetermined. I conclude that, in the absence of another, 

compelling objection, there is no good reason to doubt the 

significance of the constraint of psychological realism. 

Summary 

This completes the first stage of the argument 

against (2.1), the claim that it is possible to determine 

the correct account of epistemic justification apart from 

psychological investigation. In this stage of the argument, 

I have defended the view that the correct account of epis

temic justification must be psychologically realistic(H). 

That is, it must not require for the possession of justified 

beliefs some psychological capacity which human beings do 

not possess. The argument for this conclusion rests on the 

rejection of J-skepticism(H) and eliminativism with respect 

to beliefs. I have also provided grounds for thinking that 

the methodological strategy which underlies my endorsement 

of this argument for the constraint of psychological realism 

is preferable to an opposing strategy. Moreover, I have 

offered reasons for thinking that this constraint has an 

important role to play in the assessment of candidate 
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accounts of epistemic justification. The argument for this 

latter thesis is based on the observation that, not only do 

all plausible views of epistemic justification require the 

capacity for belief-possession for justified beliefs, it is 

also the case that many influential views require additional 

psychological capacities for justified belief as well. 

Finally, I have argued that an objection to this latter 

claim concerning the importance of the constraint of psycho

logical realism does not succeed. 

Stage Two: The Need for Psychological Investigation 

The above conclusions prepare the way for the second 

and final stage of the argument against (2.1). The conclu

sion of this second stage is that it is not possible to 

determine whether an account of epistemic justification is 

psychologically realistic apart from psychological investi

gation. Given the main conclusion of the first stage, that 

the correct account of epistemic justification must be psy

chologically realistic, it seems quite reasonable to suppose 

that it would not be possible to determine the correct 

account of epistemic justification without determining 

whether the account is psychologically realistic. It fol

lows that it is not possible to determine the nature of 

epistemic justification (i.e., give an account of epistemic 

justification) apart from psychological investigation. That 

is, on the basis of these considerations, we can conclude 
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that (2.1) is false. However, we have yet to see the argu

ment for the claim that testing an account of epistemic jus

tification for psychological realism requires psychological 

investigation. 

The Indispensability of Psychology 

Here is the argument for this crucial claim in the 

case against (2.1). I will refer to this argument as "the 

indispensability argument" and to its conclusion as "the 

indIspensability thesis." According to the constraint of 

psychological realism, an account of epistemic justification 

must not require for the possession of justified beliefs a 

psychological capacity which humans do not have. In order 

to determine whether a candidate account of epistemic justi

fication satisfies this constraint, one must know what cog

nitive capacities humans possess. This kind of information 

can be acquired only by means of psychological investiga

tion. Psychological investigation consists in either the 

methods of experimental cognitive psychology or such non

scientific methods as introspection. Neither of these meth

ods alone is sufficient to answer all the relevant psycho

logical questions. Consequently, both introspection and 

experimental cognitive psychology are indispensable tools in 

the determination of the correct account of epistemic justi

fication. 

I will not discuss the claim concerning the insuffi-
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ciency of either experimental psychology or introspection 

alone until chapter three. For now I am interested only in 

the claim that psychological investigation, of some kind or 

other, is indispensable in testing an account of epistemic 

justification for 'psychological reality. What objections 

can be raised against this view? I will consider three 

counterarguments, in the order of their importance. None of 

these arguments, as far as I can see, undermines the conclu~ 

sion of the indispensability argument. In responding to the 

third objection, I introduce a distinction which not only 

contributes to showing why the objection fails, but also 

helps to explain the existence in the literature of psycho

logically unrealistic accounts of epistemic justification, 

some of which will be examined in chapters three and four. 

Three Objections to the Indispensability Argument 

Objection #1. One might object to the thesis of the 

indispensability of psychological investigation by pointing 

out, as I mentioned earlier, that accounts of epistemic jus

tification with no psychological component whatsoever auto

matically satisfy the constraint of psychological realism. 

In cases such as these one can tell immediately that the 

account satisfies the constraint without doing any psycho

logical investigation. Hence, psychological investigation 

is not always required for determining whether an account of 

epistemic justification is psychologically realistic. 
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Although this is indeed the case, the point can be 

granted without the need to make any significant conces

sions. As I argued in the previous section, all minimally 

plausible accounts of epistemic justification must have at 

least one psychological component. One cannot have justi

fied beliefs without the capacity for possessing beliefs. 

Furthermore, we saw that there are good prima facie grounds 

for concluding that there is at least one additional more 

interesting psychological requirement for justified belief. 

Accordingly, we can exclude accounts of epistemic justifica

tion which do not have a psychological component at the out

set without testing them for psychological reality. So, 

practically speaking, the question concerning the psycholog

ical reality of such accounts does not arise. In light of 

these considerations, the thesis concerning the indispensa

bility of psychological investigation can be revised to 

obviate the objection: Psychological investigation is 

required in order to test accounts of epistemic justifica

tion which have at least a prima facie minimal plausibility. 

For convenience, this qualification will be suppressed in 

the discussion to follow. 

Objection #2. Another objection to the thesis of 

the indispensability of psychological investigation in test

ing accounts of epistemic justification for psychological 

reality focuses on accounts which have as their sole psycho-

logical requirement for justified belief the capacity for 
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having beliefs. Suppose that we are wondering whether such 

an account satisfies the constraint of psychological real

ism. The objector might argue as follows: "It is obvious 

that human beings have beliefs. Hence, it is equally obvi

ous that humans are capable of having beliefs. If it is 

obvious that humans are capable of having beliefs, then psy

chological investigation is not needed to confirm that they 

are. Therefore, psychological investigation is not required 

for determining whether humans are capable of having 

beliefs. If this is the case, then psychological investiga

tion is not always required for testing even initially mini

mally plausible accounts of epistemic justification for psy

chological reality." 

This argument fails in virtue of the falsity of the 

claim that psychological investigation is not needed to con

firm the obvious thesis that humans are capable of having 

beliefs. Regardless of how obvious this thesis is, it is 

clearly the case that we know it on the basis of introspec

tion and the informal observation of other human beings. 

Although neither of these methods is scientific in the nar

row sense, each is a legitimate method of psychological 

investigation in the rather broad sense in which I am using 

this term. Furthermore, it is difficult to imagine a basis 

for knowing that humans are capable of belief-possession, 

which is available to us, that does not ultimately incorpo

rate at least a partial appeal to psychological investiga-
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indispensability of psychological investigation does not 

succeed. 
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Objection #3. The final and most important objec

tion was suggested to me by John Pollock (in conversation). 

If the argument for the indispensability of psychological 

investigation is sound, then knowing that an account of 

epistemic justification is intuitive is not sufficient for 

knowing that it is psychologically realistic. This is 

because semantic intuitions can yield only ~ priori knowl

edge, whereas, if the indispens~bility argument is sound, a 

posteriori knowledge is required for testing an account of 

epistemic justification for psychological reality. Pol

lock's argument purports to show that intuitiveness is 

always sufficient for knowing that a view of justification 

is psychologically realistic. The argument proceeds as fol

lows. "If an account of epistemic justification is intuit

ive, then there is good reason to think that it is true. If 

there is good reason to think that it is true, then there is 

good reason to think that it is consistent with all psycho

logical truths, since, of course, all truths are consistent. 

If there is good reason to think that an account of justifi

cation is consistent with all psychological truths, then 

there is good reason to believe that it is psychologically 

realistic. Consequently, if an account of epistemic justi

fication is intuitive, then there is good reason to think 
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that it is psychologically realistic." 

In response to this objection, I would like first to 

point out that there are at least two ways in which the word 

'intuitive' can be understood. I have hinted at this dis

tinction already in this chapter. When I considered the 

argument to the effect that the constraint of psychological 

realism is unimportant given the false claim that no exist

ing accounts of epistemic justification are intuitive, I 

suggested that what is taken to be an application of a con

straint of intuitiveness is sometimes, if not often, an 

application of the constraint of psychological realism. I 

believe that what explains this is that 'intuitiveness' is 

being used in these cases in a rather broad sense to include 

both semantic intuitions and the deliverances of introspec

tion. A narrower sense of 'intuitiveness' includes only 

appeal to semantic intuitions. When I talk about a con-

straint of intuitiveness, I intend the word 'intuitiveness' 

in this latter narrow sense. Hence, when a judgment of 

"unintuitiveness" is reached about an account of epistemic 

justification on the basis of introspection, the broader 

sense of the word is operative and the judgment is based on 

an application of the constraint of psychological realism. 

Is Pollock's objection best construed as appealing 

to the narrow sense of 'intuitiveness' or the broad sense? 

If 'intuitiveness' is being used here in the broad sense, 

and the appeal to introspection is doing all the work, then 
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although the argument interpreted in this way is quite plau

sible, it is not an objection to the indispensability argu

ment. This is because it would not show that it is possible 

to determine that an account of epistemic justification is 

psychologically unrealistic apart from psychological inves

tigation, since introspection is itself a form of psycholog

ical investigation. This understanding of Pollock's argu

ment would, however, be a challenge to my contention that 

introspection is not always sufficient as a test for psycho

logical reality. As I previously said, I will take up this 

issue in chapter three. 

If Pollock's objection is to succeed against the 

indispensability thesis, 'intuitiveness' must be taken in 

the narrow sense. Before we examine the prospects for his 

argument construed in this way, let us examine a thesis 

which is similar to but stronger than his conclusion. A 

consideration of this similar thesis will put us in a better 

position to evaluate Pollock's argument interpreted in terms 

of the narrow sense of 'intuitiveness'. The conclusion of 

Pollock's argument is that the intuitiveness of an account 

of epistemic justification would provide us with good reason 

for thinking that the account is psychologically realistic. 

The similar but stronger claim is that all intuitive 

accounts of epistemic justification are psychologically 

realistic. This latter claim is easily seen to be false. 

It is surely at least logically possible that an account of 
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epistemic justification be considered intuitive which is 

nonetheless psychologically unrealistic. That is, it is 

conceivable that there be an account of epistemic justifica

tion which explains and unifies intuitive judgments about 

justified belief while at the same time requiring for the 

possession of justified beliefs some psychological capacity 

which humans do not possess. But this might seem rather odd 

at first glance. A psychologically unrealistic account of 

epistemic justification entails J-skepticism(H). Someone 

who found such an account intuitive would be in the inter

esting position of finding an account intuitive which 

entailed the quite unintuitive result of J-skepticism{H). 

But how could an intuitive account have such an unintuitive 

result? Furthermore, if a person who denies J-skepticism{H) 

accepts a psychologically unrealistic account, then the per

son accepts a proposition which entails the denial of 

another proposition the person accepts. Does this count 

against the conceivability of my claim that an intuitive 

account can be a psychologically unrealistic account? 

Some of the apparent oddness of a person finding an 

account intuitive which leads to a result the person would 

find unintuitive is diminished when it is pointed out that 

at least two kinds of intuitiveness are operative in such 

situations. The intuitiveness a person attributes to an 

account of epistemic justification includes semantic intuit

ions. On the other hand, the intuitiveness which someone 
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might attach to the denial of J-skepticism(H) has nothing to 

do with semantic intuitions. It is based instead on a con

viction about the existence of justified beliefs. Given 

that there are two sources of conviction in such cases, 

instead of one, it seems less odd that a person could 

endorse a proposition which entails the denial of another 

proposition the person endorses. This is because the person 

would be endorsing these propositions on entirely separate 

grounds. However, this observation about distinct sources 

of intuition is not completely adequate as an explanation of 

the phenomenon the possibility of which is in doubt. What 

other explanation can be offered? 

I believe that these cases of intuitive account 

entailing an unintuitive result can be explained in such a 

way as to show that they are not only conceivable, but 

likely to happen. As I mentioned above, accounts of epis

temic Justification can incorporate psychological components 

either implicitly or explicitly. A psychological component 

is implicit when it is not explicitly stated in the account 

but is entailed by what is explicitly stated in the account. 

For instance, that the capacity to have beliefs is required 

for the possession of justified beliefs is often implicit in 

an account of epistemic justification. Although it is dif

ficult to imagine a person failing to notice this implicit 

psychological component when evaluating an account of epis-

temic justification, it is easy to imagine someone overlook-
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ing a psychological component which is entailed less 

obviously by an account. We will see an example of this in 

the next chapter. If it is possible for someone to evaluate 

an account of epistemic justification without seeing all of 

its implicit components, then it seems possible for someone 

to find an account intuitive which is also psychologically 

unrealistic. Thus, if a psychological component of an 

account of justification is implicit and not obvious, then a 

person could find the account intuitive even though it leads 

to a skeptical conclusion which the person would deem unin

tuitive. What about accounts of epistemic justification 

which have explicit psychological components? The preceding 

explanation fails to explain how someone could find this 

kind of account intuitive when it is also psychologically 

unrealistic. This kind of case requires a different expla

nation. 

The explanation which explains this possible 

response to accounts with explicit psychological components 

employs a distinction between "conditional intuitiveness" 

and "unconditional intuitiveness." A proposition is condi

tionally intuitive if and only if its intuitiveness is at 

least partially a function of a conscious or unconscious 

psychological assumption. A proposition is unconditionally 

intuitive if and only if it is not conditionally intuitive. 

This distinction can be used to explain how a person could 

think that an account of epistemic justification with an 
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explicit psychological component is intuitive even though it 

entails J-skepticism(H) (a thesis the person rejects). If a 

person assumes, consciously or unconsciously, that humans 

have a certain psychological capacity which they neverthe

less do not possess, then an account of justification which 

requires this capacity may very well seem intuitive to that 

person. This is because it may explain and unify the per

son's intuitive judgments about possible cases of justified 

belief. The intuitiveness of these judgments and of the 

overall account may depend partially on the psychological 

assumption. At least, the person's lack of recognition that 

the assumption is false may prevent her from seeing the 

skeptical consequences of her view. For instance, if one 

believes that humans are capable of examining all the con

tents of their minds at once, then it may not seem unintuit

ive to one that such a cognitive operation is required for 

justified belief. Of course, humans are not capable of 

this, and if such an ability were required for the posses

sion of justified beliefs, no human being would have any 

justified beliefs. What explains how intuition could 

endorse an account with a false explicit psychological com

ponent such as this is that the account is only condition

ally intuitive. Discovery of the psychological unreality of 

the account would undermine this intuitiveness, since it 

would eliminate the psychological assumption upon which the 

intuitiveness depends. 
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I conclude that, whether an account of epistemic 

justification has an implicit psychological component or an 

explicit psychological component, it is at least logically 

and most likely at least psychologically possible for an 

intelligent and reasonable person who finds J-skepticism{H) 

unintuitive to find such an account intuitive even though it 

is psychologically unrealistic. Consequently, the claim 

that all intuitive accounts of epistemic justification are 

also psychologically realistic is false. 

Given the falsity of this thesis, what are the pro

spects for Pollock's argument which concludes with the 

weaker claim that if an account of epistemic justification 

is intuitive, then there is good reason to believe that it 

is psychologically realistic? Recall that if Pollock's 

argument is to succeed against the indispensability thesis, 

'intuitiveness' must be understood in the narrow sense, that 

is, in the sense which involves appeal only to semantic 

intuitions. There is a further ambiguity in the argument 

which needs to be made explicit in order to evaluate it 

properly. What is the force of 'good reason'? This term 

can mean either 'sufficient reason' or 'some (less than suf

ficient) reason'. Let us consider the merits of Pollock's 

argument on both interpretations. 

Let us first examine the version of the argument one 

gets by construing 'good reason' as 'sufficient reason'. 

If this version of the argument is sound, it surely defeats 
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the indispensability thesis. If intuition provides us with 

sufficient grounds for determining whether an account of 

epistemic justification is psychologically realistic, then 

resorting to psychological investigation for this purpose is 

unnecessary. The problem with this version of Pollock's 

argument is that its first premise is clearly false. The 

first premise of this version is that if an account of epis

temic justification is intuitive, then there is sufficient 

reason to think that the account is true. The falsity of 

this claim becomes apparent when the various features of 

intuitiveness (in the narrow sense), which we have already 

discussed, are kept in mind. These properties of intuitive

ness make it less than sufficient as an indication of the 

truth of a proposition. 

In the first place, there is the thesis of intuit

ional relativity. This is the claim that all statements of 

the form 'p is intuitive' (where 'Pi is a schematic letter 

to be replaced by constants referring to propositions) are 

elliptical. All such statements have an implicit index to 

an individual person and a particular time. The full read

ing of statements of this form is: 'For some person ~ and 

time t, P is intuitive to S at t'. Intuitional relativity 

leaves open the possibility of t~o people having conflicting 

intuitions about the truth of a certain proposition at the 

same time and one person having one intuition about a given 

proposition at one time and a conflicting intuition about it 
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at a different time. The realization of either of these 

possibilities constitutes intuitional variability. More

over, it is clear that intuitional variability is often the 

case among philosophers. A survey of current epistemologi

cal literature would confirm this. Given this, although the 

intuitiveness of an account of epistemic justification may 

be some reason to think that the account is true, it cannot 

be sufficient reason. This can be made clear by the follow

ing example. 

Suppose that account A of epistemic justification is 

inconsistent with account B. Further, suppose that person S 

finds A intuitive and person T finds B intuitive. If we 

assume that intuitiveness provides a sufficient reason for 

thinking that an account of epistemic justification is true, 

then it would follow that there is sufficient reason for 

thinking that A is true and sufficient reason for thinking 

that B is true. But this is absurd, since A is inconsistent 

with B. It is more reasonable to say in such cases that 

intuitiveness provides some reason for thinking that an 

account of epistemic justification is true. So S has some 

reason to believe that A is true and T has some reason to 

think that B is true. 

If situations such as the one in the previous para

graph were merely possible and not actual or rarely actual, 

then it would not undermine the contention that intuitive

ness in the narrow sense is always a sufficient reason for 
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believing that an account of epistemic justification is 

true. However, it is clear that such cases abound in the 

philosophical literature. For instance, Goldman (1986, p. 

116) maintains that epistemic justification has an interest

ing connection with truth. On the other hand, Pollock 

(1986, p. 183) insists that ordinary epistemic justification 

does not have an interesting connection with truth. I 

presume that both of these philosophers find their accounts 

intuitive. Given this, it would be unreasonable to conclude 

that the intuitiveness of an account of epistemic justifica

tion provides a sufficient reason for thinking that it is 

true. 

I conclude that the first premise of Pollock's argu

ment against the indispensability thesis is false when that 

argument is construed as being about intuitiveness in the 

narrow sense and when 'good reason' is taken to mean 'suffi

cient reason'. Hence, that form of the argument, which 

would undermine the indispensability argument if it were 

sound, is unsound. Would Pollock's argument succeed if 

'good reason' is interpreted as 'some (less than sufficient) 

reason'? I will grant that this form of the argument is 

sound. However, its conclusion falls short of defeating the 

indispensability argument. This is because there is more 

than just the mere psychological possibility that a condi

tionally intuitive account is psychologically unrealistic. 

The next two chapters will illustrate how intuitions can 
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lead even those who would deny J-skepticism(H) to adopt a 

psychologically unrealistic account of epistemic justifica

tion. After all, what reason is there to think that substan

tive empirical questions can be answered correctly on the 

basis of relatively unreliable semantic intuitions? I con

clude that Pollock's objection fails on any reasonable 

interpretation of its premises and conclusion. 

Summary 

In this section I have argued that psychological 

investigation, broadly construed, is an indispensable tool 

in determining whether an account of epistemic justifica

tion is psychologically realistic. I have considered three 

objections to this thesis. The first, least important objec

tion was that since accounts of epistemic justification 

without psychological components satisfy the constraint of 

psychological realism by default, psychological investiga

tion is not always required for determining whether an 

account of epistemic justification is psychologically real

istic. This led to a qualified version of the indispensa

bility thesis: All initially, minimally plausible accounts 

of epistemic justification must be tested for psychological 

realism by means of psychological investigation. The second 

objection turned on the obviousness of the thesis that the 

capacity to have beliefs is required for the possession of 

justified beliefs. This obviousness was held to eliminate 
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the need for psychological investigation when testing 

accounts with only this psychological component for psycho

logical reality. But, obvious or not, such a thesis can be 

verified only on the basis of psychological investigation. 

Finally, the most important objection to the indispensabil

ity thesis, due to Pollock, held that the intuitiveness of 

an account of epistemic justification would be good reason 

to conclude that the account was psychologically realistic. 

I argued that, on one possible construal of this argument, 

although its soundness would entail the denial of the indis

pensabi1ty thesis, there is good reason to think that it is 

unsound. Furthermore, on the only other reasonable reading 

of this argument, although it is sound, its conclusion does 

not undermine the indispensability thesis. Given the fail

ure of these objections and the plausibility of the indis

pensability argument, I conclude that the indispensability 

thesis is true. 

Conclusion 

As I said above, if the indispensability thesis is 

true, then given the constraint of psychological realism and 

the assumption that one cannot determine the correct account 

of epistemic justification unless one determines that it is 

psychologically realistic, it follows that (2.1) is false. 

That is, it follows that one cannot determine the correct 

account of epistemic justification apart from psychological 
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investigation, broadly construed. This argument bears 

repeating in another form: "The correct account of epis

temic justification must be psychologically realistic. If 

the correct account of epistemic justification must be psy

chologically realistic, then one can determine the correct 

account of epistemic justification only if one determines 

that the account is psychologically realistic. Hence, one 

can determine what the correct account of epistemic justifi

cation is only if one determines that the account is psycho

logically realistic. One can determine that a candidate 

account of epistemic justification is psychologically real

istic only if one makes use of psychological investigation, 

broadly construed. Hence, one can determine what the cor

rect account of epistemic justification is only if one makes 

use of psychological investigation." This conclusion is the 

thesis of epistemological naturalism. 

What are the implications of this thesis for the 

argument given on behalf of (2.l) in the introduction to 

this chapter? Obviously, if the argument for (2.l) is 

valid, and I assume that it is, one or more of the premises 

must be false. Recall that the argument for (2.l) has three 

premises •. The first premise equates giving an account of 

epistemic justification with analyzing the concept of epis

temic justification. The second premise holds that concep

tual analysis is an entirely ~ priori enterprise. Finally, 

the third premise is that if an enterprise is entirely ~ 
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priori, that is, if it needs to make use of only ~ priori 

considerations, then it will not need to make use of any a 

posteriori considerations. Now I take it that the third 

premise is necessarily true. This means that, if the thesis 

I have defended in this chapter is correct, it is either the 

case that giving an account of epistemic justification is 

not just to analyze the concept of epistemic justification, 

or it is the case that conceptual analysis is an activity 

that is not entirely ~ priori. Of course, both of these 

alternatives might be true. Although it would be interest

ing to pursue this question, I will leave that project for 

another occasion. It is enough to point out at this junc

ture that the main thesis of this chapter has some quite 

interesting philosophical consequences. 



CHAPTER THREE 

APPLYING THE CONSTRAINT OF PSYCHOLOGICAL REALISM: 

NON-SCIENTIFIC PSYCHOLOGY 

In chapter two, I argued that one cannot determine 

the correct account of epistemic justification apart from 

psychological investigation. My reasons for this claim are 

that the correct account of epistemic justification must be 

psychologically realistic and that one cannot test an ac

count of epistemic justification for psychological reality 

apart from psychological investigation. The main purpose of 

this chapter and the next is to illustrate the application 

of the constraint of psychological realism. In order to do 

this, one need only consult current epistemological litera

ture. Some epistemologists have employed the constraint of 

psychological realism in their critical evaluations of the 

epistemological views of other philosophers. In the next 

two chapters, I will survey two recent applications of vari

ations of the constraint as defined in chapter two (that is, 

as applying to accounts of justification), one application 

of a version of the constraint applied to theories of ra

tionality, and an argument which has a structure similar to 

arguments employing the constraint and which is suggestive 

of further applications of it. Although these latter two 

examples are variations on the theme of employments of the 
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constraint of psychological realism, for simplicity I will 

refer to all four illustrations as applications of the con

straint of psychological realism. However, I will point out 

the differences among them as we go along. 

The four examples which we will examine are the fol

lowing. First, we will take a look at William Alston's 

(1985, pp. 64-65) criticism of some remarks of Roderick 

Chisholm (1977, p. 14) about epistemic justification. Sec

ond, we will review Stewart Cohen's (1984, pp. 285-288) 

critical evaluation of Keith Lehrer's analysis of epistemic 

justification in Knowledge (1974, p. 198). Next, the dis

cussion will focus on Christopher Cherniak's (1986, pp. 

49-71) scrutiny of a feature of Willard van Orman Quine's 

program of naturalizing epistemology (1960, p. 11; 1961, pp. 

42-44). Finally, we will turn to Hilary Kornb1ith's argu

ments against an aspect of traditional and contemporary 

Cartesian epistemology in a recent unpublished work. 

Overview of the Illustrations 

Before we proceed with a detailed examination of 

these four examples of employing the constraint of psycho

logical realism, it will be helpful to have before us a gen

eral overview of the illustrations. This overview will have 

two main parts. First, we will look at three ways in which 

the examples can be categorized in terms of what they illus

trate about applying the constraint. These three ways are: 
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(1) what the examples illustrate about some of the types of 

accounts of epistemic justification which can be tested by 

means of the constraint of psychological realism; (2) what 

the examples illustrate about the types of psychological 

components incorporated by accounts of epistemic justifica

tion to which the constraint can be applied; and (3) what 

the examples illustrate about the types of psychological 

investigation to which one can appeal in applying the con

straint. This last section will include a rather extended 

discussion of the respective roles of non-scientific and 

scientific psychological investigation in applying the con

straint of psychological realism. The second main part of 

the overview will involve a brief description of the general 

structure shared by each of the four critical arguments. 

After the overview, the rest of this chapter will be 

taken up with Alston's treatment of Chisholm and Cohen's 

discussion of Lehrer. In chapter four, we will continue our 

illustration of ways in which the constraint of psychologi

cal realism has been and can be applied with Cherniak's 

arguments against Quine and Kornblith's scrutiny of 

Descartes and contemporary Cartesian epistemology. Chapter 

four will end with an observation of three general 

consequences which would follow upon the success of these 

four applications of the constraint of psychological real

ism, and others like them. It is likely that, if the four 

arguments we will consider are sound, then, given the repre-



sentative nature of the epistemological positions which 

would be undermined, quite a few other similar views would 

be threatened as well. I will argue that the consequences of 

such widespread psychological unreality underscore the 

importance of the constraint of psychological realism and 

the indispensability of psychological investigation in its 

application. I will also point out how such a result would 

provide motivation for a proposal I will make in chapter 

five. 

What the Examples Illustrate about the Constraint 

In this section we will look at types of accounts of 

epistemic justification, types of psychological components 

and types of psychological investigation. 

Types of Accounts of Epistemic Justification. The 

examples to follow are criticisms of epistemological theses 

which fall into two general categories. Although these two 

categories do not exhaust logical space, they do include 

many current and influential epistemological positions. As 

we shall see, each of the four critics claims that the view 

he is attacking is representative of many similar views in 

the literature. The first category can be described as 

"Regulative Deontic Internalist Theories of Epistemic Justi

fication" (Another way of describing the views in this cate

gory is to say that they analyze epistemic justification in 

terms of "epistemic responsibility." For convenience, I 



91 

will use this locution to refer to theses in this cate

gory.). The views in this category are regulative because 

they make the epistemic justification of a belief a function 

of the believer's adherence to action-guiding norms. They 

are deontic because they explicate epistemic justification 

in deontic terms such as 'is obliged,' 'is permitted' and 

'is forbidden.' Finally, they are internalist because they 

make justification a function of cognitive states which are 

within the perspective of the believer. Of the four illus

trations which we will examine, two focus on epistemological 

theses which are either within this category or which share 

most of the features of accounts in this category. One of 

these is Alston's argument against Chisholm. Alston con

strues Chisholm's account of epistemic justification as a 

version of the epistemic responsibility approach to epis

temic justification. The other is Kornblith's criticism of 

a Cartesian epistemological thesis. Kornblith considers the 

Cartesian tradition to be primarily concerned with epistemic 

responsibility in the pursuit of truth. Although Kornblith 

does not examine an account of epistemic justification, the 

thesis he considers is regulative, deontic and internalist, 

as we shall see. Kornblith's arguments do, however, have 

interesting consequences for accounts of epistemic justifi

cation in this category. 

The second category of epistemological positions to 

which the constraint of psychological realism has been 
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applied, as the examples illustrate, can be called "Positive 

Holistic Internalist Coherence Theories of Epistemic Justi

fication" (for convenience, "coherence theories"). These 

theories are coherence theories since they make the justifi

cational status of a belief a function of its coherence with 

other beliefs in a system of beliefs. They are positive 

because they require for the justification of a belief that 

the believer be in possession (here and now) of all of the 

reasons which support the belief. They are holistic because 

they make the relation 'x is a reason for y' such that, 

where the value of 'y' is a belief in a system of beliefs, 

the value of 'x' is all the beliefs in the system (see 

Pollock 1979, pp. 101-102, for a discussion of positive hol

istic coherence theories). Given these three properties, we 

can see that a belief is justified on this view only if 

there is a relation of coherence among all of one's beliefs 

which is such that, for each justified belief in the system, 

the entire system constitutes a positive reason for that 

belief. These theories are internalist for the same reason 

that epistemic responsibility views are internalist. The 

remaining two illustrations are aimed at these types of 

theories. These two illustrations are Cohen's consideration 

of Lehrer's coherence theory of epistemic justification and 

Cherniak's discussion of Quine's epistemological holism. 

In addition to their not exhausting logical space, 

these two categories of accounts of epistemic justification 
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are not mutually exclusive. Although there are theories 

which fall into only one or the other category, some 

theories belong in both categories. For instance, Bonjour's 

coherence theory of epistemic justification (1985) is a 

theory which is in both categories. On the other hand, Har

man's (1973) account is a coherence theory but is most 

likely not an epistemic responsibility theory. Moreover, 

Chisholm (1977) has an epistemic responsibility view but it 

is not a coherence account. We will investigate some posi

tions in chapter five which do not fall into either cate

gory. 

'Insofar as the four epistemological theses criti

cized by the aforementioned evaluators are representative of 

other epistemological positions in these two categories, the 

success of the evaluators' arguments would extend to these 

other theories as well. We will consider the consequences 

of such widespread psychological unreality at the end of 

chapter four. A theory such as Bonjour's, which is of both 

types, may be found to be (at least) doubly psychologically 

unrealistic. In the next section on types of psychological 

components, we will see that a view such as Bonjour's may 

contain more than one psychological component which fails to 

stand up to psychological scrutiny. 

Types of Psychological Components. As I mentioned 

in the previous chapter, each of the epistemological views 

evaluated by these critics contains an interesting psycho-
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logical component over and above a component requiring the 

capacity for beliefs for the possession of justified 

beliefs. Here is a brief summary of the psychological com

ponent of each account which will be highlighted in this 

chapter. (1) A natural interpretation of Chisholm's expli-

cation of epistemic justification entails that, in order to 

have justified beliefs, one needs to exercise a capacity of 

direct voluntary control over one's beliefs. As we shall 

see, this is an example of an unobvious, implicit psycholog

ical component. This type of psychological component was 

discussed in chapter two in the context of explaining how a 

philosopher who rejects J-skepticism(H) could find intuitive 

a view which is actually psychologically unrealistic. (2) 

Lehrer's analysis of epistemic justification in Knowledge 

requires that one exercise a capacity to form certain meta

beliefs about the probability of one's beliefs in order for 

these latter beliefs to be justified. This psychological 

component is explicit in Lehrer's account. If his account 

is psychologically unrealistic, one could explain a person's 

finding Lehrer's position intuitive by appealing to the 

notion of conditional intuitiveness which was introduced in 

chapter three. That is, Lehrer's view could be intuitive to 

a person who rejects J-skepticism(H) if the person believes, 

consciously or unconsciously, that humans have the capacity 

to form the requisite meta-beliefs. (3) Some of Quine's 

writings suggest that his program for naturalizing episte-
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mology presupposes a model of human memory which is psycho

logically unrealistic. The model requires of humans certain 

psychological capacities which our best cognitive theories 

do not ascribe to them. Cherniak believes that this highly 

idealized Quinean model of memory is "tacitly presupposed in 

most philosophy" (1986, p. 70). If it is, this particular 

application of the constraint of psychological realism has 

far-reaching consequences. (4) Kornblith believes that tra

ditional and contemporary Cartesian epistemology features 

introspection as playing a crucial role (Unpublished, p. 3). 

However, he argues that such an epistemological approach 

must be revised to do without introspection, since, although 

humans certainly possess this psychological capacity, 

introspection is not sufficiently reliable for the goals it 

is called upon to achieve by this approach (p. 4). Korn

blith also believes that this Cartesianism "informs much of 

contemporary epistemology" (p. 4). Again, if this is the 

case, this employment of an argument similar in structure to 

arguments incorporating the constraint of psychological 

realism has wide-ranging implications. 

These four psychological capacities each fall into 

one of three categories which may reasonably be thought to 

exhaust the kinds of psychological components incorporated 

by epistemological theses to which the constraint of psycho

logical realism can be applied. These three categories are: 

(1) belief-states, (2) belief-processes and (3) the belief-
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system. Belief-states are just beliefs of various kinds. 

Cohen's application of the constraint of psychological real

ism to Lehrer's analysis of epistemic justification is an 

example of bringing psychological evidence to bear upon the 

question of the existence of a certain kind of belief-state. 

In this case the relevant belief-states are the meta-beliefs 

described above. Belief-processes are mental processes 

which eventuate in the formation, maintenance or elimination 

of a belief-state. Alston's application of the constraint 

of psychological realism to Chisholm's view of epistemic 

justification illustrates psychological investigation of a 

thesis about belief-processes. In this case, the thesis 

concerns the relationship between the will and belief

processes. In particular, are belief-processes subject to 

voluntary control? Kornblith's discussion also illustrates 

the use of psychological investigation to test an epistemo

logical thesis which requires for its truth that a psycho

logical thesis about a certain kind of belief-process be 

true. The belief-process in question here is the formation 

of beliefs by means of introspection. The question Korn

blith tackles concerns the reliability of this belief

process. Finally, the belief-system encompasses all of a 

person's belief-states and some or all of the person's 

belief-processes. Cherniak applies a version of the con

straint of psychological realism to a model of the human 

belief-system which appears to be endorsed by Quine. So 
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Cherniak's discussion illustrates the use of the constraint 

in testing epistemological theses with psychological compo

nents having to do with the human belief-system. In sum, 

our four examples illustrate applications of the constraint 

of psychological realism to theses incorporating each of the 

three kinds of psychological components listed above. 

We have isolated only one psychological component of 

each of the epistemological accounts mentioned above for our 

subsequent discussion. Moreover, each of these components 

is entirely distinct from the others. In spite of this, it 

is clear that each of these views has more than one psycho

logical component and that the views share some of the same 

psychological components. For instance, it is often held 

(see for instance Kornblith, unpublished) that Descartes's 

epistemological views presuppose the capacity for direct 

voluntary control of one's beliefs. In addition, something 

like Quine's idealized model of the human belief system may 

underlie Lehrer's account of epistemic justification in 

Knowledge. Although we will not be investigating Bonjour's 

(1985) account extensively below, it deserves brief mention 

here as an example of a theory of epistemic justification 

which contains more than one of the psychological components 

which will be under consideration in this chapter and the 

next (see 1985, pp. 153-156 for an overview of his theory 

which reveals the psychological components listed below) • 

Although Bonjour has been accused of endorsing the thesis of 
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direct voluntary control of belief (see below in the section 

entitled "Alston on Chisholm") he denies this in (1985, p. 

230). However, it is clear that his view incorporates the 

same type of psychological component concerning meta-beliefs 

as does Lehrer's viewo Furthermore, it is arguable that it 

requires for the possession of justified beliefs an ideal

ized model of the human belief-system such as the one Cher

niak ascribes to Quine. Finally, although it does not 

require reliable introspection for the possession of justi

fied beliefs, Bonjour's view does rely heavily on introspec

tion. Consequently, if introspection is unreliable for some 

purposes, as Kornblith argues, although it would not follow 

from this alone that Bonjour's view leads to skepticism, 

what might follow is that his account of epistemic justifi

cation makes justification quite weak (it may not be very 

truth-conducive). At any rate, the success of the following 

four applications of the constraint of psychological realism 

in undermining their target accounts would have serious 

consequences for a theory such as Bonjour's which incorpo

rates at least two of the psychological components under 

consideration. 

If the psychological requirements of some of the 

views examined in this chapter and the next overlap, then 

they may stand or fall together. In addition, given that 

each position has more than one psychological component, 

even if one application of the constraint of psychological 
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realism should fail to undermine an account, it may be 

defeated by means of a different employment of the con

straint. However, in the discussion which follows, we will 

restrict our attention to the one psychological component of 

each of the four views which was mentioned above. 

Types of Psychological Investigation. The four 

example applications of the constraint of psychological 

realism can be divided into two groups of two, based on the 

primary method of psychological investigation which is used. 

On the one hand, Alston and Cohen employ non-scientific 

methodology, in particular, introspection outside of the 

context of a controlled experiment. On the other hand, 

Cherniak and Kornblith appeal to the experimental results of 

current scientific cognitive psychology. This taxonomy of 

kinds of psychological investigation can be made more com

plex by observing that there are roughly two kinds of psy

chological considerations to which one can appeal in apply

ing the constraint of psychological realism, whether one is 

engaging in scientific or non-scientific investigation. 

First, there are experimental considerations. Secondly, 

there are theoretical considerations. 

Experimental considerations are the relatively low

level results of observation. Theoretical considerations 

are the relatively high-level theses which are entailed by 

relatively well-developed and comprehensive psychological 

theories. Thus, with respect to scientific psychological 
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investigation, one can appeal to either experiments in cog

nitive psychology and their results or to full-blown scien

tific psychological theories. Kornblith's use of psycholog

ical investigation consists almost entirely in the appeal to 

experiments in cognitive psychology. On the other hand, 

Cherniak bases the psychological premises of his argument 

mostly on current scientific psychological theories. With 

respect to non-scientific psychological investigation, the 

analogy to laboratory experiment is both introspection and 

the informal observation of other persons. In addition, it 

is widely believed that, corresponding to explicit scien

tific psychological theories, there are rudimentary, mostly 

implicit non-scientific or commonsense psychological 

theories which underlie the ability of humans to explain and 

predict their own and others' behavior. Both Alston and 

Cohen employ introspection in their application of the con-

straint of psychological realism. On the other hand, Cher

niak makes use of some theses of commonsense psychological 

theories in addition to his appeal to scientific theories. 

In sum, there are both scientific and non-scientific methods 

of psychological investigation. Both of these methods can 

involve appeal to either experiment or theory. This appears 

to exhaust the possible kinds of psychological investigation 

which can be used in applying the constraint of psychologi

cal realism. 

We now have before us a taxonomy of kinds of psycho-
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logical investigation. However, there is an apparent prob

lem with one kind of method in this taxonomy which needs to 

be cleared up before we can proceed with our survey of the 

illustrations. Given the controversial status of introspec

tion as a method of psychological investigation, should we 

not restrict the application of the constraint of psycholog

ical realism to the use of scientific psychological investi

gation? At this point we cannot and need not impose this 

limitation on the constraint. This will become clear in 

light of the following considerations. 

Someone might take the position that the constraint 

of psychological realism ought to'be applied only when rele

vant scientific psychological investigation is available on 

the basis of holding that non-scientific methods such as 

introspection are entirely inadequate as methods of psycho

logical investigation. However, this view is too pessimis

tic about the merits of introspection. I think it is clear 

that introspection is not entirely worthless as a form of 

psychological investigation. Moreover, it seems reasonable 

to suppose that, for some purposes, it is quite adequate as 

a psychological method. If this is granted, it could still 

be argued that, since scientific methods are always prefera

ble, the employment of the constraint of psychological real

ism ought to be restricted to scientific psychological 

investigation. There are two reasons to reject this posi

tion. One is that, even if scientific methods are always 
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preferable, they are not always available. So we cannot 

restrict the use of the constraint of psychological realism 

to scientific methods alone. The second is that scientific 

methods are not always preferable to non-scientific methods. 

Consequently, we need not restrict the constraint to scien

tific methods. 

Here are some considerations which support the first 

reason to reject the thesis of "scientific methods only". 

In chapter three, I stated that both non-scientific psycho

logical investigation and scientific psychological investi

gation are required for all possible applications of the 

constraint of psychological realism. In other words, in 

some applications of the constraint, one must use at least 

non-scientific methods, and in other employments, one must 

use at least scientific methods. There are at least two 

reasons why scientific methods of psychological investiga

tion alone are not sufficient for some applications of the 

constraint of psychological realism, at least at the present 

time. The first is that cognitive psychology is still in 

its infancy. Psychological experiments and theories which 

are relevant to testing certain accounts for psychological 

realism may not exist, either because there has not been 

enough time to develop them or because, at the present stage 

of inquiry, the required experimental methods have not yet 

been developed. Secondly, the interests of cognitive psy

chologists and epistemologists do not always converge. 
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Hence, although there may be the time and the means to 

develop some relevant experiments, there may not be suffi

cient interest on the part of psychologists. Given that, at 

least at present, scientific psychological investigation is 

not sufficient alone for some applications of the constraint 

of psychological realism, it follows that, if we are to use 

the constraint, we cannot appeal only to scientific methods. 

Furthermore, given that the non-scientific use of introspec

tion is adequate for at least some psychological purposes, 

there is no need to restrict employment of the constraint to 

scientific methods. 

If we had a complete scientific psychological theory 

of the mind we would not need to use introspection. However, 

since we are currently far short of having such a theory, 

for practical purposes, if we are to employ the constraint 

of psychological realism, we must sometimes appeal to 

introspection. Hence, the former considerations show that, 

at least for current practical purposes, non-scientific 

methods of psychological investigation, such as introspec

tion, are required for some applications of the constraint 

of psychological realism, such as those of Alston and Cohen. 

In addition, there is good reason to think that, even when 

the non-scientific use of introspection is dispensable, it 

is sometimes preferable to scientific methodology. So even 

if there were no obstacles to the employment of scientific 

psychological methods, these methods would not always be 
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preferable. Thus, even in the ideal case, there would be no 

need to restrict the constraint of psychological realism to 

scientific methods. Pollock (1986, p. 171) provides a good 

example of a case in which introspection is preferable to 

experimental methodology. If we are trying to answer a 

question concerning a particular skill, such as "What finger 

do you use to type a 'w'?", it is much easier to determine 

the answer on the basis of introspection than it would be on 

the basis of a laboratory experiment. It would be silly to 

suggest that a firm answer to this question be postponed 

pending a controlled psychological experiment. To the 

extent that a question concerning a psychological capacity 

required for justified belief by an account of justification 

is similarly more amenable to introspection than to exper

iment, there would be no need for using scientific methods 

to answer the question. Perhaps the question concerning the 

direct voluntary control of belief which Alston considers 

would fall into tnis category. 

We can conclude from the preceding observations that 

the non-scientific use of introspection is not only at least 

sometimes minimally adequate as a method of psychological 

investigation, but also indispensable, at least at this 

point in time, for some applications of the constraint of 

psychological realism. Moreover, introspection is sometimes 

preferable to scientific methodology for this purpose even 

if it is not required. Hence, we cannot and need not 
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restrict the application of the constraint of psychological 

realism to scientific methods of psychological investiga

tion. 

Furthermore, I think it is clear that there are 

cases in which scientific psychological investigation is 

required in the employment of this constraint. For 

instance, Kornblith's scrutiny of the reliability of intros

pection itself could not be undertaken solely on the basis 

of introspection, since the reliability of this process 

would need to be assumed in order for there to be a basis to 

trust the results of the investigation. (In chapter four, 

I will discuss the apparent tension created by endorsing 

both Kornblith's conclusions about introspection and the 

role of introspection in the application of the constraint 

of psychological realism.) Also, results in cognitive psy

chology make it clear that there is a lot going on in our 

minds to which we have little or no introspective access. If 

an epistemological account has a psychological component 

which makes reference to a purportedly non-introspectible 

capacity of the mind, then introspection would be inadequate 

as a method of testing the account. So, in some applica

tions of the constraint of psychological realism, scientific 

methodology is required. 

Given this indispensability of scientific psycholog

ical investigation for some applications of the constraint 

of psychological realism, we can dismiss a construal of Pol-
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lock's objection which we considered in chapter two. This 

was the form of his argument obtained by treating 

'intuitiveness' in a broad sense which includes appeal to 

introspection. The argument, read in this way, concluded 

that the appeal to introspection is always sufficient as a 

means to determine whether a candidate account of epistemic 

justification is psychologically realistic. Given the con

siderations advanced in the previous paragraph, it is doubt

ful that introspectIon is always sufficient for this task. 

The General Form of the Arguments 

The form of each of the evaluators' arguments 

against each respective epistemological view is roughly the 

same. The general pattern of reasoning is as follows, 

although there are variations and differences of emphasis, 

as we shall see. First, the critic pinpoints an explicit or 

implicit psychological component of the view he is attack

ing. Next, he appeals to psychological evidence which indi

cates that humans do not have the requisite psychological 

capacity. Finally, he concludes that the epistemological 

view is completely false or at least in need of revision. 

In only one case is the denial of skepticism explicit. Since 

it is a crucial premise in the argument for the constraint 

of psychological realism, we must assume that it is implicit 

in the other two arguments which include applications of the 

constraint of psychological realism. Since Kornb1ith's 
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argument is not an application of this constraint, he does 

not need to reject J-skepticism(H) for his conclusion. Of 

course, any application of the constraint making use of 

Kornblith's psychological premises would require this rejec

tion. 

Summary 

In this section, I have provided an overview of 

three features of the illustrations which we will be dis

cussing in this chapter and the next. First, I identified 

the two general categories into which each of the epistemo

logical theses' scrutinized falls. These "epistemic respon

sibility" and "coherence" categories contain many current 

influential accounts of epistemic justification and similar 

epistemological theses. Second, I listed the psychological 

components of the views to which the constraint of psycho

logical realism will be applied. I also pointed out how 

these components are examples of the three kinds of psycho

logical components incorporated by accounts of epistemic 

justification: theses about belief-states, belief-processes 

and the belief-system. Third, I specified a taxonomy of 

kinds of psychological investigation which can be used when 

applying the constraint of psychological realism. I argued 

that both non-scientific and scientific methods are required 

for the various possible employments of the constraint of 

psychological realism. Specifically, I argued that we can-
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not and need not restrict application of the constraint to 

scientific psychological investigation. Finally, I sketched 

the general form which each of the following critical argu

ments takes. It is now time to look at the illustrations 

themselves. 

Two Appeals to Introspection 

Recall that the four applications of the constraint 

of psychological realism which we will discuss are divided 

into two groups of two. Alston and Cohen rely primarily on 

the non-scientific use of introspection for their psycho

logical evidence. Cherniak and Kornblith appeal mostly to 

experiments and theories in current cognitive psychology for 

their psychological premises. We will look first at the two 

employments of non-scientific psychological investigation. 

In the next chapter, we will continue our detailed survey of 

these illustrations by examining the two uses of scientific 

psychological investigation. In each case, I will supple

ment, comment on and criticize the arguments as necessary. 

Alston on Chisholm 

In "Concepts of Epistemic Justification" (1985), 

William Alston considers and criticizes various concepts of 

epistemic justification as a preparation for his own pro

posed analysis. He focuses on a passage from Roderick 

Chisholm's Theory of Knowledge (1977) as a representative of 

one of the accounts of epistemic justification which he 
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rejects. He says this of the concept expressed by Chish-

olm's remarks: "Most epistemologists who have attempted to 

explicate justification have set out a concept of this sort" 

(p. 60; As examples, in addition to Chisholm, he refers to 

Ginet 1975, Wolterstorff 1983 and Naylor 1978. One could 

add to this list Bonjour (1980, p. 55) who cites Chisholm 

approvingly in this regard.). The passage to which Alston 

directs his criticism is the following: 

We may assume that every person is subject to a 
purely intellectual requirement - that of trying his 
best to bring it about that, for every proposition h 
that he considers, he accepts h if and only if h is
true • • •• One way then, of re-expressing the
locution "£ is more reasonable than g for ~ at t" is 
to say this: "S is so situated at t that his 
intellectual requirement, his responsibility as an 
intellectual being, is better fulfilled by £ than by 
g" (Ch i sholm 1977, p. 14). 

Alston's Construal of Chisholm's View. In order to 

facilitate our discussion of Alston's use of the constraint 

of psychological realism in criticizing the view expressed 

in the preceding passage and similar positions, we need to 

make a few harmless terminological changes. These changes 

will be made primarily to increase the simplicity, clarity, 

and in some respects the plausibility of Chisholm's remarks. 

I do not think that they are inconsistent with the spirit of 

the above quotation. At any rate, Alston's argument would 

apply to Chisholm's explication as it is originally worded 

as well. In light of this, we can distill the account into 

the following: 



(3.1) For any person ~, proposition E and time t, ~ 

is epistemical1y justified in believing that E 

at t if and only if, in believing that £ at t, 

S is not violating any epistemic obligations. 
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Here we have replaced degrees of reasonableness with reason

ableness simpliciter and have substituted the phrase 'epis

temic justification' for the word 'reasonableness'. In 

addition, Chisholm's comments are a paraphrase of compara

tive reasonableness in terms of an intellectual require

ment. In (3.1), 'intellectual requirement' is replaced by 

'epistemic obligations' to highlight both the possibility of 

there being more than one intellectual duty and the specifi

cally epistemological character of these requirements. 

Finally, Alston stresses that epistemic justification is 

most naturally understood, not in terms of obligation, but 

in terms of the correlative concept of permission (p. 60). 

He suggests that the most natural model for this type of 

account of epistemic justification is that of the justifica

tion of behavior. To say that someone is justified in doing 

something is to say that in doing it he is not violating any 

relevant obligations. One violates an obligation just in 

case one does something which is not permitted, so if one 

acts in such a way as to avoid violating an obligation, then 

one's action is permitted. So by analyzing epistemic jus

tification in terms of 'not violating any epistemic obliga

tions', (3.1) is thereby making justified belief a function 
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of permission to believe a proposition. 

(3.11 needs to be supplemented with a specification 

of epistemic obligations. Once again, Chisholm's intellec

tual requirement is that a person must try his best to bring 

it about that, for every proposition 2 that he considers, he 

accepts £ if and only if 2 is true. Now if this is to be 

practicable, it must amount to something like the following 

two epistemic obligations, which Alston uses as examples (p. 

64) : 

(3.2) Refrain from believing that 2 in the absence 

of adequate evidence; 

and 

(3.3) Believe that 2 when confronted with conclusive 

evidence that 2 with no sufficient overriding 

evidence to the contrary. 

Alston holds that the most natural way of construing (3.2) 

and (3.3) is to take obligations to believe or refrain from 

believing as obligations to believe or refrain from believ

ing here and now. Now refraining from believing can be 

either passive, as in merely not believing, or active, as in 

deliberately choosing not to believe. Given Chisholm's 

emphasis on trying one's best to bring it about that one 

believes all and only true propositions, it seems most natu

ral to interpret (3.2) as enjoining active refraining. Of 

course, one could avoid violating an epistemic obligation by 

passively refraining from believing. However, it seems rea-
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sonable to suppose that, at times, one could avoid violating 

(3.2) only by actively refraining from believing a proposi

tion. For instance, one may already believe the proposition 

which one is obligated to refrain from believing. Adherence 

to the obligation in such a case would require one to bring 

it about that one cease believing the proposition in ques

tion. It is this active sense of refraining which Alston 

apparently has in mind. Given this reading, and the under

standing of these obligations as requiring satisfication 

here and now, one can be obliged to believe or to refrain 

from believing only if these mental operations are under 

one's direct voluntary control. 

We are now in a position to see that a natural 

interpretation of (3.1) contains or presupposes an implicit 

and unobvious psychological component. According to (3.1), 

in order for a person to be epistemically justified in hold

ing a given belief, the person must not be violating any 

epistemic obligations like (3.2) in possessing that belief. 

Similarly, given an analogous account of being justified in 

refraining from believing a proposition, in order for a 

person to be justified in refraining from adopting a given 

belief, the person must not be in violation of any epistemic 

obligations like (3.3) in refraining from believing. As we 

now see, in order to avoid violating obligations of this 

sort, one must be capable of adopting beliefs and discarding 

beliefs at will. If human beings do not have these psycho-
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logical capacities, then it follows, given the natural read

ing of (3.2) and (3.3), that J-skepticism(H) is true. So 

the question before us is this. Are believing and refrain

ing ftom believing cognitive processes which are under our 

direct voluntary control? That is, is the natural interpre

tation of Chisholm's view psychologically realistic? 

Alston's Use of Introspective Evidence. So far, 

Alston's discussion of Chisholm's account has followed the 

general pattern followed by each of the four illustrations. 

Alston has exposited Chisholm's account of epistemic justi

fication in such a way as to uncover an implicit psychologi

cal component. With respect to the psychological component 

he says, "I find this assumption of direct voluntary control 

over belief quite unrealistic" (p. 64; Notice that Alston's 

use of the word 'unrealistic' here is not the same as our 

use in the phrase "psychologically unrealistic a~count of 

epistemic justification." Alston is applying the word to a 

psychological thesis, not to an account of epistemic justi

fication (this is true of Cohen and Cherniak as well). I 

will have more to say about his use of the constraint of 

psychological realism later.). He then adduces what he 

regards as "strong reasons for doubting that belief is usu

ally, or perhaps ever, under direct voluntary control" (p. 

64). He invites the reader to consider the beliefs we 

acquire about ourselves and the world around us on the basis 

of experience. These beliefs are formed on the basis of 
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"perception, self-consciousness, testimony and simple rea

soning based on these data" (p. 64). He concludes that in 

familiar situations of belief-formation, such as seeing a 

car coming down the street, "the belief-acquisition mecha

nism is isolated from the direct influence of the will and 

under the control of more purely cognitive factors" (p. 65). 

This is a strong psychological thesis. Alston 

believes he has "strong reasons" for it, and yet he does not 

appeal to any scientific psychological experiments or 

theories to back it up. Although he does not make the 

nature of his psychological evidence explicit, it is clear 

that he is relying on the deliverances of introspection. He 

is expecting that his readers will be convinced that beliefs 

are not under direct voluntary control merely on the basis 

of reflecting on their own experiences of belief

acquisition. This type of argument against the thesis of 

the direct voluntary control of beliefs is not uncommon in 

the philosophical literature (see for instance Pojman 1985, 

pp. 38-47 who has a much more extensive introspection-based 

argument against the thesis). There does not appear to be a 

single instance of an argument by a philosopher against this 

thesis which appeals to results in current cognitive psy

chology. This is probably because the relevant experimental 

evidence is simply not available. Furthermore, as I men

tioned before, this may be the kind of psychological thesis 

which, by its very nature, is more amenable to test by means 
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of introspection than by means of a laboratory experiment. 

The more one introspects about the coming and going of most, 

at least, of one's beliefs, the clearer it becomes to one 

that one is unable directly to control these .processes. For 

instance, with respect to perceptual beliefs, it is rela

tively easy to see that we have no control over what we 

believe once we are directly attending to something in our 

perceptual field. Of course, we can deliberately interrupt 

the operation of our senses by, for instance, plugging our 

ears or covering our eyes. However, when such interference 

is absent, the formation of beliefs is automatic and forced. 

An apparent exception to this is a case in which we have 

learned not to trust our senses, such as when we perceive a 

stick in water to be bent when it is really straight. It 

might seem that in such cases we can decide to believe that 

the stick is not bent. However, this is not an exception to 

the thesis of the automatic formation of belief. The belief 

that the stick is not bent is surely formed automatically 

once we have learned that our senses are misleading in such 

cases. 

This argument against the thesis of the direct 

voluntary control of beliefs which is based on introspection 

does provide strong grounds for concluding that this psycho

logical capacity is completely lacking in human beings. 

That is, it constitutes good reason to think that the direct 

voluntary control of beliefs is psychologically impossible. 



116 

Some philosophers have advanced philosophical arguments 

against this thesis and have concluded that it is logically 

impossible to decide to believe something (Williams 1973b, 

pp. 107-108; Swinburne 1981, pp. 25-26). However, such 

arguments have been largely discredited (see for instance, 

Winters 1979 and Wolterstorff unpublished, pp. 10-14). 

Consequently, given the current dearth of relevant exper

imental evidence, the appeal to introspection is the only 

adequate basis on which to reject the direct voluntary con

trol thesis. However, before we dismiss it completely, can 

anything be said in its favor which might counterbalance the 

introspective evidence? The following type of consideration 

provides what appears to be the only line of defense for the 

proponent of this thesis. However, I believe that Alston's 

response is sufficient to diminish its initial plausibility. 

~n Attempt to Counterbalance the Introspective Evi-

dence. Alston briefly considers cases in which it is not as 

clear that believing is automatic. Such cases include the 

apparent decision to believe a philosophical, religious or 

scientific thesis in the absence of compelling reasons. It 

is somewhat plausible to suppose that in such cases belief 

is directly voluntary. Alston's response to such cases is 

that "insofar as something is chosen voluntarily it is some

thing other than a belief or abstention from belief" (p. 

65). That is, if the will is involved at all in such cases, 

it involves a cognitive process other than believing, such 
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as accepting a proposition as a working hypothesis. Alston 

concludes that, even if such cases were cases of the direct 

voluntary control of belief, "it is clear that for the vast 

majority of beliefs nothing like direct voluntary control is 

involved" (p. 65). He then draws his final conclusion about 

the natural construal of Chisholm's account of epistemic 

justification as summarized in (3.1) - (3.3): "(Chisholm's 

account) could not possibly be a generally applicable con

cept of epistemic justification" (p. 65). 

Alston's Implicit Appeal to the Constraint of Psy

chological Realism. Alston apparently considers the fore

going considerations as being sufficient to defeat the natu

ral interpretation of Chisholm's position and others like 

it. However, based upon his explicit remarks alone, the 

falsity of this construal of Chisholm's account and related 

views does not follow. So far Alston has (1) located an 

implicit psychological component or presupposition of one 

reading of Chisholm's view; (2) argued, on the basis of an 

appeal to introspection, that humans do not have or rarely 

have the requisite psychological capacity; and (3) concluded 

that this interpretation of Chisholm's position expresses a 

concept which "could not possibly be generally applicable." 

Although this latter conclusion does indeed follow from 

Alston's introspective evidence, it does not follow directly 

from that conclusion that the present construal of Chish

olm's account is false. For this we need the premise that 
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"no account of epistemic justification which is not gener

ally applicable can be the correct account of epistemic jus

tification." This additional premise is the constraint of 

realism «3.2) at the beginning of chapter three). Of 

course, the validity of Alston's argument requires only the 

constraint of psychological realism, since the reason the 

natural interpretation of Chisholm's view is not generally 

applicable is that humans do not have a psychological capac

ity required by it for justified belief. Furthermore, in 

order for appeal to this additional premise to be justified, 

we must read into Alston's discussion the denial of J-skep

ticism(H). These two additional premises must be what 

Alston had in mind. 

A Psychologically Realistic Alternative Reading of 

Chisholm. Given this partial reconstruction of Alston's 

argument, we can see clearly.how the constraint of psycho-

logical realism plays a key role in his criticism of the 

natural reading of Chisholm's remarks. Furthermore, it is 

clear that he appeals to introspection for the psychological 

evidence he needs. It is quite reasonable to think that 

this particular application of the constraint of psychologi

cal realism has shown that Chisholm's view is false, at 

least when the relevant epistemic obligations such as (3.2) 

and (3.3) are given their most natural reading. However, it 

does not follow that (3.1) is false on every interpretatioa 

of it. This use of the constraint of psychological realism 
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does not so much refute (3.1) and its ilk as much as reveal 

the need for the revision of such views. What is needed is 

a more careful statement of these positions which is sensi

tive to considerations of psychological reality. 

Alston himself considers such an alternative reading 

of (3.1). He follows others in suggesting a revision of 

views like (3.1) along the following lines. A distinction 

can be drawn between direct voluntary control and indirect 

voluntary control of beliefs. Some who adopt this distinc

tion argue that, although believing and disbelieving are not 

subject to direct voluntary control, they are subject to 

indirect voluntary control (Price 1954, p. 106; Goldman 1978 

p. 222; Kornblith 1982, pp. 252-53; Heil 1983a, p. 753; 

Alston 1985, p. 65). The idea is that, although we cannot 

simply will ourselves to believe something, we may be able 

to put ourselves in a position which we know would be condu

cive to forming a particular belief or a certain kind of 

belief. Analogously, we cannot catch a cold at will, but we 

can refrain from sleeping and eating and we can subject our

selves to cold weather and to sneezing people in order to 

make it more likely that we will catch a cold (Heil 1983b, 

p. 359). Given that believing and disbelieving are subject 

to indirect voluntary control, it may be possible to formu

late a psychologically realistic account of epistemic justi

fication in terms of obligations to do what can reasonably 

be expected of us to influence what we believe or disbe-
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lieve. Although such a revision of (3.l) might be promising, 

I will not pursue it at this juncture, since my purpose here 

is simply to illustrate Alston's use of the constraint of 

psychological realism. However, in the section concerning 

Kornblith's criticism of Cartesian epistemology, we will 

have occasion to consider a few features of such a view 

(Alston rejects such a revision of (3.l) on the grounds that 

it fails to satisfy the constraint of intuitiveness.). 

An Assessment of Alston's Use of the Constraint of 

Psychological Realism. Now that epistemologists have been 

widely sensitized to the falsity of the thesis of direct 

voluntary control of belief as the ~esult of efforts by 

Alston and others, it is easy to think that attacks on 

accounts like (3.l) which presume that they presuppose this 

thesis are really attacks on straw men. After all, as we 

have seen, there is more than one way of construing views 

like (3.l). For instance, Laurence Bonjour protests, in his 

recent book The Structure of Empirical Knowledge (l985) that 

"by appealing to the idea of (epistemic) irresponsibility, I 

obviously do not mean to suggest that belief is voluntary in 

any simple way" (p. 23~; emphasis mine). Bonjour is most 

likely responding to attacks on a statement he made (in 

198~, p. 55) which, as I previously mentioned, is supportive 

of Chisholm's remarks, quoted above. A recent example of 

such a charge leveled against Bonjour can be found in Clarke 

(l986) who labels Bonjour a proponent of "doxastic volunta-
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rism", which, given what Clarke says, is just the thesis of 

direct voluntary control of belief (Kornblith 1983, p. 34 

also accuses Bonjour of endorsing this thesis). In spite of 

Bonjour's insistence about the "obviousness" of his intended 

meaning, it is not clear that everyone who has proposed or 

thought about similar views has been sensitive to the nature 

and psychological reality of the psychological components 

these views can be construed as having. It may be that only 

repeated applications of the constraint of psychological 

realism to such positions has made it obvious to many that 

accounts like (3.1) can be interpreted as presupposing the 

thesis of direct voluntary control of belief and that since 

this psychological thesis is false, such an interpretation 

must be false as well. I think the best way of evaluating 

this particular employment of the constraint of psychologi

cal realism to the natural reading of views like (3.1) is to 

say that, whereas initial such uses of it were arguably not 

directed at straw men, repeated uses of it probably are. But 

the fact that we can say this of later uses is in large part 

due to the success of the initial applications. 

In spite of this, continued use of terminology which 

seems to presuppose the direct voluntary control thesis 

indicates at least that some philosophers are not yet being 

careful enough in their formulations. At most, it shows 

that some are either oblivious to the implications of their 

remarks or even endorse the questionable psychological the-
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sis itself. For instance, consider the following way in 

which Gilbert Harman, who is otherwise quite sensitive to 

issues of psychological reality, opens a recent article 

(1985): "I prefer to speak of belief revision rather than 

reasoning because the theories I am going to talk about are 

meant to apply as well to the decision to stop believing 

something one has previously believed as to the decision to 

start believing something new" (p. 231, emphasis mine). One 

can decide to believe or disbelieve something only if one 

has direct voluntary control over one's beliefs. Unfortu

nately, there is nothing in Harman's article which indicates 

whether he intends this to be taken quite loosely or whether 

he is actually subscribing to the direct control thesis. 

This ends our scrutiny of Alston's application of 

the constraint of psychological realism to an interpretation 

of Chisholm's comments about epistemic justification in 

(1977). It is now time to turn to Cohen's use of a version 

of this constraint in criticizing Lehrer. 

Cohen on Lehrer 

In "Justification and Truth" (1984), Stewart Cohen 

examines three kinds of accounts of epistemic justification 

in terms of what they imply about the connection between 

epistemic justification and truth. One of the types of 

views he looks at is the category of coherence theories of 

justification (pp. 285-288). As a representative of this 
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approach, he singles out Keith Lehrer's theory of justifica

tion in Knowledge (1974). The general outline of Cohen's 

argument is as follows. First, Cohen provides a simplified 

but accurate statement of Lehrer's analysis of epistemic 

justification. Second, he raises an objection to the view 

which amounts to an application of a version of the con

straint of psychological realism. Although Cohen does not 

appeal to any explicit psychological evidence here, it is 

clear that an appeal to introspection and informal psycho

logical observation is needed to ground his argument. Next, 

Cohen considers two ways in which Lehrer and others with 

similar views might appeal to psychology to avoid the charge 

of psychological unreality and the resultant skepticism. 

Upon concluding that neither of these alternatives will 

work, Cohen considers how Lehrer might resort to a limited 

skepticism. Although Cohen does not conclude that Lehrer's 

view is false, he does ascribe to Lehrer the burden of proof 

for showing that his theory would work. 

Cohen's Statement of Lehrer's Account. With this 

general framework in mind, let us now proceed to examine the 

details of Cohen's argument. Here is Cohen's statement of 

Lehrer's analysis of epistemic justification (I have changed 

the wording slightly to bring it into conformity with our 

previous terminology): 

(3.4) S is epistemically justified in believing that 

p if and only if S accepts that, given the set 



of propositions which ~ accepts in the inter

est of obtaining truth and avoiding error, £ 

has a higher probability of being true than 

any proposition with which £ competes. 
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Unlike Chisholm's view as expressed in (3.1), (3.4) has an 

explicit psychological component. This requirement of a 

psychological capacity for the possession of justified 

beliefs can be stated more simply. Let T be the set of 

propositions which ~ accepts in the interest of obtaining 

truth and avoiding error. In addition, since one of the 

competitors of £ is not-E, £'s having a higher probability 

of being true than any statement with which £ competes 

entails that it is more probable than not that E is true. 

Given these two considerations, we can state a consequence 

of (3.4) which makes its psychological component clearer: 

(3.5) S is epistemically.justified in believing that 

p only if ~ accepts that, given T, it is more 

probable than not that £ is true. 

(3.5) makes it clear that, on Lehrer's view, a person can be 

justified in holding a belief only if the person has another 

meta-belief about the probability of the first-level 

belief's being true given other beliefs the person has. 

Cohen's Explicit Use of a Version of the Constraint 

of Psychological Realism. Cohen calls the psychological 

component that we have isolated an "intellectualist model of 

justification". He raises an objection to (3.5) which 
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denies that this intellectualist model is necessary for the 

epistemic justification of every kind of belief. He uses 

perceptual beliefs as an example of a kind of belief which 

can be justified in the absence of such an elaborate system 

of supporting beliefs. As an alternative approach to Leh-

rer's account of the justification of perceptual beliefs, 

Cohen mentions Pollock's (1974, pp. 58-64) contention that 

"it is sufficient for S to be (at least prima facie) 

justified in (the) perceptual belief (that there is some-

thing red) that S merely be appeared to redly" (p. 286). 

Cohen also states Lehrer's likely response to this sugges-

tion: "the mere fact that S is appeared to redly cannot 

justify a belief for S that something is red. S must 

believe he is appeared to redly and moreover believe that 

his being appeared to redly makes it likely that there is 

something red" (p. 286). Would Lehrer be correct in making 

this response? If not, what kind of consideration could be 

advanced in order to back up the claim that the intellectu-

alist model is not necessary for justified belief? 

Cohen's full objection to (3.5) and hence to (3.4) 

should be stated in its entirety because of what it reveals 

about his adherence to a version of the constraint of psy-

chological realism in criticizing Lehrer's position: 

Althoush the claims of the intellectualist have some 
intuitlve appeal - one feels that something like 
this must be involved in justification - the stron
gest argument against them seems to be that they run 
the risk of skepticism. For in many cases of what 



we generally take to be e.g., perceptual knowledge, 
the psychological reality of the supporting beliefs 
required by the intellectualist model is question
able. There is no obvious sense in which most adult 
persons, not to mention children and animals, have 
beliefs about how they are appeared to as well as 
beliefs about their reliability as perceivers, when 
they have perceptual beliefs (p. 286). 

It is clear from this passage that Cohen is not 
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attacking Lehrer's position by arguing that it is unintuit

ive. As a matter of fact, he finds it to have "some intuit-

ive appeal". Instead, the primary premise of his counterar-

gument is the rejection of skepticism about justified 

beliefs. So his argument employs a version of the con-

straint of psychological realism. Now the reason I have 

been saying that Cohen uses a version of this constraint is 

that the kind of skepticism which he believes Lehrer's 

account to entail, and which he denies, is not J-skepti-

cism(H) as I have defined it. J-skepticism(H) is the view 

that humans are not capable of possessing epistemica11y 

justified beliefs. The skepticism which Cohen denies is the 

thesis that humans do not actually possess justified 

beliefs. This latter kind of skepticism is consistent with 

the falsity of J-skepticism(H). That is, humans can be 

capable of possessing justified beliefs and yet not actually 

have any. Given this, Cohen's objection to Lehrer's view 

does not imply that the latter entails that humans do not 

have the capacity for justified beliefs. That is, Cohen's 

argument falls short of showing that humans are incapable of 
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instantiating the intellectualist model which Lehrer's 

account requires for the possession of justified beliefs. 

Consequently, Cohen's argument does not incorporate the con

straint of psychological realism as I defined it in chapter 

two. As defined, this constraint holds that no account of 

epistemic justification is correct which requires a psycho

logical capacity for justified beliefs which humans do not 

possess. 

Although Cohen's argument does not make use of the 

constraint of psychological realism as defined in chapter 

two, it does employ an analogous version of the constraint 

which is based on equally plausible grounds. The version 

Cohen uses relies on a denial of the claim that humans do 

not actually possess epistemically justified beliefs. Now 

it seems even clearer that humans actually have justified 

beliefs than that they are capable of having them. As a 

matter of fact, the thesis that humans do possess justified 

beliefs was the primary basis on which I argued in chapter 

two that humans are capable of having them. So, if Cohen's 

argument against Lehrer's position is sound, then although 

Lehrer's view may not be psychologically unrealistic as def

ined in chapter two, it is surely false insofar as it 

entails skepticism about the actual possession of epistemi

cally justified beliefs. Furthermore, although Cohen does 

not appear to take this step, I believe that his argument 

could be supplemented in the following way so as to entail 



that Lehrer's account is psychologically realistic in the 

sense defined in chapter two. 
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What reason could there be, in the absence of the 

appropriate psychological evidence, to think that humans are 

capable of having the kind of meta-beliefs required by Leh

rer's account for the possession epistemlcally justified 

beliefs, except for the claim that we actually possess these 

kinds of beliefs? But Lehrer has not adduced any psycholog

ical evidence in (1974) for the thesis that humans are capa

ble of instantiating the intellectualist model. Further

more, if Cohen's psychological claim is correct, then no one 

actually has the kind of meta-beliefs required by Lehrer's 

account. Consequently, there appears to be no reason to 

think that humans are capable of satisfying the requirements 

for justified beliefs which are incorporated in Lehrer's 

account of epistemic justification. Thus, given what Cohen 

argues, there appears to be no reason to think that Lehrer's 

account in (1974) is psychologically realistic in the sense 

defined in chapter two. As Cohen himself implies after 

applying the version of the constraint which he employs, 

this puts the burden of proof on Lehrer to show that his 

view is psychologically realistic. 

Cohen's Implicit Appeal to Introspection. The 

psychological claim upon which Cohen bases his conclusion 

that (3.5) is psychologically unrealistic is the last sen

tence of the above quotation. Although Cohen does not back 
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up this psychological thesis with any explicit psychological 

evidence, it is reasonable to suppose that he, like Alston, 

is counting on the reader to engage in introspection (and 

extrapolation to the case of other persons) in order to be 

convinced that it is true. When he says that "there is no 

obvious sense in which most adult persons" have the requi

site meta-beliefs, it is reasonable to think that what he 

means by this is that even if there is some basis for think

ing we have such beliefs, that basis is not provided by 

introspection. This way of putting his clalm is a way of 

not putting the entire weight of his objection on introspec

tive evidence. So, unlike Alston, Cohen does not conclude 

that the view he is attacking is false on the basis of 

introspection. Instead, he uses this appeal to introspec

tion to shift the burden of proof to Lehrer to come up with 

psychological evidence which would substantiate the view 

that (3.5) is psychologically realistic. Furthermore, he 

provides Lehrer with what he seems to consider are Lehrer's 

only two alternative ways of doing this. 

Strategies for Lehrer to Avoid the Charge of Psycho

logical Unreality and Skepticism. The two strategies which 

Cohen considers for ways in which Lehrer might try to avoid 

the charge of psychological ~nreality and skepticism about 

the actual possession of epistemically justified beliefs are 

the following. First, Lehrer could try to show that the 

relevant supporting meta-beliefs are present unconsciously. 
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Second, Lehrer could attempt to argue that these beliefs are 

present dispositionally. In the first category, there are 

two things which might be meant by 'unconscious belief'. The 

first is the psychoanalytic notion of "repressed belief" 

which Cohen quickly discards as being unsuited for Lehrer's 

purpose. The second way of construing 'unconscious belief' 

is more promising. This way is to explicate such beliefs as 

the premises of unconscious inferences. Cohen points out 

that this is the route taken by Harman in Thought (1973, 

chapters 7 and 8) in his attempt to show that his own 

explanatory coherence view is psychologically respectable. 

The upshot of Cohen's response to this suggestion is that it 

requires empirical support from cognitive psychology and 

that the relevant support is currently lacking. So if Leh

rer were to take this route, he would need to postpone full 

endorsement and development of his theory pending further 

progress in cognitive psychology. At any rate, this avenue 

is not promising for an immediate solution to his problem. 

(In Lehrer and Cohen (1983), Lehrer attempts to show that a 

later but similar version of his account of epistemic justi

fication is psychologically realistic by adopting Fodor's 

input system/central system dichotomy developed in Fodor 

(1983). Although this strategy is on the right track, 

Fodor's thesis about cognitive architecture is, by his own 

admission, a piece of "speculative psychology." The psycho

logical evidence needed to ground Lehrer's account must be 
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more than speculative in order for it to constitute a demon

stration of the psychological reality of his view.) 

The second way that Cohen suggests Lehrer might try 

to demonstrate that his account of epistemic justification 

is psychologically realistic is to treat the requisite meta

beliefs as dispositional beliefs. Cohen considers two ways 

in which beliefs might be thought to be dispositional. The 

first way involves a belief's having previously been occur

rent but presently stored in memory. Cohen rightly dis

misses this as a candidate for solving Lehrer's problem. We 

can supplement Cohen's argument here by observing that a 

belief that one is now being appeared to in such-and-such a 

way cannot possibly be dispositional in this sense. The 

second way in which a belief could be dispositional is for 

the belief to be such that, "if the subject were to consider 

the relevant propositions, he would assent to them" (p. 

287). This suggestion would have the consequence that, for 

instance, S is justified in believing that there is some

thing red before ~ only if, if S were to consider proposi

tions like "I am being appeared to redly" and "My being 

appeared to redly makes it more probable than not that there 

is something red before me", ~ would assent to these latter 

two propositions. 

Cohen's dismissal of this suggestion can be summa

rized in the following way. First, Cohen makes another 

implicit appeal to introspection by pointing out that people 
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rarely if ever have beliefs about the way in which they are 

appeared to even in this dispositional sense. He backs this 

up by observing that artists must work at characterizing the 

way in which they are appeared to. The reasoning behind 

Cohen's remark here seems to be the following: "One can dis

positionally believe that, for instance, one is being 

appeared to redly only if one's considering (in the relevant 

sense, that is, by means of introspection) the proposition 

that one is being appeared to redly would prompt one to 

assent to that proposition. This latter counterfactual can 

be true only if one can characterize one's being appeared to 

redly. We, unlike trained artists, can rarely characterize 

the ways in which we are appeared to. Consequently, we 

rarely have dispositional beliefs about the ways in which we 

are appeared to." 

Although the soundness of this argument would block 

Lehrer from using this route to show that his account is 

psychologically realistic, Cohen provides a second objection 

which would also undermine Lehrer's attempt even if we have 

such dispositional beliefs. The gist of Cohen's objection 

is that 2.'s merely having a dispositional belief that p at t 

in the sense defined is not sufficient for E. to function as 

an actual justifying reason for any of S's other beliefs at 

t. This is because E. may be a reason at t for S's belief 

that g at t without it being the case that SIS belief that g 

at t is based on 2.'s dispositional belief that E. at t. That 
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is, using the terminology of chapter one of this disserta

tion, ~'s belief that E may provide counterfactual 

justification for ~'s belief that g without providing actual 

justification. The reason for this is that people can dis

cover reasons for beliefs they have which up until that time 

were not reasons on which these beliefs were based. 

Cohen's example illustrates this point nicely. He 

asks us to consider a trained meteorologist S who believes 

that it is going to rain on the basis of what a ouija board 

tells him (Although Cohen does not mention this, it is clear 

that he has intentionally chosen an example of a paradigmat

ically unjustified belief.). In addition, ~ has neglected 

to consider the proposition that the present weather condi

tions indicate the imminence of a rainstorm - a proposition 

which he would assent to if he were to consider it. So the 

condition for ~IS possessing a dispositional belief that the 

present weather conditions indicate the imminence of a rain

storm are satisfied. However, even though this disposi

tional belief constitutes an excellent reason for SiS 

believing that it is going to rain, it is clear that SiS 

belief that it is going to rain is unjustified since this 

belief is based on ~'s beliefs about the ouija board and not 

on the previously-described dispositional belief. Hence, 

even if we always had such dispositional beliefs, their 

presence could not serve as a sufficient condition for the 

justification of any of our other beliefs. Consequently, 
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this route is inadequate for Lehrer's purpose of avoiding 

psychological unreality and skepticism about the possession 

of justified beliefs (I will have more to say about counter

factual vs. actual justification in chapter five.). 

Skeptical Alternatives for Lehrer. Having exhausted 

what he considers to be the only routes open to Lehrer for 

avoiding skepticism about the possession of epistemically 

justified beliefs as a result of the psychological unreality 

of (3.5), Cohen considers a way in which Lehrer might rea

sonably endorse a form of skepticism. This final option for 

Lehrer is his simply sticking to his account as initially 

stated and insisting that, when the relevant supporting 

meta-beliefs for a given belief are absent, the person is 

not justified in holding that belief. Cohen points out that 

the degree of skepticism involved in such a stance depends 

on the answer to the empirical psychological question con

cerning the extent to which the requisite meta-beliefs are 

lacking in actual cases. If it should turn out that we 

never have these kinds of beliefs, then Lehrer would be com

mitted to skepticism about the human possession of epistemi

cally justified beliefs. If instead we sometimes have such 

beliefs but do not have them every time commonsense says 

that we have a justified belief, then a more limited form of 

this kind of skepticism would be the case. Cohen suggests 

that, as a last resort, Lehrer could view his account of 

epistemic justification as "an ideal to which as a matter of 
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empirical fact, we only approximate. • • in some sense, the 

beliefs are justified insofar as they approximate the ideal 

model" (p. 288). I doubt that this more limited form of 

skepticism would follow from Lehrer's view. It seems 

unlikely to me that, if we have the meta-beliefs required by 

Lehrer's account for justified beliefs at all, we only some

times have them. It seems more plausible to say that such 

beliefs either do not exist or always accompany the percep

tual beliefs that we deem justified. If this is the case, 

then the limited skepticism option is ruled out for Lehrer. 

This leaves only unlimited skepticism about the possession 

of justified beliefs as a potential option for Lehrer. How

ever, as I said above, it is quite reasonable to reject this 

form of skepticism. There are two reasons for this. 

Fir.st, this brand of skepticism seems obviously false. Sec

ond, in the absence of any psychological evidence for the 

thesis that humans have the capacity to have the meta

beliefs required for justified beliefs by Lehrer's account, 

it seems that skepticism about the possession of justified 

beliefs would be a good reason to accept J-skepticism(H). 

But if this is the case, then the former kind of skepticism 

must be false, since J-skepticism(H) is false. Given these 

considerations, we can discount any form of skepticism as a 

possible alternative for Lehrer. 

A Comparison of Cohen and Alston. It is now time to 

sum up our discussion of Cohen's employment of a version of 
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the constraint of psychological realism in his argument 

against Lehrer's theory of epistemic justification in Knowl

edge and to compare his use of this constraint with 

Alston's. In tne first place, Cohen's appeal to a version 

of the constraint of psychological realism is more explicit 

than Alston's. Unlike Alston, Cohen acknowledges the key 

role played by the denial of skepticism in his argument. 

Secondly, although Cohen and Alston both appeal implicitly 

to introspective evidence in their application of the con

straint, Cohen places less weight on this evidence than does 

Alston. As we have seen, instead of concluding that Leh

rer's view is false on the basis of introspection, Cohen 

uses introspective evidence as a way of placing the burden 

of proof on Lehrer to come up with evidence from cognitive 

psychology which would show that his position is psychologi

cally realistic. This more €autious use of introspection on 

Cohen's part is appropriate, for the following reason. Since 

Alston focuses his criticism on an implicit psychological 

component of a natural, but not the only interpretation of 

Chisholm's view, he is open to the charge of attacking a 

straw man. Since it is controversial that the thesis of 

direct voluntary control of belief is or has been held by 

any epistemologists, there is not a large presumption in 

favor of the thesis. Hence, it is appropriate to conclude 

that it is false on the basis of introspection alone. How

ever, it is quite clear that what Cohen has labeled "the 
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intellectualist model of justification" is explicit in the 

views of Lehrer (1974), Harman (1973) and Bonjour (1985). 

Consequently, there is more presumption in favor of such a 

view. Since three leading epistemologists endorse this psy

chological thesis, it would be hasty to conclude that it is 

false on the basis of introspection alone. In this case, 

introspection is more appropriately used to shift the burden 

of proof. However, in the absence of relevant support from 

cognitive psychology, there is reason to be doubtful about 

the success of the three views mentioned above and others 

like them. 

Three Coherence Theorists on Skepticism and Psycho

logical Reality. One brief final observation is of interest 

before we proceed to the next two illustrations in chapter 

four. I would like to compare Lehrer, Harman and Bonjour 

with respect to their responses to skepticism and the 

consequences of these responses. On the one hand, Lehrer 

(1974) and Harman (1973) are examples of epistemologists who 

deny J-skepticism(H) but endorse arguably psychologically 

unrealistic accounts of epistemic justification and knowl

edge. In chapter three, I appealed to the notion of condi

tional intuitiveness to explain how this could be the case. 

Each of these two philosophers believes that the "intellec

tualist model of justification" is somehow instantiated in 

human beings. This explains how they can consistently hold 

their views and deny J-skepticism(H). On the other hand, 
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Bonjour (1985), like Goldman (1986), leaves the possibility 

of skepticism concerning epistemic justification open. 

Consequently, he can and does consistently admit that his 

epistemological theory may be psychologically unrealistic 

(pp. 151-152). That is, he would agree that the intellectu

alist model may not be instantiated in human beings. Of 

course, a main thesis of this dissertation is that Bonjour 

would be wrong to endorse a psychologically unrealistic 

account of epistemic justification or knowledge. Moreover, 

even if Harman and Lehrer have mistaken epistemological 

views, they are correct in their denial of J-skepticism(H) 

and their attempts to provide some reason for thinking that 

their views are psychologically realistic (see Lehrer and 

Cohen (1983) and Harman (1973». Overall, this comparison 

of these three epistemologists shows that, whereas Lehrer 

and Harman at least implicitly endorse the constraint of 

psychological realism, Bonjour explicitly rejects it. 

Summary 

In this chapter we have seen two illustrations of 

applications of the constraint of psychological realism. 

Both of them appeal to psychological evidence collected on 

the basis of a non-scientific use of introspection. Alston 

focused on Chisholm's account of epistemic justification 

which is in the "epistemic responsibility" category of 

epistemological views. The psychological component of this 
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position isolated by Alston has to do with a thesis about 

belief-processes. Cohen expended his critical efforts on an 

account of epistemic justification in the "coherence" cate

gory. This view of Lehrer's has a psychological component 

which has to do with a thesis about certain kinds of belief

states. We now turn to chapter four, where the remaining 

two illustrations will be examined. They both make exten

sive use of scientific cognitive psychology. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

APPLYING THE CONSTRAINT OF PSYCHOLOGICAL REALISM: 

SCIENTIFIC PSYCHOLOGY 

In this chapter, we continue our examination of 

illustrations of the constraint of psychological realism. 

As I said in chapter three, one of these illustrations 

employs a different version of the constraint of psychologi

cal realism than the one I defended in chapter two. This 

variation of the constraint is applied by Cherniak. The 

details of how Cherniak's version differs from ours will be 

discussed in the section entitled "Cherniak on Quine" below. 

I also pointed out in chapter three that Kornblith's argu

ment does not make use of any version of the constraint of 

psychological realism. In spite of this, his discussion is 

included because his argument has the same general structure 

as arguments which incorporate the constraint of psychologi

cal realism and because it is suggestive of alternative ways 

in which the constraint might be employed. In addition, 

Kornblith's thesis that introspection is unreliable for 

important applications threatens to undermine the arguments 

of Alston and Cohen. We will need to determine if his argu

ments for this thesis succeed, and if so, what is implied 

about the use of introspection in applying the constraint of 

psychological realism. 

l4~ 
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After our examination of the remaining two illustra

tions has ended, we will proceed to an assessment of three 

general consequences which would follow upon the success of 

the four applications of the constraint of psychological 

realism which we will have observed. As I have said, I will 

argue that these consequences of widespread psychological 

unreality would underscore the importance of the constraint 

and the indispensability of psychological investigation in 

its application. In addition, I will discuss what bearing 

the success of the evaluators' arguments would have on 

future research which is aimed at determining the nature of 

epistemic justification. 

Two Appeals to Cognitive Psychology 

In this section, we will discuss two applications of 

the constraint of psychological realism which draw on 

theories and experiments in current cognitive psychology. 

First, we will examine Cherniak's criticism of Quine's model 

of the human belief system. Our final illustration will 

involve Kornblith's attack on the role of introspection in 

Cartesian-style epistemology. 

Cherniak on Quine 

Christopher Cherniak's critique of Quine occurs in 

the third chapter of his recent book, Minimal Rationality 

(1986), which is entitled "Rationality and the Structure of 

Human Memory" (the chapter was previously published with the 
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same title as Cherniak 1983). Two goals of his chapter are 

to argue against a Quineian epistemological thesis and to 

argue for a psychologically realistic thesis concerning what 

Cherniak calls "minimal rationality". Although I will focus 

mostly on the first of these two tasks, I will also have a 

little to say about the second. 

The Relevance of Cherniak's Discussion to Our The

sis. One thing should be clarified before we begin our 

examination of Cherniak's discussion. One might wonder what 

relevance Cherniak's remarks have to the primary epistemo

logical concern of this dissertation, that is, epistemic 

justification. One could object that, although rationality 

is also an epistemological notion, it is not the same as 

justification, so Cherniak's consideration of the psycholog

ical realism of theories of rationality has no relevance to 

our topic. There is one rationale for including Cherniak's 

discussion which should be rejected at the outset. However, 

there are also some good reasons for its inclusion which I 

will also point out. 

The inadequate argument for the relevance of Cher

niak's remarks to this chapter is the following: "The above 

objection fails to take account of an important connection 

which exists between justification and at least minimal 

rationality. In order to be capable of having justified 

beliefs, one must be capable of having beliefs. According 

to Cherniak, a person cannot have any beliefs unless the 
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person is at least minimally rational (and the person is 

minimally rational only if the person maintains some consis

tency among his supposed beliefs; p. 60). So a person is 

capable of having justified beliefs only if the person is at 

least minimally rational. Given this, any psychological 

requirements for minimal rationality will also be psycholog

ical requirements for justified belief. So if a theory of 

rationality is psychologically unrealistic, that is, if it 

requires for the possession of rationality a psychological 

capacity which humans do not possess, then any account of 

epistemic justification which presupposes it will be psycho

logically unrealistic as well. Hence, Cherniak's discussion 

is quite relevant to our primary concern." The main problem 

with this argument is the questionable premise that "a per

son cannot have any beliefs unless the person is at least 

minimally rational." This is a substantive and contentious 

metaphysical thesis which I am not inclined to endorse. 

Moreover, it would be beyond the scope of our discussion to 

consider arguments either for or against this claim. 

Consequently, I will not assume here that the reason Cher

niak's discussion is relevant to the concern of this chapter 

is that there is a conceptual link between epistemic justi

fication and rationality. 

Why then is Cherniak's treatment of Quine included 

here? There are three reasons which are sufficient to vin

dicate this inclusion. In the first place, even though I 
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have argued for a constraint of psychological realism on 

accounts of epistemic justification, it is quite reasonable 

to think that there is a strictly analogous constraint which 

applies to theories of human rationality. Illustrating the 

use of such an analogous constraint would demonstrate that 

the central thesis of this dissertation is generalizable to 

other important epistemological notions. Secondly, if Cher

niak is correct in his interpretation of Quine's model of 

the human belief system, then it is reasonable to suppose 

that such a model is a component of Quine's program of natu

ralizing epistemology. Although it is unclear whether Quine 

has a theory of epistemic justification, it may be that this 

model is part of what is required for making true beliefs 

knowledge for Quine. So Cherniak's arguments against Quine 

could be directed at an epistemological view which is quite 

close to being an account of epistemic justification. 

Finally, it is likely that models of memory similar to the 

one which Cherniak attributes to Quine are featured as com

ponents of other recent epistemological positions which are 

intended as accounts of epistemic justification. These 

include the views of the three coherence theorists which 

were mentioned at the end of the last chapter, that is, Har-

man (1973), Lehrer (1974) and Bonjour (1985). (Goldman 

(1986, pp. 206-207) concludes that Harman's view of induc

tive inference in (1973, pp. 158-159) is psychologically 

unrealistic because it incorporates a model of memory simi-
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1ar to the one Cherniak attributes to Quine.) So Cherniak's 

arguments against a psychologically unrealistic model of 

human memory and against the psychologically unrealistic 

theories of human rationality which incorporate them could 

be applied, mutatis mutandis, to accounts of epistemic 

justification with similar psychological components. Given 

these three considerations, the relevance of Cherniak's 

investigation to our main concern is clear. Given this pre-

1iminary clarification, we can now go ahead with the i11us-

tration. 

Cherniak's Interpretation of Quine. Cherniak begins 

his critique of Quine's model of human memory by providing 

what he considers to be a natural interpretation of a pas-

sage from "Two Dogmas of Empiricism" (Quine 1961). Here is 

the passage: 

Total science is like a field of force whose bound
ary conditions are experience. A conflict with 
experience at the periphery occasions readjustments 
in the interior of the field • • • • Reevaluation of 
some statements entails reevaluation of others, 
because of their logical interconnections ••• (p. 
42) • 

Here is Cherniak's interpretation of this quotation: 

A natural "descriptive" interpretation here is that 
Quine is claiming that reevaluation of one belief 
entails reevaluation of others to maintain consis
tency of the total system, and that he is predicting 
that the proprietor of a belief system will in fact 
make the appropriate reevaluations. Given Quine's 
naturalism, one would expect that his account is 
intended to be descriptively correct (p. 50). 

Now I am not as concerned here about whether Cherniak has 
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gotten Quine's view right as I am about how he criticizes 

Quine's remarks as he interprets them. Of course, if Cher

niak is wrong about what Quine means here, then he may not 

have shown that Quine holds a psychologically unrealistic 

view of the human belief system and a psychologically unre

alistic epistemological position. However, it is reasonable 

to think that something like Cherniak's interpretation of 

Quine is presupposed in many philosophical discussions, even 

if not in Quine's writings themselves. Although I am not 

committed to Cherniak's reading of Quine's remarks, for sim

plicity I will speak of Cherniak's construal of Quine as 

"Quine's model of human memory" (or a similar locution) in 

what follows. 

Cherniak's Appeal to Scientific and Commonsense 

Psychological Theories. One way in which Cherniak refers to 

this model is as "Quine's model of consistency maintenance" 

(p. 56). He argues that this model is psychologically unre

alistic because it "does not take into account the basic 

organization of human memory" (p. 51). Given that this 

model is a component of Quine's theory of knowledge, it fol

lows that Quine's epistemological view is psychologically 

unrealistic as well. What is the basis on which Cherniak 

dismisses Quine's model of consistency maintenance as being 

psychologically unrealistic? Interestingly, Cherniak refers 

to both scientific and non-scientific psychological theories 

to support this conclusion. First, he sketchs three differ-
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ent types of scientific theories of human memory. It is 

clear that, if any of these types of theories is even 

approximately correct, then neither Quine's model nor more 

realistic versions of it are instantiated in human beings. 

Second, Cherniak argues that there is a commonsense psycho

logical theory of human memory which shares at least two 

components with each of the three scientific psychological 

theories he has outlined. Given only these two theses, 

Quine's thesis about human memory cannot be right. 

Let us take a look at some of the details of these 

theories of memory. The three types of scientific theories 

of human memory which Cherniak discusses are (1) the stan

dard model of the verbal learning and memory tradition 

(hereafter, the "standard model"); (2) "semantic memory" 

theories; and (3) "constructive memory" theories. Cherniak 

describes these types of theories, as well as our common-

sense psychological theory of memory, as sharing one general 

model of human memory (p. 52). So these theories are just 

variations on that one theme. Cherniak sketches most of the 

basic structure of this general model in his discussion of 

the standard model. In his brief treatment of the latter two 

types of theories, he pauses only to point out a few ways in 

which they vary from the first type of theory. 

The most fundamental feature of the standard model 

is that it has a "duplex" structure. That is, it divides 

the human memory system into long-term memory (LTM) and 
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short-term or active memory (STM). Although there may be 

many special purpose LTMs and STMs, there are only these two 

kinds of memory on this model. These two kinds of memory 

can be distinguished in terms of how they differ with 

respect to function, capacity, duratio~, and degree of pro

cessing. In addition to mentioning these differences, I 

will discuss an important processing relation which holds 

between them and talk about an additional important feature 

of LTM. The overview of this model is incomplete, but suf

ficient for present purposes. 

The main function of STM is to provide a locus for 

current thought. The contents of STM are the things a per

son is thinking about at a given time, whether consciously 

or unconsciously (as when one attends to driving a car while 

talking). The capacity of STM is quite limited. Roughly 

seven meaningful units of information can be contained in 

STM at a given time (Miller 1956). So whatever is in STM at 

a given time comprises a very small subset of a person's 

beliefs and other remembered cognitive states. In addition, 

these few items will leave STM after about half a minute 

unless they are rehearsed by the subject. So the duration 

of storage in STM is limited as well. Finally, with respect 

to processing, the standard model holds that all theoretical 

and practical reasoning takes place in STM. Nothing can 

affect thought or behavior unless it is processed in STM. 

The primary role of LTM is to be a repository for 
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the massive number of cognitive states which are stored in a 

person's mind but not currently in STM. There is virtually 

no practical limit to the number of cognitive units which 

can be stored in LTM. Moreover, the length of time during 

which these mental items can be stored in LTM is indefinite. 

Again, it is clear that most of a person's cognitive system 

is contained in LTM at any given time. On the standard 

model, processing in LTM is non-existent. No changes can 

be made to any cognitive state unless the state first enters 

STM. 

This brings us to the most important relations 

between LTM and STM. In addition to the initial encoding of 

an item into LTM which proceeds via STM, encoded items can 

be "copied" from LTM to STM by means of retrieval. At this 

juncture it will be fruitful to supplement Cherniak's sum

mary of the standard model with some recent observations 

about retrieval. There is psychological evidence which sup

ports the hypothesis that memory failures are due in large 

part, not to problems at the encoding stage, or to memory 

decay, but to failures to retrieve encoded information 

(Anderson 1984, pp. 5-6). Two main factors have been found 

to affect the probability of recall. The first is that it 

is easier to recall something from memory when the context 

of recall is similar to the context in which the item was 

encoded (Tulving 1983). The second is that retrieval can be 

hampered by certain interference effects. Information about 
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a concept can resist recall when additional information 

about the concept is acquired. Tests indicate that the 

prior information is still in LTM but that access to it has 

been destroyed by the added information (Wickelgren 1976). 

These considerations seriously threaten the thesis that any 

mental state stored in LTM can be retrieved into STM at any 

time, a thesis implied by the Quineian model. Access to 

items stored in LTM is contingent on at least context simi

larity and the presence or absence of interference effects. 

The final feature of the standard model which Cher

niak mentions is that the contents of LTM are organized. An 

item stored in LTM is located for retrieval into STM, not by 

means of an exhaustive search of LTM, but by means of a more 

limited search which exploits the organization of LTM. 

Cherniak describes LTM as a "graph-theoretic" entity. The 

intersections of the graph lines'are nodes which contain 

bundles of stored information in much the same way that a 

file contains subfiles. The lines connecting these points 

are "arcs" which serve as the pathways for memory searches. 

On the tradional view, these arcs are associative links. 

Cherniak's remarks about the organization of LTM suggest 

that he would agree with Anderson (1984, p. 6) that "it 

makes ••• sense to view the human's memory difficulties as 

arising from • • • the problem of how to achieve rapid and 

flexible access to all of this knowledge (stored in LTM)." 

The organization of LTM appears to be at least a partial 
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solution to this problem. 

The two additional kinds of accounts of memory which 

Cherniak mentions vary in specific ways from the standard 

model but the general features are much the same. "Semantic 

accounts" have arisen from the computer modeling of human 

memory. Two variations on the standard model which they 

incorporate are (i) a generalization of the interconnecting 

arcs in LTM to represent different kinds of relations 

between nodes (such as 'is a subset of') and (ii) a view of 

the structure of LTM as being dynamic. This latter property 

is exhibited in the co-existence of different organizational 

systems and the possibility of restructuring memory for dif

ferent purposes. According to "constructive accounts" what 

is encoded in LTM is not a copy of the experience it repre

sents. Accordingly, recall involves a reconstruction of 

"what must have occurred". The main way in which construc

tive accounts differ from the standard model is that there 

is a certain amount of processing of the contents of LTM. 

New information can be assimilated to previously stored 

items. In spite of this, processing in LTM is still quite a 

bit more limited than processing in STM. 

This ends the review of three important types of 

scientific models of human memory. Cherniak adds that there 

is a commonsense model of human memory which, although being 

less sophisticated than the scientific models, agrees with 

them on two salient points. The details of his discussion 
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of this commonsense theory need not concern us, since we are 

focusing here on his appeal to scientific methodology in 

applying the constraint of psychological realism. It will 

be sufficient simply to mention the two theses shared by 

both scientific and commonsense theories. First, Cherniak 

argues that the commonsense theory also recognizes the 

duplex structure of memory. That is, it acknowledges the 

existence of LTM and of STM. Secondly, the non-scientific 

theory assumes that LTM is organized. Cherniak goes on to 

show how these two assumptions figure in commonsense psycho

logical explanations of lapses from ideal rationality. 

The Psychological Unreality of the Quineian Model. 

We now have sufficient psychological evidence to conclude 

that the Quineian model of memory is psychologically unreal

istic. Cherniak rephrases Quine's model as an information

processing model to make it somewhat more realistic. In 

terms of this type of model " ••• Quine might be described 

as viewing the entire belief system as contemporaneously 

fully activated or processed in parallel; the contents of 

the short-term working memory would be the complete long

term memory" (p. 70). It is now easy to see that even this 

amendation is psychologically unrealistic. Even if con

structive accounts of memory are correct, so that there is 

~ processing of mental states in LTM, it is clear that 

LTM cannot be "contemporaneously fully activated or pro

cessed in parallel." Furthermore, this revised model would 
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fail to recognize the basic duplex structure of memory. 

Cherniak considers a somewhat more realistic Quineian model: 

" ••• although short-term memory capacity is limited, all 

and only the appropriate beliefs at a given moment are 

always recalled" (p. 70). Obviously, given the above psy

chological theories, this model is psychologically unrealis

tic as well. This model fails to take account of the way in 

which LTM is organized. Although it is reasonable to think 

that LTM is organized in such a way as to facilitate the 

retrieval of relevant information, the persistent failure of 

humans always to recall every stored item relevant to an 

inference or decision is ample evidence against the above 

thesis. So even a more psychologically realistic version of 

the Quineian model does not succeed. 

Does Cherniak adduce more psychological evidence 

than necessary to draw the preceding conclusion? Perhaps, 

but there are two reasons for being as complete as one can 

in investigating a psychological thesis. The first is that 

one may need to evaluate successive attempts to make such a 

thesis more psychologically realistic, as Cherniak has done 

above. The more psychologically realistic a thesis becomes, 

the more the need to consult theoretical details to test the 

thesis for complete psychological reality. The second rea

son for thoroughness in consulting psychological evidence is 

that, the more one knows about the human mind, the more one 

is guided in constructing and testing a psychologically 
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the psychological theories he has sketched in this latter 

way as well, as we shall see. 
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Cherniak's Employment of a Version of the Constraint 

of Psychological Realism. In addition to concludi~g that 

Quine's psychological thesis is psychologically unrealistic, 

Cherniak argues that no conception of rationality which 

requires such an unrealistic belief system for the posses

sion of rationality is adequate for employment in the expla

nation of "important ranges of actual human behavior" (p. 

49). Cherniak refers to the kind of rationality which 

requires the memory capacities of Quine's model as "ideal 

rationality". The general outline of Cherniak's argument 

against the adequacy of ideal rationality for psychological 

explanation is as follows: "The notion of ideal rationality 

can be employed in the explanation of human behavior only if 

humans are ideally rational. Humans are ideally rational 

only if they satisfy the requirements of ideal rationality. 

They cannot satisfy these requirements unless they are able 

to make all useful inferences which are relevant to the 

actions they perform. In order to make these inferences, 

they must have unlimited resources of memory and time (this 

is a feature of the Quineian model of memory). But, accord

ing to our best psychological models of human memory (which 

were sketched above), we have less-than-unlimited resources 

of memory and time. Consequently, the notion of ideal 
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rationality cannot be employed in the explanation of human 

behavior." 

Now one possible response to this argument is as 

follows. Suppose that a person is rational only if the per

son is ideally rational. Given this, and the above argu

m~nt, it would follow that no human being is rational and 

that, since a person's behavior is explicable only if the 

person is rational, no human's behavior can be explained. 

This is analogous to our concluding that J-skepticism(H) is 

true on the basis of deciding that some psychologically 

unrealistic account of epistemic justification is correct. 

However, Cherniak holds, and I agree, that human behavior is 

explicable and that, consequently, humans are rational (pp. 

54-55). Since humans are not ideally rational, they must be 

less-than-ideally rational. Another way of putting this is 

to say that some psychologically realistic standard of 

rationality applies to them. As Cherniak puts it, "an ade

quate understanding of the rationality of an agent's actions 

is not possible without (psychologically) realistic (models 

of human memory)" (p. 49). So Cherniak would deny the pre

mise of the preceding argument according to which a person 

is rational only if the person is ideally rational. Human 

beings can be rational without satisfying the requirements 

of ideal rationality. 

We are now in a position to see how Cherniak makes 

use of a different version of the constraint of psychologi-



156 

cal realism than the one employed by the previous two evalu

ators. Although Cherniak's discussion closely parallels 

those of Alston and Cohen with respect to the general struc

ture of their arguments which incorporate the constraint of 

psychological realism, there is one important disanalogy 

between his argument and those of the others (other than the 

fact that he focuses on the rationality of behavior instead 

of the justification of beliefs). In applying the con

straint of psychological realism to the accounts of epis

temic justification which they are criticizing, Alston and 

Cohen each assume that if the view they are attacking is 

psychologically unrealistic, then it is false. Cherniak, 

however, does not conclude that theories of ideal rational

ity are false. Instead, he concludes that they do not apply 

to human beings. What is the reason for this difference 

between these evaluators? The explanation for this differ

ence is that, whereas Alston and Cohen are each criticizing 

what purports to be a general account of the nature of epis

temic justification, Cherniak is instead focusing on a stan

dard of rational behavior (refer to chapter one for a dis

cussion of the difference between general accounts of epis

temic justification and standards of epistemic justifica

tion). A general account of the nature of an epistemologi

cal property such as justification or rationality can be 

true or false. However, various standards according to 

which a belief is justified or a person is rational cannot 
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be true or false. Of course it can be true or false whether 

or not a given standard applies to a given type of person. 

This explains why Cherniak, who is talking about standards 

of rationality, concludes not that theories of ideal ration

ality are false, but that they do not apply to human beings. 

Given this, however, there is a short route to the conclu

sion that a general account of rationality cannot incorpo

rate the requirements of ideal rationality. If it did, 

then, given a constraint of psychological realism on 

accounts of rationality, such an account of rationality 

would be false. This is because the account would be psy

chologically unrealistic. We can conclude that, although 

Cherniak applies a distinct form of the constraint of psy

chological realism according to which no psychologically 

unrealistic standard of rationality applies to humans, it is 

a trivial matter to convert his conclusion about Quineian 

theories of rationality to one formally equivalent to the 

conclusions of the other critics. 

Cherniak's Argument for a Psychologically Realistic 

Thesis about Minimal Rationality. As I previously men

tioned, Cherniak not only criticizes Quine's model of memory 

and theories of rationality based on it in (1986), he also 

argues for a positive thesis about minimal rationality which 

he claims incorporates a psychologically realistic model of 

memory. Very briefly, his argument for this positive thesis 

is as follows: "Minimal rationality requires efficient 
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recall, since one cannot act minimally rationally unless one 

has access to at least some of one's beliefs which are rele

vant to the action and such access requires efficient search 

and retrieval of items in LTM. Efficient recall requires 

incomplete search, since a complete or exhaustive search of 

LTM would be quite costly in terms of time and mental 

resources. Incomplete search requires the compartmentaliza

tion of LTM, since incomplete searches could not succeed if 

the contents of LTM were unorganized and random and the 

avoidance of such arbitrary storage requires a degree of 

compartmentalization. Hence, minimal rationality requires 

some compartmentalization of the contents of LTM." 

Cherniak on Psychological Realism and Psychological 

Investigation. Cherniak claims that the thesis argued for 

in the previous paragraph is "not just an accident of human 

psychology •••• Given the short-term/long-term memory 

distinction and some other basic constraints, the long-term 

memory could not be otherwise, or the total belief system 

could not maintain minimal rationality" (p. 61). In addi

tion, with respect to the separate thesis that minimal 

rationality requires the attempt to maintain consistency in 

one's belief set, Cherniak claims that "this is one of the 

minimal rationality conditions on any belief system; we can 

be sure it applies before we try any experiment" (p. 6~). 

These two assessments of theses about minimal rationality 

which Cherniak endorses suggest that he would deny the 
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indispensability thesis which I argued for in chapter two. 

That is, Cherniak appears not to agree that psychological 

investigation is required to test an epistemological thesis 

for psychological reality. Of course in the above quotation 

he states that we can determine that a minimal rationality 

condition applies without engaging in an experiment. Pre

sumably, what he means by 'experiment' is 'scientific psy

chological experiment.' This seems to leave open the possi

bility that he would hold that theses about minimal ration

ality must be tested for psychological reality by introspec

tion or some other non-scientific method. However, at no 

point does he appeal to such non-scientific methods in his 

argument for the "compartmentalization thesis". Neither 

does he suggest that one must introspect to determine if 

one's LTM is compartmentalized. His argument for this the

sis about minimal rationality proceeds entirely on the basis 

of a priori thought experiments about how the mind must be 

constructed given both the STM/LTM distinction and the the

sis that humans are minimally rational. Consequently, Cher

niak accepts, as being both psychologically realistic and 

true, a thesis about minimal rationality which has a psycho

logical component, on the basis of sheerly a priori consid

erations. 

Given this, we can spell out more specifically how 

Cherniak's approach differs from ours. Consider the follow

ing argument: "Humans are minimally rational. Minimal 
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rationality requires the compartmentalization of LTM. 

Consequently, LTM is compartmentalized." I am inclined to 

agree with Cherniak that this argument is sound. However, 

Cherniak and I would disagree about the basis upon which to 

determine that it is sound. I claim that the second premise 

cannot be known without first knowing that the conclusion is 

true. Furthermore, my contention is that the conclusion 

cannot be known apart from psychological investigation (such 

as the psychological investigation which lead to the devel

opment of the theories of memory summarized above). So the 

second premise cannot be known to be true apart from psycho

logical investigation. This is an instance of the indispen

sability thesis which I defended in chapter two. My claim 

about the above argument is tantamount to saying that we 

cannot demonstrate a psychological thesis by some indirect 

means which bypasses direct psychological investigation con

cerning that thesis. Cherniak appears to agree with Pollock 

that one can know that the second premise is true without 

knowing that the conclusion is true. That is, he would say 

that one can accept the epistemological thesis as being psy

chologically realistic apart from psychological investiga

tion. This is tantamount to claiming that one can demon

strate a psychological thesis without engaging in direct 

psychological investigation concerning that thesis. In sum, 

although Cherniak does employ a version of the constraint of 

psychological realism in his argument against Quine, his 
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apparent denial of the indispensability thesis reveals that 

he considers his use of psychological theories to be unnec

essary. Of course he does need the STM/LTM distinction 

to serve as a starting point for his argument for the "com

partmentalization thesis." 

Summary. In this section, we have seen how Cherniak 

applies the constraint of psychological realism to his 

interpretation of some remarks of Quine concerning the human 

belief system. In this employment of the constraint, Cher

niak appeals to both scientific and non-scientific theories 

to back up his claim that Quine's model of human memory and 

theories of rationality which incorporate it are psychologi

cally unrealistic. Cherniak also argues for a thesis about 

miminal rationality which he claims is psychologically real

istic. It appears that he would draw this conclusion about 

the thesis even in the absence of relevant psychological 

investigation. This suggests that, although he views such 

investigation as sufficient for testing epistemological 

theories for psychological reality, he does not think that 

it is necessary. So, although Cherniak endorses a con

straint of psychological realism, he diverges from our the

sis that the constraint requires appeal to psychological 

investigation. In the next section, we will see how Korn

blith employs an argument which is similar in general struc

ture to arguments incorporating the constraint of psycholog

ical realism. 
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Kornblit~ on Cartesian Epistemology 

In "Introspection and Misdirection" (Unpublished), 

Hilary Kornblith critically examines an epistemological the

sis which he attributes to Descartes and to current episte

mology which is done in the Cartesian tradition. As was the 

case with the epistemological theses criticized by the pre

vious three evaluators, the truth of this Cartesian thesis 

depends on the truth of a certain pSYGhological thesis. 

However, unlike the views targeted by those three critics, 

the object of Kornblith's criticism is not a thesis about a 

fundamental epistemological notion such as knowledge, epis

temic justification or rationality. Consequently, Korn

blith's argument is not an instance of the constraint of 

psychological realism as I have defined it (that is, as 

applying to accounts of epistemic justification), nor is it 

a generalized version of that constraint so-defined. In 

spite of this, there are good reasons for including Korn

blith's discussion at this juncture. After the following 

discussion of Kornblith's remarks, I will comment on the 

relevance of his arguments to the present project. 

The Epistemological Thesis Which Kornblith Denies. 

What epistemological thesis does Kornblith attribute to 

Descartes and to contemporary Cartesian epistemology? As 

was the case with Cherniak's treatment of Quine, I am not as 

concerned about Kornblith's reading of Descartes as I am 
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about how Kornb1ith argues against a t~esis that he 

believes, rightly or wrongly, Descartes to have espoused. 

Kornblith attributes to Descartes the view that " ••• the 

primary task of the epistemologist (is) the giving of advice 

to those concerned with the search after truth" (p. 1). What 

general piece of epistemic advice does Kornb1ith think that 

Descartes was concerned to give? A second Cartesian thesis 

provides some direction here. Kornb1ith ascribes to 

Descartes the thesis that " ••• the mind is better and more 

easily known than the external world" (p. 1). Given this, 

it would be advisable to start one's quest for truth by 

means of coming to know what is going on in one's mind. This 

knowledge of one's mental life will then serve as a founda

tion for the rest of what one knows. But what is the best 

method for gaining knowledge about one's mind? Here the 

Cartesian, according to Kornblith, advises one to engage in 

introspection. We are now in a position to state the gen

eral epistemological thesis which Kornb1ith considers to be 

at the center of the epistemological theories of both 

Descartes and contemporary Cartesians: "One's pursuit of 

truth ought to begin with introspection. II This thesis takes 

a different form for contemporary Cartesians than it does 

for Descartes. Kornb1ith phrases Descartes' version as fol

lows: "If one wants to know the external world one ought to 

begin by introspecting" (p. 2). The contemporary Cartesian 

version is as follows: "If one wants to improve epistemi-
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cally, one ought to begin by introspecting." It is this 

latter thesis which to which Kornblith directs his criti

cism. What epistemic component does Kornblith consider this 

thesis to have? In order to determine this, we need to look 

more closely at epistemic improvement and a related notion, 

epistemic responsibility. 

The Psychological Component of the Cartesian Thesis. 

Kornblith assumes that the most general advice which Carte

sians give to truth-seekers is to improve epistemically. 

Furthermore, in order to improve epistemically one needs to 

be epistemically responsible. What are the requirements for 

epistemic responsibility? Kornblith begins his sketch of 

some necessary conditions of epistemic responsibility by 

pointing out that the thesis of direct voluntary control of 

belief (which was discussed by Alston, above) which he 

attributes to Descartes, is not widely held today. He 

ascribes to the contemporary Cartesian the view that beliefs 

are' subject to indirect voluntary control (this is the view 

which Alston proposed after dismissing the other thesis). 

Given that our beliefs are produced in us II ••• without our 

(direct) intervention or reflection , the truth-

seeking agent ought to be concerned about the nature of 

these belief-forming processes" (p. 3). The epistemically 

responsible agent will continually engage in the processes 

of self-evaluation and self-correction. In particular, such 

a person ought to determine what his belief-forming pro-
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cesses are and whether they are reliable. If they are 

reliable, he will leave them alone. If they are not 

reliable he will seek to modify or eliminate them. In addi

tion, he will try to discover additional reliable belief

forming processes which he doesn't have and will try to 

acquire them. By being epistemically responsible in this 

way, it is hoped that one will improve epistemically. That 

is, one will hopefully become more generally reliable as a 

truth-seeker. In each of the above procedures, the Carte

sian considers introspection to playa crucial role. How

ever, it is clear that introspection will contribute to 

epistemic improvement in this way only if it is reliable. 

For one thing, unless a person is capable of reliably 

introspecting which particular processes are responsible for 

producing his beliefs, he will not be able to determine 

whether these processes are reliable. Furthermore, unless 

he can determine whether these processes are reliable, he 

will not be able to monitor his epistemic improvement. If 

he cannot monitor his improvement, it is unlikely that he 

will improve. Consequently, the contemporary Cartesian 

epistemological thesis has a psychological requirement 

which' can be expressed as follows: "Epistemic improvement 

ought to rely heavily on introspection only if we can relia

bly introspect what belief-forming processes we possess and 

whether they are reliable." 

Is Kornblith Attacking His Own View of Justifica-
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tion? Before we go on to consider Kornb1ith's argument 

against the Cartesian epistemological thesis stated above, 

it is important to engage in some parenthetical c1arifica-

tion to forestall a possible misunderstanding which might 

arise with respect to tne relationship between Kornblith's 

own view of epistemic justification and his present argu-

mente What needs to be clarified are the connections Korn-

b1ith makes between the notions of epistemic justification, 

epistemic responsibility and epistemic improvement. Although 

Kornblith does not make an explicit connection between epis-

temic responsibility and epistemic justification in "Intros-

pection and Misdirection", it is clear from another recent 

article by him that he endorses a conceptual link between 

these two notions. In "Justified Belief and Epistemical1y 

Responsible Action" (1983), Kornb1ith states his view of 

epistemic justification schematically as follows: 

An epistemica1ly responsible agent desires to have 
true beliefs, and thus desires to have his beliefs 
produced by processes which lead to true beliefs; 
his actions are guided by these desires. Sometimes 
when we ask whether an agent's belief is justified 
what we mean to ask is whether the belief is the 
product of epistemica11y responsible action, i.e., 
the product of action an epistemica1ly responsible 
agent might have taken (p. 34). 

According to Kornb1ith in (1983), then, a person's 

belief is justified only if that belief is the product of 

epistemica11y responsible action on the part of that person. 

It might be thought that, given what was said above about 

epistemic responsibility, this latter notion requires a 
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reliable method of introspection. If this were the case, 

then Kornblith's arguments against the reliability of 

introspection would entail that his account of epistemic 

justification is psychologically unrealistic. However, this 

line of reasoning rests on a confusion between the notions 

of epistemic responsibility and epistemic improvement. As 

defined, an epistemically responsible agent is one who 

"desires to have his beliefs produced by processes which 

lead to true beliefs" and acts upon this desire. It is 

clear that, although acting on this desire may lead one to 

engage in introspection concerning one's belief processes, 

one's employments of introspection need not be reliable in 

order for one to be epistemically responsible. One need 

only either believe that one's applications are reliable or 

at least fail to believe that they are unreliable. So epis

temic responsibility is largely a sUbjective notion. On the 

other hand, epistemic improvement is clearly an objective 

notion. In order for epistemic self-evaluation and self

correction to lead to true epistemic improvement, the method 

used for evaluation and correction must be a reliable 

method. The best way to improve epistemically is to be 

epistemically responsible. But epistemically responsible 

use of introspection contributes to epistemic improvement 

only if the use of introspection is reliable. In sum, epis

temic responsibility does not require a reliable method of 

introspection. Epistemic improvement does. But it is epis-
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temic responsibility which is required for justified belief, 

not epistemic improvement, so Kornblith's arguments against 

the reliability of introspection do not entail that his 

account of epistemic justification is psychologically unre

alistic. We now return to an examination of Kornblith's 

argument against the Cartesian thesis. 

Kornblith's Main Argument Against the Cartesian 

Epistemological Thesis. Kornblith's argument has two pre

mises. The first one is a statement of the psychological 

requirement for the truth of the Cartesian thesis: (1) 

Epistemic improvement ought to rely heavily on introspection 

only if we can reliably introspect what belief-forming pro

cesses we possess and whether they are reliable. We have 

already found ample reason for thinking that this premise is 

true in the discussion concerning epistemic improvement. 

Kornblith's second premise is a psychological thesis: (2) 

Introspection is not only unreliable for the purposes stated 

in (1), it is also misleading. The next section will con

tain an extended review of his arguments for this claim. 

The conclusion is, of course, that: (3) The Cartesian thesis 

is false; it is not the case that epistemic improvement 

ought to rely heavily on introspection. If epistemic 

improvement is possible, some alternative, reliable method 

must replace introspection. We will see at the end of this 

section what Kornblith's suggestion is for such a replace

ment method. In addition, at that time we will also provide 
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an overall assessment of Kornblith's case for (2). 

The second premise of Kornblith's main argument is 

that introspection is both unreliable and misleading. What 

psychological evidence does Kornblith advance to support 

this conclusion about introspection? Unlike Cherniak, Korn-

blith does not appeal to psychological theories to support 

his psychological thesis. Instead, he rests his case on 

five recent experiments in cognitive psychology and on one 

more informal psychological observation. Kornblith uses 

four of these psychological considerations to argue that 

introspection is powerless to locate the processes which are 

responsible for producing our beliefs. He employs the other 

two experiments to argue that introspection is not only 

unreliable but leads us to adopt an inaccurate and highly 

exaggerated opinion of the reliability of our processes. 

Let us examine each of these psychological considerations 

and Kornblith's interpretation of them. 

Kornblith's Case for Premise Two: Experiment #1. 

According to Kornblith, the first two experiments which he 

examines demonstrate the failure of introspection to detect 

factors which have influenced a person's judgments. The 

first experiment is reported by Nisbett and Ross (1980). 

Here is the passage to which Kornblith appeals to draw the 

preceding conclusion about introspection: 

•• ~ passers-by in a shopping mall were invited to 
examlne an array of consumer goods (four nightgowns 
in one study, four identical nylon pantyhose in 



another) and to rate their quality. There was a 
pronounced position effect on evaluations, such that 
the right-most garments were heavily preferred to 
the left-most garments. When questioned about the 
effect of the garments' positions on their choices, 
virtually all subjects denied such an influence 
(usually with a tone of annoyance or of concern for 
the experimenter's sanity (p. 207). 
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Kornb1ith's first conclusion about this experiment is that 

the subjects " ••• are unaware that their judgments are 

affected by the relative position of the goods being evalu

ated" (p. 5). This claim does not yet threaten the reliab

ility of introspection. If it demonstrates anything about 

introspection at all, it is that the subjects' judgments 

are not automatically accompanied by introspection of all of 

the factors influencing their judgments. 

Given this first conclusion of Kornblith about the 

"position effect" experiment, one thing that he says about 

these cases is puzzling (he says the same thing about the 

next experiment we will look at as well). He remarks that 

"the position effect presents a strong prima facie case of 

faulty inference" (p. 5). He points this out because he 

hopes to show that introspection is powerless to uncover 

faulty inferences. However, I fail to see wherein the 

faulty inference lies. There appear to be only two ways in 

which it might be claimed that these cases involve infer-

ence. The first suggestion does identify a faulty infer

ence, but it is obvious that the subjects do not make this 

kind of inference. The second suggestion locates a type of 
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inference which the subjects are probably making. However, 

it is implausible to say that it is a faulty type of infer-

ence. 

Here is why the first suggestion fails. Barring 

unconscious inference, it is clear that the subjects are not 

inferring that a certain item is superior on the basis of 

believing that the item occupies a certain relative posi

tion. How could it be that they are making such an infer

ence if they are unaware of the role that relative position 

plays in their judgments? It appears that Kornblith may be 

conflating the distinction between part of the cause of a 

belief and reasons for that belief. Even if all the reasons 

for a belief are at least part of the cause of that belief, 

it is not the case that all the causal factors involved in 

the production or maintenance of a belief are reasons for 

that belief. The relative position of the items in the 

experiment may have been a causal factor in the production 

of the subjects' beliefs about the items and yet not have 

been part of the reasons upon which their. judgments about 

the relative quality of the items were based. 

The second suggestion fails for the following rea

son. If the subjects are making an inference at all, they 

are inferring that a certain item is superior to the others 

on the basis of perceived (but illusory) differences in the 

items. But this is not a faulty inference. It is a legiti

mate inference based on a false belief. This false belief 
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may have been caused at least partially by the position of 

the items, but as I argued in the previous paragraph, this 

causal relation is not plausibly viewed as an inference. We 

can conclude that the position effect does not constitute an 

example of faulty inference. So Kornblith cannot legiti

mately conclude on the basis of this experimental evidence 

that reasoners are unable to introspect faulty inferences 

which they have made. 

Kornblith's additional observation about this exper

iment does, however, cast doubt on the reliability of 

introspection in detecting all of the factors which influ

ence the formation of beliefs, at least in situations simi

lar to the experimental situation in which the position 

effect was observed. Even if the judgments of these sub

jects are not automatically accompanied by introspective 

access to all of the factors.contributing to the formation 

of their beliefs, one might think that it could still be the 

case that subsequent careful and deliberate use of intros

pection would be sufficient to reveal these factors. How

ever, it is clear from the passage quoted above that when 

the experimenters asked the subjects if the position of the 

garments had any affect on their judgments, virtually all 

the subjects denied such influence. Although it is not 

clear how much introspection these subjects engaged in to 

draw this conclusion, it is reasonable to suppose that they 

did introspect to some degree. Kornblith's assessment of 
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the subjects' denials is that they did introspect and that 

introspection failed to reveal the affect of position on 

their choices. He goes so far as to say that even the most 

epistemically responsible reasoner would be subject to this 

illusion.when introspecting. So Kornblith concludes that 

even the most careful use of introspection would be to no 

avail here. 

I think Kornblith's case can be strengthed a bit. 

It seems plausible to suppose that the only way one could 

become convinced that one has fallen victim to the position 

effect is by means of inference to this conclusion on the 

basis of psychological data such as the data collected in 

the shopping mall experiment. After all, if we could dis

cover such influences on our judgments by means of intros

pection, it seems likely that phenomena such as the position 

effect would be less prevalent than they appear to be. At 

any rate, it is reasonable to conclude from the quoted pas

sage that there is some reason to doubt that we are capable 

of achieving introspective access to all of the causal fac

tors contributing to the formation of our be:liefs, at least 

in cases of this kind. So far, this thesis falls far short 

of supporting one of Kornblith's main psychological theses 

that ". •• our processes of belief-acquisition, and indeed 

mental processes in general, are largely unavailable to 

introspection" (p. 14). Does the other psychological evi

dence which Kornblith adduces make up for this lack of sup-

I 
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port? To find out, let us move on to the other experiments. 

Kornblith's Case for Premise Two: Experiment #2. 

The second psychological experiment which Kornblith employs 

in his defense of the second premise of the argument against 

the Cartesian epistemological thesis under consideration is 

one conducted by Tversky and Kahneman (Kahneman, Slovic and 

Tversky 1982, p. 14). Kornblith considers this experiment 

to be another illustration of the thesis that introspection 

fails to detect factors which have influenced a person's 

judgments. Tversky and Kahneman call the type of judgment-

influencing factor which appears to be operative in the 

experiment the "anchoring effect". Here is Kornblith's sum-

mary of the experiment and its results: 

SubJects were asked the percentage of African mem
bers of the United Nations. A roulette wheel was 
spun, and subjects were asked whether the number 
which turned up was too high or too low. In those 
cases where the roulette wheel provided an anchor of 
10, the mean estimate was 25: where the anchor was 
65, the mean estimate was 45. It is quite clear 
that subjects were influenced in their judgment by 
the result of the spin of the roulette wheel. None 
of the subjects, however, showed any awareness of 
this influence (p. 6). 

(It should be noted in addition that, after judging whether 

the number indicated by the roulette wheel was too high or 

too low, subjects were ask~d to estimate the percentage by 

moving upward or downward from the given number.) Korn-

blith's conclusion about the reliability of introspection on 

the basis of this experiment is that " ••• there (is no) 

reason to think that asking the subjects to introspect more 
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carefully here would provide much assistance" (p. 7). Now 

although Kornblith may very well be correct in this assess

ment, it is by no means clear that it is warranted by his 

summary of the experiment. Unlike the previous case, there 

is no reason to think that the subjects were asked about the 

influence of the relative highness or lowness of the number 

indicated by the roulette wheel on their judgments. Hence, 

it seems hasty to conclude that introspection would not rev

eal such an influence in these cases. 

There is one feature of this experiment, however, 

which Kornblith failed to mention, that might lend more sup

port to the view that introspection would not reveal the 

anchoring effect to sUbjects. This feature is that, as 

Tversky and Kahneman (1982) report, "payoffs for accuracy 

did not reduce the anchoring effect" (p. 14). It is reason

able to suppose that such potential financial gain would 

motivate subjects to be more reflective about their judg

ments than normal. But if careful introspection were to 

reveal to subjects ~heir susceptibility to the anchoring 

effect, one would expect subjects aiming at accuracy to 

attempt to avoid this potential influence on their judg

ments. However, since payoffs for accuracy did not reduce 

the anchoring effect, we can conclude that introspection did 

not uncover its influence. Now even if this argument suc

ceeds, it still provides less support for Kornblith's thesis 

about introspection than does the previous "position effect" 
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experiment. This is because, in that latter experiment, 

subjects were asked explicitly about the influence of rela

tive position on their judgments. However, in the present 

"anchoring effect" experiment, subjects were not given such 

a verbal cue as to the nature of this factor which appears 

to be influential in their judgments. If subjects were to 

fail to recognize the anchoring effect in their choices even 

after such a verbal cue, it would be much more reasonable to 

draw a negative conclusion about the reliability of intros

pection in such cases. That is, if they could not detect 

the influence of the anchoring effect on their judgments 

even after a verbal cue about the effect, then there would 

be stronger grounds for concluding that introspection does 

not have access to this factor. Hence, this experiment pro

vides less support for Kornblith's claim than does the pre

vious one. 

Kornb1ith's Case for Premise Two: Experiment #3. 

The previous two experiments were intended by Kornblith to 

show that introspection does not reliably reveal all the 

factors which influence our judgments. He also appeals to 

two additional psychological considerations in an attempt to 

show that introspection may lead us to believe that certain 

factors have influenced our judgments which have actually 

had little or no influence on us. The first such consider

ation is an experiment conducted by Nisbett and Ross (1980, 

p. 209). Here is Kornb1ith's description of it: 



Nisbett and Ross had subjects read a passage 
describing a baby's accidental drowning; subjects 
were then asked to pick out those portions of the 
passage which they thought were most responsible for 
its emotional impact. The portions which were indi
cated by the subjects were just the ones which Nis
bett and Ross thought were most responsible for its 
dramatic effect. When the same passage was given to 
a different group of subjects with the indicated 
passages removed, however, they rated it as having 
the very same emotional impact as the first group 
(p. 7). 

Although Kornb1ith does not mention this, it seems to me 
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that this experiment is more promising than the previous two 

as a basis for the claim that introspection of the causes of 

our mental states is unreliable and misleading. This is 

because the primary task which the subjects are engaged in 

is the attempt to introspect what portions of the passage 

are most responsible for their emotional reaction to the 

passage. Unlike the other experiments which Kornb1ith con-

siders, this experiment is designed to test the efficacy of 

introspection itself. Kornblith infers from the results of 

this experiment that " ••• introspection simply does not 

provide us with accurate information about the etiology of 

our mental states" (p. 7). Although this experiment does 

indeed provide a stronger basis for this claim than do the 

previous two, Kornb1ith is overstepping his bounds by making 

his conclusion so general. It is more reasonable to make 

such a claim about cases of the kind described in the pas-

sage and similar cases. 

Kornblith's Case for Premise Two: Psychological 
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Consideration #4. The second psychological consideration 

which Kornblith uses in his attempt to demonstrate that 

introspection may mislead us concerns the ability of passen-

gers on an airplane to determine what the orientation of the 

plane is. He does not appeal to any scientific psychologi-

cal experiments here. It appears that he is merely report-

ing a personal anecdote. Here is Kornblith's argument: 

Passengers on a plane are able to tell when the 
plane is headed up or down, right or left. This is 
something, it seems, that one detects visually. The 
orientation of the plane, however, is not detected 
by visual means at all, as is revealed by noticing 
that the very same effect occurs even on night 
flights where there is no possible visual source of 
information about the plane's orientation. Informa
tion about the orientation of the plane is conveyed 
not visually, but kinesthetically; one detects the 
orientation of the plane by detecting the orienta
tion of one's body. Careful introspection is power
less to detect the source of this information. The 
illusion that the orientation of the plane is 
detected visually persists even when one knows that 
it is detected kinesthetically (p. 8). 

Before we discuss the merits of this argument, we 

need to make a correction to Kornblith's psychological claim 

concerning how people determine the orientation of a plane. 

Kornblith says that this information is conveyed kinestheti-

cally. However, as Goldman has pointed out to me in conver-

sation, such information is conveyed by means of the func-

tioning of the vestibular organ in the inner ear. According 

to Chaplin's Dictionary of Psychology (1975), the vestibular 

sense is a function of the vestibule, which is " a bony 

cavity in the labyrinth of the inner ear consisting of two 
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sacs, the utricle and the saccule, which contain hair cells 

that are affected by acceleration and deceleration of the 

body and by changes in head position" (p. 563). For ease of 

exposition, I will couch the discussion of Kornblith's argu

ment contained in the above quotation in terms of the kines

thetic sense. However, it is to be understood that the 

actual sense responsible for detecting the orientation of a 

plane one is on is the vestibular sense. 

In addition to this factual correction, there are a 

number of problems with the argument contained in the pas

sage quoted above. In the first place, the fact that one 

can detect the orientation of a plane even during a night 

flight when visual cues are absent does not show that " ••• 

the orientation of the plane (at any time) is not detected 

by visual means at all." What it shows instead is that 

visual cues are not necessary for determining the orienta-

tion of a plane. It seems reasonable to suppose that visual 

cues can contribute to the detection of a plane's orienta

tion during a daytime flight. Hence, introspection would be 

misleading here if it lead one to believe either that visual 

cues are necessary to detect the orientation of the plane or 

that visual cues are always entirely responsible (to the 

exclusion of other kinds of cues such as kinesthetic cues) 

for one's ability to detect the orientation of a plane. 

Given this correction of Kornblith's argument, it is 

necessary also to recast his claim that " ••• information 
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about the orientation of the plane is conveyed not visually, 

but kinesthetically." A more reasonable way of putting this 

is to say that such information need not be conveyed visu

ally since kinesthetic cues can be sufficient to enable one 

to acquire this information. What is Kornblith's basis for 

this claim? Obviously, he cannot legitimately claim to know 

this on the basis of introspection. Moreover, he has not 

provided us with experimental evidence for this claim. Per

haps it is based on an inference by elimination: "The only 

candidate ways to detect the orientation of a plane are 

visually and kinesthetically. Since it need not be done 

visually, it must be that kinesthetic cues are sufficient." 

But it is unclear what the basis is for the first premise of 

this inference. Hence, I am not sure what psychological 

evidence warrants Kornblith's claim that information about 

the orientation of a plane is conveyed kinesthetically. 

My own view is that, even if experimental evidence 

for the claim that kinesthetic cues are sufficient to enable 

one to detect the orientation of a plane were forthcoming, 

it would be unnecessary. This is because it seems obvious 

to me that we can introspect that we can detect the orienta

tion of a plane by detecting the orientation of our bodies. 

Perhaps what Kornblith has in mind is that while we are 

looking out a plane's window in daylight it seems to us that 

our ability to determine the orientation of the plane is due 

entirely to visual cues. This may be the case. However, it 
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seems to me that, in the absence of visual cues, such as 

when we close our eyes, we are able to introspect that 

kinesthetic cues can enable us to determine the orientation 

of the plane. If I am right about this, it may be that in 

his attempt to discredit introspection by means of this 

example, Kornblith has really isolated a case in which we do 

have introspective access to some of the sources of our 

judgments. However, even if I am wrong, it is not clear 

what psychological evidence warrants Kornblith's conclusion 

that introspection misleads us about our ability to detect 

the orientation of a plane. Consequently, this example 

either supports the opposite conclusion from the one Korn

blith defends, or it does not demonstrate anything at all. 

Kornblith's Case for Premise Two: Confirmation Bias 

and Introspection. There is no need to examine the final 

two psychological experiments which Kornblith summarizes. 

This is because he does not draw any conclusions about 

introspection on the basis of the experiments themselves, 

but instead employs the hypothesis which psychologists have 

posited to explain the experiments to argue for a thesis 

about introspection. The experiments in question are 

studies of hypothesis testing (see Wason and Johnson-Laird 

1972, pp. 204-214 and Nisbett and Ross 1980, pp. l70-l72). 

The hypothesis that psychologists believe is confirmed by 

these experiments is that, in such tasks subjects are prone 

to exhibit a "confirmation bias". This confirmation bias is 
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manifested in two distinct ways. Kornb1ith summarizes these 

two kinds of confirmation bias as follows: 

First, subjects seeking to test an hypothesis tend 
to seek out confirming instances and do not attempt 
to check for disconfirming information. Second, 
when disconfirming information is nevertheless 
encountered, it tends to be taken far less seriously 
than confirming information, even when the hypothe
sis being tested was not antecedently believed (p. 
1(3) • 

Kornb1ith uses the confirmation bias hypothesis in a 

clever argument which purports to show that, not only is 

introspection unlikely to reveal one's epistemic shortcom-

ings, even to a responsible agent, it also leads a person to 

develop an inflated and inaccurate opinion of his reliabil-

ity. Here is the argument: "Most people believe that they 

are generally reliable in their acquisition of beliefs. 

Given our natural confirmation bias, this belief about our-

selves will tend to be immune to disconfirming evidence. 

Furthermore, there is an interesting mechanism which sup-

ports the operation of confirmation bias with respect to 

this belief about ourselves: we tend to downplay our mis-

takes in reasoning as they occur. After all, "everyone 

makes mistakes" and the discovery of a particular error in 

reasoning on our part would seem not to call for general 

doubts about our reliability. Given this lack of emphasis 

placed on our mistakes, they will tend to be less salient 

and consequently not as easily recalled as our reasoning 

successes. Hence, when we reflect on our reasoning ability, 



183 

we will tend to remember mostly instances of correct reason

ing. Therefore, the more we introspect about the reliabil

ity of our belief-forming processes, the more our belief in 

our reliability is confirmed. That is, the more we try to 

improve, the more we think we are not in need of improve

ment. So introspection not only fails to uncover our unre

liable processes of belief-formation, it also serves to make 

us more confident in our reasoning abilities than we ought 

to be." 

This argument has a degree of plausibility, but 

there is good reason to think that it does not show as much 

as Kornblith believes it does. The argument may support a 

claim about the normal use of introspection, but it is argu

able that it falls short of demonstrating that the careful, 

deliberate and responsible use of introspection will fail to 

reveal some epistemic shortcomings. It seems reasonable to 

suppose that, if someone was bent on discovering his errors 

in reasoning, he would attach special salience to any par

ticular mistake which'he noticed. Furthermore, he would be 

quite likely to notice more of his reasoning errors in the 

first place than would a normally reflective person since he 

would be consciously on the look-out for them. Hence, it is 

not unreasonable to think that careful use of introspection 

could reliably be used to overcome our tendency toward a 

confirmation bias so that we could attain a more accurate 

assessment of our general reliability as reasoners. So, 



184 

although the normal use of introspection may lead one to an 

exaggerated opinion of one's general reliability as a rea

soner, it is reasonable to think that a careful use of 

introspection would not. 

More6ver, it is not clear that Kornblith has pro

vided enough support for even the weakened form of the "con

firmation bias" argument's conclusion concerning only the 

normal use of introspection. Kornblith's claim that confir

mation bias is operative in our normal assessments of our 

reliability, though somewhat plausible, requires additional 

experimental support. In particular, what is needed is 

experimental evidence that confirmation bias is operative in 

the specific way that Kornblith claims it is in the above 

argument. Lacking such support, the argument does not deci

sively establish even the weakened form of its conclusion 

phrased in terms of the normal use of introspection alone. 

Overall Assessment of Kornblith's Case for Premise 

Two. Now that we have critically reviewed Kornblith's case 

for premise two of his main argument against the Cartesian 

thesis that epistemic improvement ought to proceed by means 

of introspection, what can be said in general about its suc

cess? The first three psychological considerations dis

cussed in this section do tend to support Kornblith's claim 

about the unreliability of introspection vis a vis the rele

vant applications. However, in each case, the conclusions 

warranted by the experimental evidence are either weaker or 
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less general than the one's which Kornb1ith draws. Recall 

that Kornblith's overall conclusion on the basis of the psy

chological evidence he considers is that " ••• our pro

cesses of belief-acquisition, and indeed mental processes in 

general, are largely unavailable to introspe~tion" (p. 14). 

I think it is clear that, on a more reasonable assessment of 

the psychological evidence which Kornblith considers, this 

claim is too strong. A more plausible claim is that not all 

employments of introspection to determine the sources of our 

beliefs are reliable. In particular, introspection does not 

have access to all of the causes of our beliefs and at least 

sometimes misleads us by making us think something is a 

cause of one of our beliefs when it is really not. Further

more, the normal (but not the careful) use of introspection 

mignt lead a person to acquire an exaggerated and inaccurate 

opinion of his general reliability. Stronger claims than 

this would require substantially more experimental evidence 

and theoretical support from current cognitive psychology. 

Given this weakening of the second premise of Kornblith's 

main argument, the conclusion of that argument must be weak

ened as well: If one wants to improve epistemica11y, one 

must not rely on introspection alone (and perhaps one must 

not rely chiefly on introspection either). Some other 

reliable method is required to supplement it. Kornblith 

concludes his discussion by asserting that this additional 

method must be cognitive psychology. 
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The Relevance of Kornblith's Discussion to the Pre

sent Project. Now that we have critically examined Korn

blith's arguments, we can assess their relevance to our over

all program. There are three reasons for including Korn

blith's discussion in the present chapter. In the first 

place, the main structure of Kornblith's argument is quite 

similar to the main structures of the previous three argu

ments. Like the other three, Kornblith locates a psycholog

ical component in an epistemological thesis which he deems 

to have a large degree of currency in the epistemological 

literature. As I have said, the truth of this epistemologi

cal position depends upon the truth of the psychological 

component. Kornblith then appeals to psychological investi

gation in the attempt to determine the truth of this episte

mological thesis. In this case, the psychological evidence 

which Kornblith uses consists mainly of experiments from 

current cognitive psychology. He then concludes on the 

basis of this psychological evidence that the psychological 

thesis is false and that, consequently, the epistemological 

thesis which depends on it is false as well. So Kornblith's 

argument has the same general structure as arguments which 

are applications of the constraint of psychological realism. 

Secondly, if Kornblith's strongest statement of his 

psychological thesis is true, then it must be concluded that 

most, if not all, employments of the constraint of psycho-

logical realism which appeal to introspective evidence ought 
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to be ruled out. This is because Kornblith concludes that 

"our processes of belief-acquisition, and indeed mental 

processes in general, are largely unavailable to introspec

tion" (p. 14). In particular, this thesis would seem to 

undermine the applications of the constraint of psychologi

cal realism by Cohen and Alston which we surveyed in chapter 

three. Consider first Alston's argument against Chisholm's 

view. Recall that his argument relied on reliable intros

pective access to the way in which our beliefs are formed. 

More specifically, his use of introspection purported to 

show that belief-formation is not subject to voluntary con

trol. But if Kornblith's strong claim about introspection 

is correct, then Alston's psychological premise is subject 

to serious doubt. What about Cohen's argument against Leh

rer's analysis of epistemic justification? Kornblith's 

psychological claim does not threaten Cohen's use of 

introspection as much as it does Alston's, for two reasons. 

First, Cohen places less weight on introspection, using it 

not to conclude that Lehrer's view is false but instead to 

shift the burden of proof to Lehrer. This could be accom

plished, although with less persuasiveness, even if Cohen's 

introspective evidence was subject to doubt. Second, 

Cohen's introspective claim concerns whether or not humans 

possess certain kinds of mental states. However, Korn

blith's disparagement of introspection is limited to its 

role in determining the properties of our mental processes. 
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So Kornblith's psychological claim does not directly 

threaten uses of introspection ,such as Cohen's. However, if 

Kornblith's claim about introspection is right, it might 

seem as if the burden of proof is shifted to someone who 

would wish to defend any use of introspection whatsoever. 

At the very least, it would seem that one who appeals to 

introspection for information about mental states ought to 

provide cogent reasons for thinking that, although we have 

little or no reliable introspective access to the nature of 

our mental processes, we do have such access to the relevant 

kinds of mental states. Hence, if Kornblith's psychological 

thesis is correct, some doubt is cast on applications of the 

constraint of psychological realism like Cohen's as well. 

Consequently, since Kornblith's psychological thesis con

stitutes a threat to applications of the constraint of psy

chological realism which make use of introspection, such as 

those of Alston and Cohen, it is worth our while to consider 

his arguments for this claim carefully. 

The final reason for including Kornblith's comments 

on Cartesian epistemology is that his argument is suggestive 

of possible future applications of the constraint of psycho

logical realism. In particular, it is an illustration of 

the use of scientific psychological experiments to argue 

against an epistemological thesis with a psychological com

ponent. As for the specific psychological thesis which 

Kornblith considers, it is not clear that any existing 
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accounts of epistemic justifiction require for the posses

sion of justified beliefs that humans be capable of exercis

ing a reliable process of introspection. Of course, if 

there is such a view, then the success of Kornblith's argu

ments against the reliability of introspection would demon

strate that such accounts are psychologically unrealistic. 

There are existing accounts of epistemic justification which 

require for justified belief that humans be able to intros

pect, however. Examples of these views are Bonjour (1985), 

Kornb1ith (1983) and perhaps Lehrer (1986). Although Korn

b1ith's thesis about the unreliability of introspection may 

not entail that these views are psychologically unrealistic, 

it may be that other interesting consequences would follow 

about them, such as that they are make epistemic justifica

tion a relatively weak notion in the sense of not being 

truth-conducive. So Kornblith's arguments may have implica-

tions for some accounts of epistemic justification other 

than implications about their psychological reality or 

unreality. 

Kornblith's Psychological Thesis and the Use of 

Introspection in Applying the Constraint of Psychological 

Realism. What do Kornblith's arguments against the reliab

ility of introspection indicate about the suitability of 

using introspection as a form of psychological investigation 

in applying the constraint of psychological realism? If it 
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could be shown that introspection is completely unreliable 

with respect to any possible application, then arguments 

such as those of Alston and Cohen which we examined in chap

ter three would be inadequate. However, it is clear that 

Kornblith's arguments fall short of warranting this 

extremely pessimistic conclusion about introspection. 

Although his case does demonstrate that a certain Cartesian 

epistemological thesis is false and in need of modification, 

it does not show that every use of introspection is unre

liable. Moreover, it is quite reasonable to think that 

introspection is reliable for many purposes and in some 

cases, even more appropriate than scientific psychological 

investigation (a point that was argued for in chapter 

three). For instance, it is plausible to think that the 

thesis of direct voluntary control of belief is one which 

one can test introspectively.quite easily. All one need do 

is attempt to will a belief into or out of existence. It is 

introspectively obvious that this cannot be done. In sum, 

although Kornblith's arguments support the thesis that 

introspection is not always reliable, they do not show that 

every employment of introspection is unreliable. So we need 

not conclude that introspection ought not to be used for 

some applications of the constraint of psychological real

ism. Moreover, reasonable assessment of Kornblith's case 

for his psychological thesis (premise two) not only fails to 

show that introspection should be avoided in applying the 



191 

constraint of psychological realism, it also supports the 

claim I made in chapter three that there are some employ

ments of the constraint for which introspection, unsupple

mented by cognitive psychology, is not adequate. 

Summary. In this section I have critically examined 

an argument which Kornblith offers against a purportedly 

Cartesian epistemological thesis in his recent unpublished 

paper entitled "Introspection and Misdirection. 11 Although 

Kornblithls argument is not an application of the constraint 

of psychological realism, it has the same general structure 

of arguments which incorporate this constraint. Further

more, it is suggestive of ways in which scientific psycho

logical experiments can be used in applications of the con

straint. The epistemological thesis which Kornblith attrib

utes to Descartes and to contemporary epistemologists in the 

Cartesian tradition is that, in onels search for truth, one 

ought to begin with introspection. We have seen good rea

sons for thinking that this thesis is true only if intros

pection is a reliable method for determining what processes 

are responsible for causing onels beliefs and whether or not 

these processes are reliable. Kornblith denies that intros

pection is reliable for these purposes. He bases this claim 

on six psychological considerations which include five 

experiments from cognitive psychology. Although the case 

against reliable introspection which Kornblith builds on 

these psychological considerations does demonstrate the need 
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for modifying the Cartesian thesis, it does not support the 

strong and general claims that he makes about introspection. 

A weaker thesis, that introspection is somewhat adequate for 

the purpose of epistemic improvement, but in need of supple

mentation by another method, such as cognitive psychology, 

is more plausible given the psychological evidence which 

Kornblith adduces. Given this weaker thesis, it is clear 

that Kornblith's psychological arguments do not imply that 

applications of the constraint of psychological realism 

based on introspection are illegitimate. As a matter of 

fact, the weaker thesis supports our claim that both intros

pection and scientific psychological methodology are 

required for the various possible applications of the con

straint. 

Consequences of Widespread Psychological Unreality 

This ends our illustration of two employments of 

versions of the constraint of psychological realism applied 

to accounts of epistemic justification, an employment of a 

version of the constraint applied to theories of rational

ity, and an argument with a structure similar to those 

incorporating the constraint. Each of the evaluators 

claimed that the view he was criticizing is representative 

of many other similar views in the literature. Along the 

way, we have seen good reasons for thinking that this is 

true. It is clear that each of these critics has chosen to 
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criticize an influential view of a prominent philosopher. 

Moreover, the evaluators themselves are each highly-regarded 

epistemologists. I believe we can draw two conclusions 

about the constraint of psychological realism on the basis 

of these observations. First, the constraint is already 

playing an important role in epistemology. Second, if the 

evaluators' arguments are sound, then leading epistemolo

gists have at one time endorsed influential epistemological 

views which have nevertheless been psychologically unrealis

tic. Furthermore, if these arguably psychologically unreal

istic accounts are representative of similar views of other 

epistemologists, and I believe that they are, then it is 

likely that these other accounts which exist in the litera

ture will fail to satisfy the constraint of psychological 

realism as well. Consequently, if the arguments of the 

evaluators are sound, then there is potentially a broad 

range of psychologically unrealistic epistemological 

accounts in the literature. Of course, other positions may 

be found to be psychologically unrealistic on the basis of 

considerations not advanced by these four critics. The 

examples provided in this chapter and the last point the way 

to further applications of the constraint of psychological 

realism. I would like to end this chapter by considering 

three consequences which would follow from the widespread 

psychological realism which is suggested by the success of 

the four evaluators' arguments against influential and rep-
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resentative epistemological views. 

The Importance of the Constraint of Psychological Realism 

What would such a large number of psychologically 

unrealistic views held by epistemologists indicate about the 

importance of the constraint of psychological realism and 

the indispensability of psychological investigation in its 

application? Assuming that the philosophers who endorse 

these psychologically unrealistic accounts would also deny 

J-skepticism(H), there are two possible conclusions which 

can be drawn about the significance of the constraint. The 

first conclusion is that there may exist among these philo

sophers a general disregard of the psychological implica

tions of epistemological theories. This potentially wide

spread tendency to overlook the psychological components of 

epistemological views underscores the importance of the con

straint of psychological realism as an evaluative tool. Its 

employment may be necessary to point out some otherwise 

missed undesirable skeptical consequences of a position. The 

second possible conclusion is that the acceptance of psycho

logically unrealistic accounts of epistemic justification by 

those who reject J-skepticism(H) may be due, not to an 

insensitivity to the psychological implications of the 

accounts, but to mistaken beliefs about human psychology. In 

such cases we can describe the intuitiveness ascribed to 

these views as conditional intuitiveness, a notion we intro-
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duced in chapter three. The intuitiveness involved would 

depend on a conscious or unconscious adherence to a false 

psychological thesis. The constraint of psychological real

ism can playa crucial role in cases of this latter type as 

well by uncovering these false psychological components and 

thereby revealing the skeptical consequences of holding the 

views which contain them. 

The Indispensability Thesis 

These considerations indicate how the potentially 

widespread existence of psychologically unrealistic episte

mological views emphasizes the important role of the con

straint of psychological realism in epistemology. What can 

be said about the implications for the indispensability of 

psychological investigation in applying this constraint 

given the existence of a sizable number of such positions? 

Whether the potential preponderance of psychologically unre

alistic epistemological theories is due to ignorance, error, 

or both, the broader the extent of such positions, the 

stronger the defense of the indispensability thesis against 

Pollock's obection to it discussed in chapter three. This 

is because a large number of existing psychologically unre

alistic views would make it clearer that semantic intuitions 

are not always a reliable guide to the psychological reality 

of an account. If intuitions were a reliable guide, fewer 

people who deny J-skepticism(H) would find accounts intuit-
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ive which are actually psychologically unrealistic. 

Consequently, given the success of the applications of the 

constraint of psychological realism which we have discussed 

in this chapter and the representative nature of the 

accounts undermined, it follows that we have gone a signifi

cant way toward demonstrating both the importance of the 

constraint of psychological realism and the indispensability 

of psychological investigation in its application. 

Although the previous considerations provide good 

grounds for thinking that the success of our four evalu

ators, and similar successful applications of the constraint 

of psychological realism, would be sufficient, when supple

mented with the arguments of chapter two, to demonstrate the 

importance of the constraint of psychological realism and 

the failure of Pollock's objection to the indispensability 

thesis, such success would not be necessary to show these 

things. First, with respect to the importance of the con

straint, even if no existing epistemological accounts were 

psychologically unrealistic, we would still need to apply 

the constraint to determine this. Accordingly, it is just 

as important to apply the constraint to determine that an 

account is psychologically realistic as it is to determine 

that it is not. Secondly, with respect to defending the 

indispensability thesis from Pollock's objection, even if no 

existing epistemological accounts were psychologically unre-

alistic, it would not follow that intuitiveness is suffi-
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cient as a test for psychological reality. The problems 

with narrow intuitiveness, such as intuitional variability, 

would still make it unreliable as an indication of empirical 

theses concerning the psychological reality of an epistemo

logical position. So the success of the evaluators' argu

ments and similar arguments would help considerably to show 

the importance of the constraint of psychological realism 

and to defend the indispensability thesis from Pollock's 

objection, but such success would not be necessary. 

Motivation for My Proposal 

I will mention just one more consequence of the suc

cess of the evaluators' employments of the constraint of 

psychological realism. If the critics' arguments are sound, 

then they can be viewed as providing some motivation for the 

approach toward an account of epistemic justification which 

I will sketch in chapter five. This motivation would by no 

means be an argument by elimination. The epistemological 

views examined by these evaluators do not jointly exhaust 

logical space. Even if the downfall of these positions 

results in the defeat of other related accounts, it is not 

clear that all possible plausible alternatives to my pro

posal will have been eliminated. However, such a result 

would constitute some clearing of the ground, and together 

with additional considerations which I will adduce in chap

ter five, this result would contribute to the case for my 
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proposal. I hope to show that an account of the sort that I 

will sketch would satisfy both the constraint of intutive

ness and the constraint of psychological realism. I should 

reiterate, however, that the main purpose of this chapter is 

not to demonstrate that four epistemological views are psy

chologically unrealistic, but to illustrate the application 

of the constraint of psychological realism. This is why I 

have not been concerned to determine if the four critics 

have accurately represented the views which they argue 

against. Any motivation for my own propos~l would be a wel

come, but secondary result. I will discuss the precise 

nature of such a potential motivation in the next chapter. 

Summary 

In this section, I have argued that, assuming that 

the four employments of the constraint of psychological 

realism which we have examined are successful, a stronger 

case is provided for two theses for which I argued in chap

ter two. First, the importance of the constraint of psycho

logical realism as an evaluative tool in epistemology is 

underscored. Second, psychological investigation is seen to 

be a more reliable method than appeal to semantic intuitions 

for deterimining whether an epistemological account is psy

chologically unrealistic. The case for these two claims is 

especially strong in light of the representative nature of 

the four views which would be undermined. Of course, the 
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complete failure of or defect in any or all of the four 

critical arguments would not necessarily defeat these two 

theses. It is likely that other applications of the con

straint of psychological realism would succeed. Further

more, even if there were no psychologically unrealistic 

epistemological theories, we wo~ld need to apply the con

straint to determine this. Future proposals would need to 

be tested as well. A third consequence of the soundness of 

the critics' arguments in this and the previous chapter 

would be some motivation for a proposal I will make in chap

ter five. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

TOWARD A PSYCHOLOGICALLY REALISTIC ACCOUNT OF 

EPISTEMIC JUSTIFICATION 

In chapters three and four, we saw how the con

straint of psychological realism has been and can be used as 

a critical tool for testing candidate accounts of epistemic 

justification. In this chapter, I will illustrate a way in 

which the constraint can be employed to guide research into 

the nature of epistemic justification. The conclusions of 

the previous three chapters underscore the need for this 

research to be guided by considerations of psychological 

reality. In chapter two, I argued that no psychologically 

unrealistic account of epistemic justification is true. An 

account of justification is psychologically unrealistic just 

in case it requires for the possession of justified beliefs 

some psychological capacity which human beings do not pos

sess. I also argued that this constraint is important since 

it is quite reasonable to think, on intuitive grounds, that 

the correct account of epistemic justification has an inter

esting psychological component. Any candidate account which 

incorporates such a psychological component would need to be 

tested for psychological reality. I also argued for what I 

called the indispensability thesis. This is the view that 

psychological investigation is required for testing accounts 

200 
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of epistemic justification for psychological reality. As I 

mentioned above, the previous two chapters illustrated a 

critical use of the constraint of psychological realism. 

They also provide more support for my contentions that the 

constraint is important and that psychological investigation 

is indispensable in its application. In addition, they sug

gest a tendency on the part of some philosophers to neglect 

the results of psychological investigation which have a 

bearing on their epistemological views or to hold arguably 

mistaken psychological views on which the intuitiveness of 

their epistemological views depends. Given all of these 

conclusions, it is quite reasonable to look for a research 

program concerning the nature of epistemic justification 

according to which one can be guided by considerations of 

psychological reality in the construction of an account of 

justification as well as in testing a constructed account. 

Cherniak's argument for a psychologically realistic 

thesis about minimal rationality, which we examined in chap

ter four, provides a useful model of guidance by consider

ations of psychological reality in epistemological theory 

construction. Recall that Cherniak argued that, given the 

short term/long term memory distinction, the long term mem

ory must be compartmentalized in some fashion. Cherniak's 

strategy here is to start with a general psychological the

sis, which has a substantial degree of support, and to 

engage in thought experiments about further more specific 
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ways in which the human belief system must be designed in 

order for a human being to be minimally rational. I argued 

that this reliance on intuitions is not sufficient for 

determining that the thesis is correct. However, as I urged 

in chapter one, satisfaction of the constraint of intuitive

ness is necessary for determining that an epistemological 

account is correct. We are now in a position to see the way 

in which these two constraints can be applied in tandem in 

order to yield an account which is both intuitive and psy

chologically realistic. In the beginning stages of 

research, we take what we know about the mind and do thought 

experiments which will generate intuitive psychological com

ponents of an account of epistemic justification. At the 

same time, we continue to consult the results of psychologi

cal investigation to test the intuitively-generated theses. 

Discovery of psychological unreality will call for theoreti

cal modification. Confirmation of psychological reality 

will of course constitute satisfaction of the constraint of 

psychological realism. In this way, psychological consider

ations can be used alternately to guide the construction of 

an account of epistemic justification and to test it for 

psychological reality at each successively more determinate 

stage of theory construction. 

An Account-Schema Which Satisfies Both Constraints 

What general psychological thesis or theses can 
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serve as a starting point in the construction of an account 

of epistemic justification? What we need is a psychological 

component or psychological components which will constitute 

a schema for the correct account of justification. Such a 

schema must be intuitive and psychologically realistic, 

since these are two constraints which we have argued must be 

satisfied by the correct account of epistemic justification. 

In addition, the psychological component(s) must be general 

enough to be species-neutral. That is, they must be general 

enough to encompass any possible psychological species which 

is capable of possessing justified beliefs. Here intuition 

must be consulted, but the deliverances of intuition are 

always subject to challenge by considerations of psychologi

cal realism. For instance, intuition may suggest that pos

session of psychological capacity C is required by every 

psychological species for justified beliefs. However, if 

psychological investigation reveals that humans do not pos

sess C, then the intuitionally-derived thesis will require 

modification. In such a case, we must look for another gen

eral thesis which is also both intuitive and psychologically 

realistic. 

I believe that we can locate a relatively uncontrov

ersial, general, intuitive and psychologically realistic set 

of psychological components for an account of epistemic jus

tification by focusing on the maintenance of the belief sys

tem. Over a period of time, a person's belief system is in 
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constant flux. New beliefs are constantly being added, many 

existing beliefs are sustained, for shorter or longer peri

ods of time, and many beliefs are eliminated from the sys

tem. A change in belief status in any of these three ways 

occurs by means of the operation of some appropriate cogni

tive process. In chapter three, I labeled such processes 

"belief processes." The three kinds of belief processes 

which result in these three changes in belief status can be 

called processes of belief acquisition, belief maintenance, 

and belief elimination, respectively. I intend for these 

cognitive processes to be construed quite broadly to include 

any mental operations which contribute to yielding the 

belief status in question. In addition, although the work

ing of these processes directly affects only beliE~fs, their 

inputs can include mental states other than beliefs as well 

as beliefs. I will argue that these psychological compo

nents can be incorporated into a schema for accounts of 

epistemic justification which is intuitive and psychologi

cally realistic. 

Our goal is to come up with a schema for accounts of 

epistemic justification which would serve, as much as pos

sible, to make satisfaction of the constraint of psychologi

cal realism non-accidental by accounts of justification 

which are instances of the schema. More generally, we need 

a schema which will help direct us to an account which sat

isfies both meta-theoretical constraints which we have 
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endorsed. In light of the above remarks about belief system 

maintenance, we might be inclined to consider the following 

schema: 

(5.1) For any person ~, proposition £ and time t, 

SiS belief that £ at t is epistemically 

justified if and only if SiS belief that £ at 

t is held as the result of the actual mainte

nance of SiS belief system. 

Now if belief system maintenance involves the interaction of 

the three belief processes mentioned above, it is quite rea

sonable to hold that (5.1) is psychologically realistic. 

Both introspection and current cognitive psychology provide 

ample support for the psychological thesis that maintenance 

of the human belief system involves processes of belief 

acquisition, maintenance and elimination. However, even 

though (5.1) is arguably psychologically realistic, it 

obviously does not satisfy the intuitiveness constraint. 

This is because there are numerous counterexamples to the 

sufficient condition for epistemically justified beliefs 

entailed by (5.1). On many occasions, the actual function

ing of the human belief system yields epistemically ~justi

fied beliefs. For instance, the belief acquisition process 

which is commonly called "wishful thinking" yields epistemi

cally unjustified beliefs. Consequently, although the epis

temic justification of a belief may have something to do 

with maintenance of the belief system, it does not involve 
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just any actual process having to do with belief mainte-

nance. 

It is clear that we have some unjustified beliefs. 

It is equally clear that we have some justified beliefs. 

Thus, some interactions of belief processes result in justi

fied beliefs, and some result in unjustified beliefs. This 

suggests the following schema for accounts of epistemic jus

tification which incorporates belief system maintenance 

capacity as a psychological component: 

(5.2) For any person ~, proposition E and time !, 

SiS belief that E at t is epistemica11y 

justified if and only if ~'s belief that E at 

t is held as the result of the correct 

maintenance of SiS belief system. 

Substitution of the word 'actual' with the word 'correct' 

results in a schema which, at this level of abstraction, is 

not only psychologically realistic, but avoids the intuitive 

difficulties of (5.1) mentioned above as well. The word 

'correct' captures the idea that only belief processes and 

interactions of belief processes which are of the right kind 

will confer justification on a belief. 

I intend for (5.2) to be relatively uncontroversia1, 

at least among philosophers who believe that the correct 

account of epistemic justification has an interesting psy

chological component. For instance, as I understand it, it 

is consistent with both types of accounts of epistemic jus-
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tification to which the constraint of psychological realism 

was applied in chapters three and four, and with other types 

of views as well. In the first place, on a responsibility 

view, correct maintenance of one's belief system would 

involve either direct or indirect voluntary control of 

belief acquisition, maintenance and elimination. Of course, 

as we have seen, the first type of voluntary control is 

arguably not within the psychological repertoire of human 

beings. Secondly, on a positive holistic internalist coher

ence view, such as that of Bonjour (1985), correct mainte

nance of one's belief system involves both the maintenance 

of a sufficient degree of coherence among one's beliefs, by 

means of a certain degree of (probably indirect) voluntary 

control of one's belief processes and a "reflective grasp" 

of the fact that one's entire belief system is coherent to 

this degree. Introspection, on this view, seems to serve 

the function of monitoring the maintenance of the belief 

system. I think that the discussions in chapters three and 

four cast Bonjour's theory, and others like it, such as Leh

rer's in (1974), into doubt because of their arguable fail

ure to satisfy the constraint of psychological realism. 

Consequently, I will not consider any such accounts as 

instances of (5.2) in what follows. Nor will we con-

sider responsibility views which require the direct 

voluntary control of beliefs for the possession of jus-

tified beliefs. These exclusions constitute some narrowing 
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of alternatives for the correct account of epistemic justi

fication. Hence, they comprise a degree of motivation for a 

proposal I will make toward the end of this chapter. (5.2) 

is also consistent with reliabilist accounts of epistemic 

justificatio~. Correct belief-system maintenance on a 

reliabilist view includes the operation of belief processes 

and interactions of belief processes which tend to yield 

mostly true beliefs. 

I have argued that (5.2) is psychologically realis

tic since there is ample psychological evidence that our 

belief systems are maintained in the three-fold manner 

described above. In addition, it avoids the intuitive dif

ficulty I raised against (5.1). However, a person who is 

inclined to doubt that the correct account of epistemic jus

tification has a psychological component beyond the compo

nent which requires the capacity for beliefs for the posses-

sion of justifled beliefs might want more intuitive motiva

tion for the stronger psychological component contained in 

(5.2). In order to provide this intuitive motivation, it 

will be necessary to make (5.2) somewhat more determinate. 

After I have motivated a more determinate form of (5.2), I 

will consider a few alternative instances of (5.2) as candi

date accounts of psychologically realistic, intuitive 

accounts of epistemic justification. 

The following schema displays more clearly the kind 

of interaction between the three belief processes which is 



necessary and sufficient for the correct maintenance of a 

person's belief system: 

(5.3) S's belief that £ at t is held as the result 

of the correct maintenance of S's belief 

system if and only if: 

(a) ~'s belief that £ at t is the output of 

a belief acquisition process or belief 

maintenance process of the right kind 

which is among ~'s cognitive capacities, 

and 

(b) It is not the case that S's belief that £ 

at t would have been eliminated by a 

belief elimination process of the right 

kind which is possessed by S. 
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This schema is quite similar to the general structure of 

Goldman's accounts of epistemic justification in (1979) and 

(1986). We will see presently how his reliabilist views can 

be construed as instances of it. 

Clause (a) of (5.3) might be called the "causal com

ponent" of an account of epistemic justification. A per

son's beliefs are either causally generated or causally sus

tained by means of the two belief processes to which (a) 

refers. Psychological processes which either produce or 

sustain beliefs can be thought of as causal mechanisms tak

ing reasons or grounds as inputs and yielding beliefs as 

output. Some of these processes take beliefs (reasons) as 
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input. Others take non-belief mental states (grounds) as 

input such as perceptual states. Since perceptual states 

originate in the external world, some of these belief

causing processes can be considered to be externally-linked, 

in the sense of being connected with the external world. 

In addition, clause (a) makes it clear that (5.3) is a 

schema for accounts of actual epistemic justification and 

not counterfactual epistemic justification, as these notions 

were defined in chapter one. The psychological processes to 

which clause (a) refers provide a causal link between SIS 

belief that £ and the justifying reasons or grounds for this 

belief. This goes some way toward an understanding of the 

basing relation between a justified belief and its justify

ing reasons or grounds. 

Clause (b) of (5.3) constitutes a kind of coherence 

component of our schema. Belief elimination processes take 

some of a personls beliefs as input and yield as output the 

elimination of some of the personls beliefs. Correct 

maintenance of a belief system requires a certain amount of 

cOherence among a personls beliefs. Beliefs which do not 

cohere in the right sort of way are eliminated by belief 

elimination processes of the right kind in a correct system 

of belief maintenance. Belief elimination processes are not 

externally-linked as are some processes of belief acquisi

tion and maintenance. Their function is not to maintain 

connections between the cognitive system and the world but 
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to establish and maintain the right sorts of connections 

between the mental states in the cognitive system. Cher

niak's argument in chapter four against a Quineian model of 

the belief system makes it doubtful that this coherence 

function is holistic. Consequently, considerations of psy

chological realism will guide the theorist away from such a 

holistic model when she is spelling out the details of what 

comprises the right kind(s) of belief elimination processes. 

Much work remains to be done in this area. This is a 

research project which would benefit greatly from psycholog

ical investigation used both to guide and to test the con

struction of a completely determinate account of epistemic 

justification. 

This coherence component captures the intuition that 

epistemic justification is defeasible. I introduced the 

notion of defeasibility briefly in chapter one in the con

text of discussing the structure of epistemic principles. 

According to the conjunction of (5.2) and (5.3), although a 

belief may be produced or sustained by the right kind of 

belief process, it may fail to be epistemically justified 

because a correct belief elimination process would have eli

minated the belief from the system. There are two general 

kinds of belief elimination processes. One of them takes as 

input beliefs (reasons) for thinking that a belief is false. 

The other takes as input beliefs (reasons) for thinking that 

the reasons or grounds on which the belief in question is 
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based are not good reasons or grounds. Another way of 

describing this latter type of belief elimination process, 

although accurate, does not necessarily construe the output 

of the process as it would be represented in the mind of the 

person. This is to say that the process takes as input 

beliefs (reasons) for thinking that the belief process 

responsible for causally generating or sustaining a belief 

is a process which is not of the right kind. This sketch of 

clauses (a) and (b) of (5.3) is sufficient for present pur-

poses. It is now time to provide intuitive motivation for 

the necessity of each of these clauses for the epistemic 

justification of belief. 

Consider first clause (a). Why isn't it sufficient 

for epistemic justification merely to have undefeated 

grounds or reasons for a belief without there being a causal 

connection between the two? An example due to Gilbert Har-

man makes it clear that a causal connection is necessary: 

Albert believes that he will not pass his ethics 
course. He has excellent reasons for believing 
this, because he failed the midterm examination, he 
has not been able to understand the lectures for 
several weeks, and the instructor is known to fail a 
high percentage of his students. Despite the fact 
that, like many other students, Albert does not 
appreciate the force of such reasons, he is influ
enced by something else. During a class discussion 
early in the term, he gave an emotional speech in 
favor of existentialism; and, although his instruc
tor said nothing at the time, he seems to advocate 
linguistic analysis. Albert reasons that, since 
analytic philosophers hate existentialists, the 
instructor will remember his remarks, hold them 
against him, and fail him in the course (1973, p. 
24) • 
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It is clear from this example that, even though Albert 

believes that he will fail his ethics course and has excel-

lent and presumably undefeated reasons for believing this, 

he is not Justified in believing that he will fail. This is 

because, even though Albert possesses the right reasons for 

this belief, the belief is caused by the wrong reasons. In 

order for a belief to be justified, it must be caused by the 

right reasons. 

Given this intuitive motivation for clause (a) of 

(5.3), why is it also necessary that a belief be undefeated? 

That is, why is clause (b) of (5.3) necessary for epistemic 

justification? One's belief is defeated when either one has 

reason to believe that it is false or one has reason to 

believe that the process which produced the belief is not of 

the right kind. An example due to Goldman makes it intuit-

ive that a belief is justified only if it is undefeated: 

• • • Millicent in fact possesses her normal visual 
powers, but has cogent reasons to believe tnese pow
ers are temporarily deranged. She is a subject of a 
neurosurgeon's experiments, and the surgeon falsely 
tells her that current implantations are causing 
malfunction in her visual cortex. She is persuaded 
that her present visual appearances are no guide at 
all to reality. Yet despite this belief, she con
tinues to place credence in her visual percepts. 
She ignores her well-justified belief in the incapa
citation of her visual faculty; she persists in 
believing, on the basis of visual appearances, that 
a chair is before her, that the neurosurgeon is 
wearing a yellow smock, and so on (1986, pp. 53-54). 

In this example it is intuitively clear that Millicent is 

not justified in believing that a chair is before her or 
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that the neurosurgeon is wearing a yellow smock, even though 

these beliefs were produced by her normal visual powers. 

This is because she has reason to believe that her visual 

processes are malfunctioning. On the reasonable assumption 

that normal iision is a psychological process of the right 

kind, it follows that clause (a) of (5.3) is not sufficient 

for justified belief. Millicent's perceptual beliefs are 

not justified because she has reason to believe that they 

are not being produced by the right kind of psychological 

processes. In the absence of this defeating belief, she 

would be justified. Hence, clause (b) of (5.3) is necessary 

for epistemic justification. 

Now that I have provided intuitive motivation for 

clauses (a) and (b) of (5.3), the conjunction of (5.2) and 

(5.3) is arguably an intuitive and psychologically realistic 

schema for accounts of epistemic justification. Epistemic 

justification is a function of the correct functioning of a 

person's belief system. Correct functioning is cashed out 

in terms of the appropriate interaction between the pro

cesses of belief acquisition, belief maintenance and belief 

elimination. Moreover, these three processes must be the 

right kind of processes of belief acquisition, maintenance 

and elimination. We are left with the following question: 

"What property, if any, distinguishes belief processes of 

the right kind from those which are not of the right kind, 

for purposes of epistemic justification?" In other words, 
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what is it that distinguishes justification-conferring 

belief processes and belief process interactions from those 

which do not confer justification? I will consider some 

answers to this question which can be found in current 

epistemological literature. An answer to this question 

would constitute a further step toward a fully determinate 

account of epistemic justification. At each such step, psy

chological investigation should be consulted both to guide 

intuition and to test for psychological reality. 

Reliabilist Accounts of Epistemic Justification 

The first candidate answer to the question concern

ing what distinguishes processes and process interactions 

which confer epistemic justification on beliefs from those 

which do not is Reliabilism. I will consider first the form 

of this very influential response which is proposed and 

defended by Goldman in his seminal article "What is Justi

fied Belief?" (1979). Goldman's account of epistemic justi

fication in (1986) incorporates important variations on his 

theory in (1979). However, for present purposes, the ear

lier form of his view will suffice. I will introduce some 

of the elements of his theory in (1986) later. Goldman does 

not employ exactly the same terminology contained in (5.2) 

and (5.3) to state his view. However, phrasing his position 

in these terms will not alter its essential features 

greatly. Goldman's view can be characterized as the con-



junction of (5.2), (5.3) and the following: 

(5.4) B is a belief process of the right kind if and 

only if B tends to produce a sufficiently high 

ratio of true beliefs. 

I will call the view which. consists of the conjunction of 

(5.2), (5.3) and (5.4) "classical reliabilism." 
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Given the two meta-theoretical constraints which we 

have endorsed, we must ask two questions about classical 

reliabilism and other reliabilist views. These are: (1) Is 

any reliabilist account psychologically realistic? and (2) 

Does any reliabilist account satisfy the intuitiveness con

straint? Classical reliabilism will be the first reliabil

ist view we will consider in answering question (1). 

Is Reliabilism Psychologically Realistic? 

Let us consider the question concerning psychologi

cal reality first. Hilary Kornblith, in (1985a, pp. 11-12), 

gives an example of a way of testing classical reliabilism. 

He calls the method of assessment used in the example an 

"empirical test." This empirical test is akin to the con

straint of psychological realism, although Kornblith leaves 

open the question concerning whether J-skepticism(H) is 

true. As I have defined it, the constraint of psychological 

realism is the thesis that any account of epistemic justifi

cation is false which entails J-skep~icism(H) because of 

requiring a psychological capacity for the possession of 
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justified beliefs which humans do not have. My argument for 

this constraint is based on a denial of J-skepticism(H). 

Even though Kornblith's empirical test does not require this 

rejection of J-skepticism(H) and is consequently not equiva

lent to the constraint of psychological realism, it is nev

ertheless similar to the constraint because it involves 

determining whether an account of epistemic justification is 

psychologically realistic by means of an appeal to psycho

logical investigation. However, Kornblith stops short of 

endorsing the indispensability thesis. He construes his 

empirical test as at least (and perhaps only) a more expe

dient way of assessing an account of epistemic justification 

such as classical reliabilism for psychological reality than 

a test which consists exclusively of ~ priori consider

ations. Given these qualifications, let us consider how 

Kornblith subjects classical reliabilism to an empirical 

test for psychological reality. 

An expanded and embellished version of Kornblith's 

example is as follows. Given an endorsement of Goldman's 

analysis of reliabilism as stated in (5.2) - (5.4), one may 

find oneself reasoning in the following way: 

(5.5) Induction is a reliable belief-acquisition and 

belief-maintenance process (implicit or expli

cit psychological assumption). 

(5.6) Jones believes that £ at t on the basis of 

induction and there is no reliable process of 



belief elimination possessed by her which 

would result in her not believing that £ at t. 

(5.7) Therefore, Jones is epistemically justified in 

believing that £ at ! (this follows from the 

conjunction of classical reliabilism with 

(5.5) and (5.6». 

Furthermore, 

(5.8) It is intuitive that Jones is epistemically 

justified in believing that p at t. 
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Suppose that one rehearses this line of reasoning 

for many of Jones's inductively-produced beliefs and never 

encounters an unintuitive result. However, suppose that, in 

addition, the best of current cognitive psychology yields an 

overwhelming amount of evidence for the view that many, if 

not all, of our inductive processes are unreliable. It pro

vides evidence, in other words, for the falsity of (5.5). 

This pessimistic psychological thesis is not entirely 

implausible. The work of Kahneman and Tversky (see Kahne

man, Slovic and Tversky 1982) and others such as Nisbett and 

Ross (1980) suggests that something like this may be the 

case. Assuming that you have encountered this psychological 

evidence, you have three alternatives at your disposal. 

First, you could continue to endorse Goldman's analysis of 

epistemic justification and accept the psychological evi

dence which indicates that inductive processes are unre

liable. This move would commit you to skepticism, at least 
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with respect to the human capacity to possess justified 

beliefs which are inductively-produced. Second, you could 

find a flaw in the psychological evidence concerning 

induction. Third, you could reject or revise Goldman's 

account of justified belief. These latter two options would 

enable you to avoid the skeptical conclusion. 

The first thing to notice about this example is that 

one could go with the first, skeptical alternative without 

necessarily running afoul of the constraint of psychological 

realism as I defined it in chapter two. This is because the 

kind of skepticism involved in the above example differs 

from the kind of skepticism the denial of which generated 

the constraint of psychological realism in chapter two. The 

skepticism in the example is skepticism with respect to the 

justification of inductively-produced beliefs. It leaves 

open the possibility of there being justified beliefs which 

are produced by cognitive processes other than inductive 

processes. The kind of skepticism the rejection of which 

leads to the constraint of psychological realism is a 

skepticism about the epistemic justification of any beliefs 

possessed by humans. Goldman's distinction in (1986, p. 

29), concerning the scope of skepticisms, is helpful here. 

He distinguishes between "local skepticisms," which deny 

only the justification of some kinds of beliefs, and "global 

skepticisms," which deny the justification of all beliefs. 

Skepticism about the justification of inductively-produced 
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beliefs is a local skepticism. On the other hand, the kind 

of skepticism disallowed by the constraint of psychological 

realism as defined in chapter two is global skepticism with 

respect to the epistemic justification of beliefs. The 

former, local skepticism denies only that humans are capable 

of having justified inductive beliefs. The latter, global 

skepticism denies the human capability of having any 

justified beliefs whatsoever, regardless of the kind of 

process which produces the beliefs. The first three 

epistemological views scrutinized in chapters three and four 

could be considered to entail this kind of global 

skepticism. 

Given this, it is clear that, in order to determine 

whether classical reliabilism satisfies the constraint of 

psychological realism, as defined in chapter two, one would 

need to examine the reliability of every kind of cognitive 

process involved in the production, maintenance and 

elimination of beliefs. Classical reliabilism would fail to 

satisfy the constraint only if it could be determined that 

no human belief process of any kind is sufficiently reliable 

to qualify as being justification-conferring according to 

the view. Of course, additional constraints similar to the 

constraint of psychological realism could be generated on 

the basis of denying particular local skepticisms. The 

plausibility of such constraints would depend on our 

convictions about the existence of justified beliefs in the 
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various domains in question. If our conviction is quite 

strong that, for instance, humans have justified perceptual 

beliefs, then a constraint could be generated according to 

which any account of epistemic justification is false which 

entails skepticism about the human capacity to possess 

justified perceptual beliefs. 

Let us call the version of the constraint of 

psychological realism which I proposed and defended in 

chapter two a "global" constraint, since it holds that no 

account of epistemic justification is correct which entails 

global skepticism about the justification of human beliefs. 

In addition, we can call versions of the constraint of 

psychological realism which deny only local skepticisms 

"local" constraints. Classical reliabilism can be tested 

for psychological reality by means of the global constraint 

endorsed in chapter two or by means of whatever local 

constraints are found to be acceptable. Now before one can 

administer either sort of test, it is necessary, not only to 

find psychological evidence concerning the reliability of 

various kinds of belief processes, but also to determine, on 

non-psychological grounds, how reliable a process needs to 

be in order to qualify as a justification-conferring 

process. So far, our statement of classical reliabilism as 

the conjunction of (5.2), (5.3) and (5.4) leaves this latter 

question unanswered. At this point, our formulation of 

classical reliabilism is still only an account-schema. 
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Consequently, only more determinate formulations of 

reliabilism can be tested for psychological reality. Once 

such a determinate account is proposed, we can turn to 

psychological investigation to find out if human b_elief 

processes are sufficiently reliable, given the precise 

specification of the required truth ratio incorporated in 

the account. If no belief processes are sufficiently 

reliable, then the account is psychologically unrealistic. 

If some belief processes are sufficiently reliable, then the 

account is psychologically realistic. 

Determinate formulations of classical reliabilism 

can be tested for psychological reality on the basis of 

either the global constraint of psychological realism or on 

the basis of various local constraints. We are now in a 

position to consider the implications of the (global) 

constraint of psychological realism for non-classical 

versions of reliabilism. Goldman, in (1986), considers a 

group of "truth-ratio" accounts of epistemic justification, 

some of which fall into the reliabilist category. In order 

to consider the prospects of these accounts for satisfying 

the constraint of psychological realism, we need to look at 

the general schema of which each of them is an instance. 

Goldman states his view of justification in (1986) 

schematically as follows: 

(5.9) S's believing E at t is justified if and only 

if: 



(a) ~'s believing £ at t is permitted by a 

right system of justificational rules 

(J-rules) , 

and 

(b) this permission is not undermined by SiS 

cognitive state at t. 
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For present purposes, we can provide the following analysis

schema for a right system of J-rules (it is quite similar 

to, but somewhat more general than the one Goldman offers in 

(1986, p. 106»: 

(5.10) A J-rule system R is right if and only if R 

permits certain (basic) psychological pro

cesses, and the instantiation of these pro

cesses would result in a truth ratio of 

beliefs that meets some specified threshold 

which is fixed either absolutely or relative 

to humanly available processes. 

(5.10) is a schema which can be instantiated by all of the 

"criteria of J-rule rightness" which Goldman endorses. 

Recall ·from chapter one that J-rules are epistemic prin

ciples. However, unlike the example epistemic principle 

given there, J-rules do not permit beliefs from an epistemic 

standpoint. Instead, they permit what I have called "belief 

processes" from an epistemic standpoint. Given this, we 

could rephrase (5.9) as the conjunction of (5.2), (5.3) and 

the following: 
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(5.11) B is a belief process of the right kind if and 

only if B is permitted by a right system of 

J-rules. 

I believe this latter formulation captures roughly what 

Goldman intends by (5.9). 

As it is stated, (5.l~) can be instantiated by two 

general kinds of criteria of J-rule rightness. These two 

kinds of criteria are ones that fix the truth ratio relative 

to human psychological capacities and ones which fix the 

truth ratio without regard to these capacities (these are 

the "absolute" criteria). The former kind of criteria are 

called "resource-relative" criteria, and the latter kind are 

called "resource-independent" criteria. According to 

Goldman, 

A resource-independent criterion fixes an acceptable 
truth ratio without regard to the resources of the 
(type of) cognitive system in question. A resource
relative criterion fixes an acceptable truth-ratio 
as a function of the target cognitive system's 
resources, in the present case, human cognitive 
resources (1986, p. 104). 

Furthermore, 

Resource-relative criteria are likely to be compara
tive. One such criterion is a maximizing criterion. 
It would say that a rule system is right if and only 
if the processes it permits would maximize truth 
ratio, that is, maximize relative to humanly avail
able processes. This is what some writers call a 
criterion of "doing the best one can." A different 
sort of resource-relative criterion is a satisficing 
criterion. For example, a criterion could say that 
a rule system is right just in case the processes it 
permits have a truth ratio of a level humans com
monly attain, or that it is easy for them to attain 
(1986, p. 1~4). 
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Are truth-ratio accounts of epistemic justification 

which incorporate a resource-relative criterion for fixing 

the required truth-ratio psychologically realistic? Yes. 

The reason for this is that, given the psychological reality 

of our schema for accounts of epistemic justification the 

conjunction of (5.2) and (5.3», if an instantiation of this 

schema is resource-relative, then it is psychologically 

realistic. This is easy to demonstrate. In chapter two, I 

defined an account of epistemic justification as being psy

chologically realistic if and only if it does not require 

for the possession of epistemically justified beliefs some 

psychological capacity which humans do not have. Given 

Goldman's remarks in the above two quotations, it seems 

reasonable to conclude that a criterion of J-rule system 

rightness (and the account of epistemic justification which 

incorporates it) is resource-relative only if what it 

requires for the possession of justified beliefs is within 

the capacity of humans to attain. Consequently, if an 

account of epistemic justification is resource-relative, 

then it is psychologically realistic. So, assuming that the 

schema which comprises the conjunction of (5.2) and (5.3) is 

psychologically realistic, any resource-relative instantia

tion of this schema will be psychologically realistic as 

well. Of course, psychological investigation will be 

required for determining whether any particular alleged 

resource-relative account is psychologically realistic. For 
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instance, in the case of truth-ratio accounts, psychological 

investigation is required for determining what the truth

ratios are of the outputs of the various human belief pro

cesses either in terms of the capacities of these processes 

(for a maximizing criterion) or in terms of the typical or 

normal operation of these processes (for a satisficing 

criterion) • 

Resource-relative accounts of epistemic justifica

tion are psychologically realistic. Are any resource

independent truth-ratio accounts of epistemic justification 

psychologically realistic? A resource-independent account 

of epistemic justification is psychologically realistic if 

and only if some human belief processes have the capacity to 

produce the truth-ratio of beliefs which is required for 

justification by the account. Given a precise specification 

of the required truth-ratio, .one would need to consult psy

chological investigation to determine if there is such a 

process. Psychological investigation will reveal which can

didate resource-independent accounts of epistemic justifica

tion are psychologically realistic and which are not. Those 

accounts which fix the truth-ratio higher than the capacity 

of any human belief process to attain are psychologically 

unrealistic. 

Now if it should turn out that human belief pro

cesses are generally unreliable (a state of affairs which is 

unlikely, especially given Goldman's remarks throughout the 
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second half of (1986), then there will be no reliabilist 

truth-ratio views which are psychologically realistic, since 

such views would depend on human cognitive processes being 

at least minimally reliable (that is, having a truth-ratio 

of at least .5; Goldman makes this point on p. 105 of 1986). 

Instead, there would be only non-reliabilist truth-ratio 

views. I will assume that Goldman's careful examination of 

various cognitive processes for reliability in the second 

half of (1986) demonstrates that some reliabilist view is 

psychologically realistic (see for instance pp. 189-191, 

210-214, 219, 246, 320-323). This is because at no point 

does he encounter evidence which indicates the general unre

liability of a human cognitive process. Furthermore, he 

adduces adequate evidence which shows that many human cogni

tive processes are at least minimally reliable. It follows 

from this and what I said above that some reliabilist views 

are psychologically realistic. This answers our first ques

tion about reliabilism. The second question concerns 

whether a form of reliabilism satisfies the oonstraint of 

intuitiveness. I will point out, in this section and the 

next, why some people have thought that it does not and why 

others have insisted that it does. 

Does Reliabilism Satisfy the Intuitiveness Constraint? 

Stewart Cohen advances a counterexample to reliabil

ism which purports to show that production or maintenance by 
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a reliable process is not necessary for justified belief 

(1984, pp. 281-284). Borrowing the scenario from Descartes, 

Cohen asks us to consider a possible world in which a malev

olent demon arranges things in such a way that our cognitive 

processes (e.g. perception, memory and inference) are unre

liable. On a reliabilist view, of course, the inhabitants 

of such a world would have no justified beliefs. The demon 

also sees to it that the phenomenal experiences of the 

demon-world dwellers are coherent and normal. That is, they 

are just the sort of perceptual experiences one would expect 

them to have if all of their beliefs were in fact true. 

Consequently, these people have no reason to think that 

their cognitive processes are unreliable. In opposition to 

reliabilism, Cohen insists that the demon-world denizens can 

have justified beliefs, in spite of their production by 

unreliable processes. His argument amounts to the claim 

that reliabilism fails to satisfy the intuitiveness con

straint. 

Cohen introduces two cognizers, A and B, who live in 

the demon world, to make his case. A is a good reasoner, 

and B draws all of his inferences on the basis of confused 

reasoning, wishful thinking, reliance on emotional attach

ments, guesswork, etc. Cohen argues that we surely want to 

conclude that, in spite of the fact that no perceptual pro

cess is reliable in such a world, A is epistemically justi

fied in holding his beliefs, whereas B is not. This is 
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because we would want to say that A has the right to believe 

what he does, whereas B does not. A has been epistemically 

responsible with the evidence at his disposal, whereas B has 

not. The actual objective truth-ratio of their beliefs 

should not affect these conclusions. Consequently, produc

tion or maintenance by a reliable cognitive process is not 

necessary for justified belief. 

In (1986, pp. 106-113), Goldman attempted to avoid 

this counterexample b~ proposing a reliabilist theory which 

does not make justifiedness a function of the reliability of 

cognitive processes relative to whatever world the person 

possessing those processes happens to be in (in Cohen's 

example this is a demon world). Instead, he makes justi

fiedness a function of reliability in normal worlds. Normal 

worlds, according to Goldman, are worlds which are consis

tent with our general beliefs about the actual world. 

Although this proposal does indeed avoid Cohen's objection, 

it has serious problems which Goldman himself recognizes in 

(unpublished, pp. 15-16). Chief among these problems is the 

difficulty posed by a lack of constraints on general 

beliefs. Which general beliefs about the actual world are 

relevant? Do these beliefs have to be justified themselves? 

If not, what is the epistemic value of reliability relative 

to them (see Pollock 1986, p. 117)? Peoples' general 

beliefs about the world vary, perhaps markedly. We cannot 

appeal to this entire set of (perhaps inconsistent) general 
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choosing which ones to use? Another problem is noted by 

Pollock: 

• • • if our general beliefs are not formed by pro
cesses reliable in the actual world, then there is 
no reason to regard beliefs formed by processes 
reliable relative to those general beliefs as being 
probably true. Thus this strategy for avoiding 
(counterexamples such as Cohen's) appears to forsake 
the general intuitions that made reliabilism attrac
tive in the first place (1986, p. 117). 

It is for some of these reasons and others that 

Goldman, in (unpublished) abandons the "normal worlds" 
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approach and opts for a qualified form of the view that the 

justifiedness of a belief in a given world is a function of 

the reliability of the processes which produce the belief in 

that world. This position appears to run afoul of Cohen's 

counterexample. Goldman, in (unpublished), attempts to 

handle the intuitions which drive Cohen's example by arguing 

that what distinguishes reasoners A and B in the demon world 

is that, although neither of them is justified in the full-

blooded reliabilist sense (neither is "strongly justified" 

in Goldman's terminology), A is justified in a non

reliabilist sense and B is not so-justified (in Goldman's 

terminology, A is "weakly justified" and B is not). This 

latter notion of weak justifiedness is characterized by 

Goldman as "mere blamelessness~" That is, where "ill-

formed" in this context means "unreliable," it is a notion 

of "ill-formed-but-blameless belief" (p. 8). 
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Given this response of Goldman, the crucial question 

concerns whether strong justification, which is character

ized by his reliabilist view, really is a notion of epis

temic justification. Here intuitions diverge. Some may be 

inclined to say that what Goldman calls "strong justifica

tion" is really not epistemic justification (or even a type 

of epistemic justification, assuming that there is more than 

one type), but perhaps instead a separate component of 

knowledge. This position might be taken by someone who 

believes that Cohen's counterexample ought to be avoided by 

the correct account of epistemic justification. On the 

other hand, some may not be satisfied with Goldman's notion 

of "weak justification," which is a notion of mere blame

lessness, or similar accounts which satisfy the intuitions 

which drive Cohen's counterexample, as an account of epis

temic justification. This notion might seem too weak to 

capture the notion of epistemic justification. Is strong 

justification too strong for epistemic justification? How 

one answers this question will depend on whether one thinks 

that the correct account of epistemic justification must 

avoid Cohen's counterexample. I will not take a position on 

this issue. Instead, I will investigate alternatives to 

Goldman's proposal in (unpublished) which fall into the 

category I will call "design accounts of epistemic justifi

cation." One of them is a version of reliabilism. These 

accounts are promising in terms of satisfying the constraint 
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of psychological realism. It also seems reasonable to 

expect that some such account will satisfy the intuitiveness 

constraint. Of course, whether this is the case depends on 

one's intuitions concerning, among other things, the epis

temic status 'of beliefs in demon worlds. I will point out 

how each design account fares with respect to Cohen's argu

ment. We will see that some avoid it and some do not. 

Design Accounts of Epistemic Justification 

Design accounts of epistemic justification charac

terize justified beliefs in terms of cognitive system 

design, either relative to some appropriate environment or 

without reference to any environment. Although this 

approach comes with some problematic features, it also holds 

out promise for yielding a determinate account of epistemic 

justification which is both psychologically realistic and 

intuitive. In this section, I will explore three alterna

tive design accounts. Although each of these has some dif

ficulties, they also each have enough intuitive appeal to 

make it worthwhile to begin to chart the "design account" 

territory. In general, such views provide a way of making 

satisfaction of the constraint of psychological realism non

accidental. This is because, assuming that the human cogni

tive system is designed, the view leaves the details of cog

nitive design to psychological investigation. I will regard 

the three design views which we will look at as alternative 
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instantiations of our schema for accounts of epistemic jus

tification (the conjunction of (5.2) and (5.3». I will 

continue to assume that this schema is both intuitive and 

psychologically realistic. 

In addition tri being potentially intuitive and psy

chologically realistic, design views have a good chance of 

being general enough to be species-neutral. That is, they 

are not likely to exclude from the capacity for justified 

belief possession any possible cognizers who are intuitively 

capable of possessing justified beliefs. In the case of our 

account schema, the psychological capacities required for 

justified belief are minimal. A cognizer need only possess 

the capacities of belief acquisition, maintenance and elimi

nation. Design accounts add that the cognizer's cognitive 

system must be designed. The details of design for a par

ticular psychological species are left unspecified. Such a 

specification would be needed only for the purpose of formu

lating the particular set of epistemic principles which 

applies to that psychological species. So design accounts 

have a kind of indexical element. The justification of a 

particular cognizer's beliefs is a function of the way in 

which the cognitive systems of cognizers of that kind are 

designed. This general, species-neutral feature minimizes 

the chances of the psychological unreality of a candidate 

design account, given the psychological reality of the gen

eral schema of which it is an instance. 
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I have suggested some general virtues of the design 

approach to accounts of epistemic justification. Before we 

proceed to a detailed scrutiny of some specific design 

views, we need to consider some apparent problems with any 

version of the design approach to epistemic justification. 

Problems for the Design Approach 

The first general problem which faces design 

accounts is tnat design seems to be just the sort of thing 

which must be eliminated from a naturalistic world view. 

This is because it seems to be essentially tied to purposive 

agency. This result may be congenial to theists, but prob-

lematic for nontheists. Can an account of epistemic justi-

fication which includes the notion of design be incorporated 

into a purely naturalistic world view? My response to this 

is two-fold. In the first place, this is a problem which 

many contemporary cognitive scientists have. Many cognitive 

scientists talk about the design of our cognitive processes 

without explaining how the element of design squares with a 

naturalistic world view. Consider the following quotation 

from Noam Chomsky: 

The fact that all normal children acquire essen
tially comparable grammars of great complexity with 
remarkable rapidity suggests that human beings are 
somehow specially designed (emphasis mine) to do 
this, with data handling or "hypothesis-formulating" 
ability of unknown character and complexity (1980, 
p.60). 

Quotations like this can be extracted from the works of many 



235 

other leadlng cognitive scientists. I think that this per

vasive appeal to design suggests that, in spite of the prob

lems of squaring it with naturalism, there is something 

about the notion of design as an explanatory tool which it 

is difficult to do without. 

Secondly, the problem will eventually need to be 

solved either by endorsing theism, giving a naturalistic 

account of design, or proposing intuitive, psychologically 

realistic accounts of epistemic justification which do not 

make use of the concept of design. Both the acceptance of 

theism and the project of providlng a naturalistic account 

of design bring with them many problems the solutions of 

which are beyond tne scope of this dissertation. This might 

make it seem most reasonable to go with the third option, 

that is, to look for an account of epistemic justification 

which does not incorporate the notion of d~sign. However, I 

am not aware of any compelling argument to the effect that 

neither a theistic account of design nor a naturalistic 

account of design can be had. Furthermore, there are at 

least two philosophers who have recently offered accounts of 

epistemic justification which can be considered to be design 

accounts. Plantinga (1986) has proposed a design account 

which presupposes a theistic world view. We will look at 

his view and-a version of his view in this section. Pollock 

(1986) has an account of epistemic justification which can 

be reasonably construed as a design account. We will look 
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at Pollock's view and modifications of it later as well. For 

these reasons, I think it is premature to dismiss design 

accounts out of hand. 

The second general apparent problem for the design 

approach to epistemic justification is this. Assuming that 

there is either a satisfactory theistic or naturalistic 

account of design in the offing, is it really intuitive to 

say that only cognizers whose cognitive systems are designed 

are capable of having justified beliefs? Isn't a possible 

cognizer whose cognitive system has neither been created nor 

has been shaped by purely naturalistic evolutionary pro

cesses capable of having justified beliefs? Consider a cog

nizer who just comes into existence spontaneously and by 

pure chance who is neither created nor has evolved. Suppose 

that his cognitive system and the operation of his cognitive 

system is indistinguishable from that of a human being. 

Moreover, this cognitive system comes replete with appropri

ate memories and concepts. Suppose further that he forms 

the belief that there is something red before him upon being 

appeared to redly. Isn't it appropriate to say that this 

belief of his is epistemically justified? Is so, then 

design is not necessary for epistemic justification. 

One way of defending the design approach at this 

point is to say that we would attribute justified beliefs to 

the human-like cognizer only insofar as the cognizer's 

beliefs are formed and maintained just as ours would be when 
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our cognitive systems are operating as they were designed 

(by creation or mere evolution) to operate. If this is 

right, then what is important here is not a causal connec

tion with a designing mechanism or agent but instead a func

tional equivalence with some cognitive system which has been 

designed. However, this proposed defense misses the mark. 

We might be inclined to attribute justified beliefs to the 

human-like cognizer in circumstances in which we are igno

rant of its origin. However, it seems reasonable to say 

that, were we to find out that the cognizer had neither 

evolved nor been created (by man or God), we would not know 

whether to attribute justified beliefs to it or not. With

out knowing what something is for or how it is supposed to 

work, how are we to know what the functions of its cognitive 

states are (or for that matter, whether they are really cog

nitive states at all)? And if we do not know this, how are 

we to know whether its cognitive states are serving any end 

for the cognizer, epistemic or otherwise? At most, it would 

be reasonable to say of such a cognizer that it would have 

justified beliefs were its cognitive states designed to 

serve the roles which ours have been designed to serve. 

Consequently, this alleged general counterexample to the 

design approach to epistemic justification fails. 

The final apparent general problem which we will 

consider before examining some specific design views is not 

really a potential problem for the design approach but more 
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one for the indispensability thesis which I defended in 

chapter two. Recall that this thesis holds that psychologi

cal investigation, broadly construed, is indispensable as a 

tool for testing accounts of epistemic justification for 

psychological reality. It might seem as if design accounts 

are a counterexample to this thesis. According to a design 

account, the epistemic justification of a belief is a func

tion of the way in which a cognitive system is designed. 

Are not all such views automatically psychologically realis

tic? No. There are at least two reasons for this negative 

response. The first is that, as I said above, design 

accounts are instantiations of our account schema. Psycho

logical investigation is required for determining whether 

this schema is psychologically realistic. So psychological 

investigation is ipso facto required for determining whether 

any lnstance of this schema is psychologically realistic. 

The second reason for saying that design accounts are not 

automatically psychologically realistic is that the thesis 

that human cognitive systems are designed is an empirically 

testable one. Psychological investigation, in the form of 

either introspection or scientific methodology or both, is 

required for confirming that the human mind exhibits design. 

This is not something which is ~ priori knowable. If it 

should turn out that human minds are not designed, then all 

design accounts are psychologically unrealistic. So design 

accounts do not constitute a counterexample to the indispen-
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sability thesis. 

It is now time to turn to a discussion of three 

design views. Although I endorse the general design 

approach, I will not defend one of these particular views 

against the other two. Instead, I will point out some of 

the strengths and weaknesses of each. Perhaps future 

research will lead me to a design view which is relatively 

unproblematic. This agnosticism on my part is in keeping 

with the general thrust of the dissertation and of this 

chapter. The overall thesis of the dissertation concerns 

the relation between determining the correct account of 

epistemic justification and psychological investigation. My 

thesis that one cannot succeed at the former task apart from 

the latter (the thesis of epistemological naturalism of 

chapter one) is based on the view that there is a constraint 

of psychological realism on accounts of epistemic justifica

tion which requires psychological investigation in it 

employment (the indispensability thesis of chapter two). So 

the constraint of psychological realism is closer to the 

heart of the dissertation than is the constraint of 

intuitiveness. This chapter is mainly intended to illus

trate how research concerning the nature of epistemic justi

fication can be guided by considerations of psychological 

reality. Since the three design views stand or fall 

together in terms of their satisfaction of the constraint of 

psychological realism, it is really the constraint of 
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intuitiveness which plays the major role in settling the 

dispute between them. Defending one design account as more 

intuitive than the other falls somewhat outside the scope of 

the dissertation. However, unless ~ design account is 

intuitive, the whole approach is wrong-headed. Thus, I hope 

that the discussion to follow gives some reason to think, 

not that a particular design account is intuitive, but that 

some design account or other is intuitive. 

The first design view I will examine is a reliabil

ist one. Problems with this view will lead into a consider

ation of two IIproper functioning ll accounts. Each of these 

design account formulations will be a conjunction of (5.2), 

(5.3) and a proposal about what property makes belief pro

cesses the right kind for the purpose of epistemic justifi

cation. 

A Reliabilist Design Account 

In IIStrong and Weak Justification ll (unpublished), 

Goldman endorses a qualified form of the view that II ••• a 

(J-) rule system is right in (a possible world) W just in 

case it has a high truth-ratio in W (p. 17; the qualifica

tions he adds to this need not concern us here). This 

criterion of J-rule rightness applies to Goldman's notion of 

strong justification. As I have noted, and as Goldman 

admits, this view entails that no one is strongly justified 

in demon worlds, as described in Cohen's counterexample. In 
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addition, as I have said, Goldman holds that what distin

guishes the good reasoner from the bad reasoner in the demon 

world is that one is weakly justified and the other is not. 

That is, one is epistemically (merely) blameless and the 

other is not. Is there a version of reliabilism, other than 

"normal worlds " reliabilism, which does not fall victim to 

Cohen's counterexample? Let us consider the view I will 

call "design reliabilism" as a possibility. 

Design reliabilism is the conjunction of (5.2), 

(5.3) and the following: 

(5.14) B is a belief process of the right kind if and 

only if B would produce a high truth-ratio of 

beliefs in environments of the sort for which B 

was designed. 

This view makes the justifiedness of a belief a function of 

belief process reliability not in worlds of certain kinds, 

but in certain kinds of environments. This idea of "envi

ronments-for-which-a-process-was-designed" is familiar from 

animal studies. For example, certain neurons in a frog's 

retina seem to have been designed to trigger a feeding 

response on the part of the frog when the appropriate kind 

of stimulus is present. In the frog's normal habitat, this 

stimulus takes the form of an insect. However, the stimulus 

can be artificially simulated by experimenters using objects 

other than insects. Assume, what is quite unlikely, that 

the frog could be said to have beliefs. Then the design 
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reliabilist account of epistemic justification would label 

the frog's experimenter-induced false belief that there is 

an insect before it justified, since the belief would be 

produced by a process which would tend to produce a true 

belief in an appropriate environment. 

Is design reliabilism weaker than strong justifica

tion? That is, does it avoid Cohen's counterexample? A 

cognitive process could possess the property expressed by 

(5.14) in environments in which the beliefs it produces are 

consistently false. These would be environments other than 

those for which the process was designed, such as the demon

world environment might be in Cohen's example. However, in 

spite of this, design reliabilism fails to escape Cohen's 

counterexample. This is because it is possible that a demon 

is at work in every environment of the sort for which a per

son's belief processes were designed. If this were the 

case, then none of that person's belief processes would pos

sess the property expressed by (5.14). If none of the per

son's belief processes possessed this property, then, 

according to design reliabilism, the person would not have 

any epistemically justified beliefs in any worlds or envi

ronments. But this runs counter to the intuition that one 

who reasons well in a demon world or demon environment has 

justified beliefs. So, given the intuitions that drive 

Cohen's argument, design reliabilism fails to satisfy the 

intuitiveness constraint. 
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If we assume that the correct account of epistemic 

justification should avoid Cohen's counterexample, then 

Goldman's conception of strong justification is not adequate 

as an account of epistemic justification. Furthermore, 

although it avoids Cohen's counterexample, the normal worlds 

approach to reliabilism is a dubious candidate because it is 

fraught with difficulties. Moreover, as we have seen, 

design reliabilism runs afoul of the demon argument as well. 

Thus, given the assumption that it is possible to be epis

temically justified in demon worlds, if there is hope for a 

version of reliabilism, it must be a version which we have 

not yet encountered. However, even given the denial of this 

assumption, there is another reason for thinking that at 

least no design reliabilist instantiation of our account 

schema «5.2) and (5.3» will satisfy the intuitiveness con

straint (perhaps this is true of any reliabilist instantia

tion of this schema). This reason for thinking that it does 

not is that it appears to label beliefs justified which are 

produced by "accidentally reliable" processes. But this is 

counterintuitive. What follows is a purported counterex

ample to design reliabilism which illustrates this. 

Suppose that, due to a head injury, ~'s visual 

processes produce, not only normal visual beliefs, but also 

beliefs about the stock market. Occasionally, when ~ is 

forming visual beliefs, S finds he~self believing some 

proposition or other about the stock market. In addition, a 
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high percentage of these stock market beliefs happen to be 

true. Thus, ~'s visual processes reliably produce both 

normal visual beliefs and beliefs about the stock market. 

Furthermore, quite apart from there visually-produced stock 

market beliefs, ~ believes herself to be extremely knowl

edgeable about the stock market. She believes that she has 

developed a knack for making stock market predictions on the 

basis of this purported knowledge. Consequently, whenever 

she considers what is actually one of her visually-produced 

stock market beliefs, she believes that she holds it on the 

basis of this allegedly well-informed skill (even though she 

actually does not). Furthermore, she has no reasons for 

thinking that any of these beliefs are false. Thus, S's 

stock market beliefs are undefeated. Finally, S forms all 

of her beliefs in environments for which her belief pro

cesses were designed. Now vision is a process which has 

been designed if any process has. Consequently, this 

appears to be a case in which a process is producing a high 

truth-ratio of beliefs in environments for which it was 

designed. In fact, it is producing a high truth-ratio of 

beliefs of two different kinds: visual beliefs and stock 

market beliefs. However, whereas it is intuitive to say 

that the visual beliefs it produces are epistemically justi

fied, it is not intuitive to say that the stock market 

beliefs it produces are epistemically justified. Hence, it 

is not sufficient for the epistemic justifiedness of a 
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belief that it be produced or sustained by a cognitive pro

cess which would be reliable in environments for which the 

reliable process was designed, even when the belief is unde

feated. 

There are at least two responses which the design 

reliabilist could make to this alleged counterexample. The 

first is that the processes which produce both visual 

beliefs and stock market beliefs are different processes 

from ~'s pre-injury visual processes. They are processes 

which have been created accidentally by means of ~'s head 

injury and are consequently no longer designed processes. 

However, it is quite reasonable to say that ~'s visual 

processes, after her injury, are not different processes 

from her visual processes before the injury. Instead, they 

are the same processes, but they are now malfunctioning. 

That is, they are not functioning the way they were designed 

to function. The second response which the design reliabil

ist might make is that a different process is responsible 

for S's post-injury visual beliefs than is responsible for 

her post-injury stock market beliefs which are tied to 

vision. The first process is the process which takes visual 

percepts as input and delivers visual beliefs as output. 

The second process takes visual percepts as input and yields 

stock market beliefs as output. the problems with this 

response is that it is based on a misunderstanding of the 

process in question. It is one process which always takes 
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visual percepts as input, sometimes yielding only visual 

beliefs as output and sometimes yielding a conjunction of a 

visual belief with a stock market belief as output. The 

latter occasional result exhibits the malfunctioning of the 

process which is due to ~IS head injury. 

The malfunctioning of SiS visual processes is an 

example of a designed process which reliably produces unde-

feated but unjustified beliefs (the stock market beliefs) in 

environments for which the process was designed. The reason 

the reliability of the process is not sufficient to make 

these undefeated beliefs justified is that the reliability 

of the process in producing stock market beliefs is acciden-

tal reliability. What modifications can be made to (5.14) 

to yield an account of epistemic justification which will 

avoid this unintuitive result? Next we will consider a ver-

sion of a proposal made by Plantinga in (1986) which pur-

ports to skirt this difficulty. This new design account 

makes epistemic justification a function of "proper-

functioning-relative-to-an-appropriate-environment." 

Proper Functioning Accounts 

Plantingals Account. Plantinga's account of epis-

temic justification in (1986) is as follows: 

••• a belief B has positive epistemic status for S 
if and only if that belief is produced in 5 by his 
epistemic faculties working properly in an-appropri
ate environment; and B has more positive epistemic 
status than B* for S Iff B has positive epistemic 
status for S-and either B* does not or else 5 is 
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more strongly inclined to believe B than B* (p. 17). 

In considering Plantinga's view, I will ignore the bicondi

tional after the semicolon, which is included to account 

for degrees of epistemic justifiedness. It is clear from 

the context of the article that, for Plantinga, 'positive 

epistemic status' is a synonym for 'epistemic justifica

tion.' Plantinga's view is on the right track as a replace

ment for design reliabilism. Since it analyzes epistemic 

justification in terms of the proper functioning of epis

temic faculties, it excludes cases of accidental reliability 

due to the malfunctioning of a belief process. Moreover, 

for Plantinga, a cognitive faculty is functioning properly 

if and only if it is " ••• functioning in the way in which 

it was designed to function" (p. 14; emphasis mine). So 

Plantinga's position is a design account. 

As it stands, Plantinga's account fails to avoid 

Cohen's demon world counterexample. It is easy to see that 

this is the case. According to Plantinga, a belief is epis

temically justified only if it is produced in a person by 

means of the proper functioning of her cognitive faculties 

in an appropriate environment. By 'appropriate environ

ment,' Plantinga appears to mean 'environment of the sort 

for which one's cognitive processes were designed.' But an 

evil demon could arrange to have a person transported to an 

inappropriate environment in which the person would nonethe-

less have entirely normal perceptual experiences. On Plan-
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tinga's vies, this person's perceptual beliefs would all be 

unjustified, even though her perceptual processes would be 

functioning properly. For those who share Cohen's intuit

ions, this is intuitively wrong. Can Plantinga's account be 

modified in order to avoid this result? 

The following amended version of Plantinga's view 

appears to avoid Cohen's counterexample. This "proper func

tioning" view is a conjunction of (5.2), (5.3) and: 

(5.15) B is a belief process of the right kind if and 

only if B is functioning properly, that is, B is 

functioning the way it was designed to function. 

Unlike Plantinga's view, this revised view does not require 

that the cognizer actually be in an environment of the sort 

for which her cognitive processes were designed in order for 

her to have epistemically justified beliefs. It requires 

merely that her processes be functioning the way they were 

designed to function. It might seem that this requirement 

could be satisfied by a person in a Cohen-style demon world. 

It might seem intuitive that reasoner A in Cohen's example 

(the good reasoner) forms, retains and eliminates beliefs as 

the result of the proper functioning of his belief pro

cesses. His processes are functioning as tney were designed 

to function. On the other hand, B's processes are not 

functioning properly. Hence, it would seem that the modi

fied proper functioning account sidesteps Cohen's demon 

world argument. 
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Whether or not this is the case depends on how 

proper functioning is analyzed. There is a reliabilist ana

lysis of proper functioning and a non-reliabilist analysis 

of proper functioning. Although the "accidental reliabil

ity" counterexample to design reliabilism purports to show 

that reliability is not sufficient to make an undefeated 

belief justified, it does not show that reliability is not 

necessary for justified belief. So, as far as that example 

is concerned, reliability could be a necessary condition of 

proper functioning. This type of proper functioning account 

would be a conjunction of (5.2), (5.3), (S.lS) and: 

(S.16) A belief process B is functioning properly only if 

B is reliable. 

A reliabilist proper functioning account would not label the 

beliefs of demon world dwellers justified. Consequently, 

assuming that this is unintuitive, we must find a non

reliabilist analysis of proper functioning. Plantinga 

appears to suppose that proper functioning involves reliab

ility (1986, p. 7). In an example which purports to show 

that "epistemic dutifulness" (a responsibility account) is 

not sufficient for epistemic justification, Plantinga asks 

the reader to imagine a person who, when appeared to redly, 

has a strong inclination or impulse to believe that her is 

not appeared to redly. Plantinga suggests that the presence 

of this unreliable impulse might be due to the agency of a 

Cartesian evil demon. His diagnosis of this situation is 
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that the person's cognitive faculties are not working prop

erly. This suggests that Plantinga assumes a reliabilist 

account of proper functioning. 

If the correct account of epistemic justification 

must label some demon-world beliefs epistemically justified, 

then we must alter Plantinga's view once again. The modifi

cation involves omitting (5.16) from the proper functioning 

account. Although it is not couched in terms of proper 

functioning, I believe that a recent view of John Pollock 

concerning epistemic justification in (1986) can be con

strued as such a non-reliabilist proper functioning posi

tion. 

Pollock's Account. Pollock summarizes his general 

account of epistemic justification as follows: "A person's 

belief is justified if and only if he holds it in confor

mance to his epistemic norms'~ (p. 168). According to Pol-

lock, " ••• our epistemic norms are the norms which actu

ally govern our reasoning" (p. 168). This governance rela

tion is a psychological process (p. 168). Presumably, 

governance by epistemic norms can take the form of either 

production of a belief by means of the operation of a belief 

acquisition process or maintenance of a belief by means of a 

belief maintenance process. Epistemic norms also playa 

corrective role. Thus, governance of reasoning by epistemic 

norms involves belief elimination processes. In addition, 

" ••• epistemic norms are to be understood in terms of pro-
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cedural knowledge involving internalized rules for reason-

ing" (p. 132). Although possession of this procedural 

knowledge is sufficient for knowing how to reason, this rea

soning competence need not always be exercised in actual 

reasoning (p. 132). This sketch of Pollock's view makes it 

reasonable to think that it is an instance of our account 

schema (the conjunction of (5.2) and (5.3)). 

What then, on Pollock's view, makes some belief pro-

cesses the right kind and others the wrong kind for the pur-

pose of epistemic justification? Pollock's comment on this 

question is as follows: 

No doubt some philosophers will be disturbed by the 
fact that my analysis of epistemic justification 
does not characterize justified beliefs in terms of 
a single general property (like reliability) intrin
sic to the beliefs, but instead characterizes justi
fied beliefs in terms of the reasoning underlying 
them. That, however, is just the way things are. 
What makes a belief justified is its being supported 
by reasoning of an approved sort, and there is no 
reason to think there are general intrinsic proper
ties of beliefs that determine whether that is pos
sible (p. 169). 

Pollock denies that what distinguishes epistemically justi

fied from epistemically unjustified beliefs is the reliabil

ity of the processes which produced them. He says instead 

that " ••• what makes a belief justified is its being sup-

ported by reasoning of an approved sort." This appears to 

be equivalent to our account schema. But this is unsatisfy

ing. What is it that distinguishes approved reasoning from 

unapproved reasoning? Pollock has his own answer to this 
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question (see pp. 142-148). Instead of considering it, I 

would like to propose that Pollock's account be construed as 

a proper functioning view. The link is made if we say that 

a belief is held on the basis of the proper functioning of a 

person's belief processes if and only if it is held in con

formance to his epistemic norms. On a purely naturalistic 

picture, proper functioning is a matter of. evolutionary 

design. Thus, given this construal of Pollock's account, 

regulation of belief by means of epistemic norms is also a 

matter of evolutionary design. In this way, Pollock's 

account becomes a design account. 

This dispels a little of the mystery concerning what 

it is that makes reasoning approved on a non-reliabilist 

proper functioning view. However, there is a fundamental 

problem with any non-reliabilist proper functioning view 

which needs to be recognized. Both theistic and naturalis-

tic non-reliabilist proper functioning accounts have the 

difficulty of finding a non-circular way of distinguishing 

cognitive functioning which is proper for prudential ends 

from cognitive functioning which is proper for epistemic 

ends. It seems plausible to suppose that some of our cogni

tive processes were designed to produce mostly false beliefs 

in certain circumstances, since it is clear that false 

beliefs can have survival value. For instance, believing 

that a striped object one sees in the jungle is a tiger even 

when it is not is a process which promises to promote sur-
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vival. The problem is this. Although beliefs produced by 

such processes may be prudentially justified, they do not 

seem intuitively to be epistemically justified, even on a 

non-reliabilist account. Given this, how can proper func

tioning be linked to epistemic justification? 

It is interesting to note that this is a problem 

which does not arise for design reliabilism nor for a 

reliabilist proper functioning view (either environment rel

ative or otherwise). The reason for this is that, for these 

views, Justification-conferring processes are those which 

would result in mostly true beliefs in the environments for 

which they were designed. Such accounts label beliefs epis

temically unjustified which are produced by processes which 

yield mostly false beliefs in environments for which they 

were designed. So the presence of such processes is not a 

problem for these reliabilist design views. 

I think that the best response available for the 

non-reliabilist proper functioning theorist is to say that, 

one thing that distinguishes proper prudential functioning 

from proper epistemic functioning is that proper epistemic 

functioning involves the corrective feature of belief elimi

nation processes, whereas proper prudential functioning does 

not. The operation of this defeasibility constraint can 

lead from the possession of an epistemically justified 

belief to the possession of an epistemically justified 

belief. Unfortunately, this is not yet a completely satis-
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factory answer. What is needed in addition is a non

circular and illuminating account of epistemic defeasibil

ity. This would be a challenging task • 

. Summary, Conclusion and Prospectus 

This ends my illustration of the role of the con

straint of psychological realism in guiding the construction 

of an account of epistemic justification. I have considered 

various instantiations of an account schema which is argu

ably both intuitive and psychologically realistic. Given 

current psychological investigation, it is reasonable to 

conclude that some reliabilist accounts are psychologically 

realistic. Whether or not reliabilist accounts satisfy the 

intuitiveness constraint depends on, among other things, 

one's conviction about the possibility of having epistemi

cally justified beliefs in demon worlds. I considered three 

design accounts of epistemic justification as alternatives 

to Goldman's conception of strong justification as an 

account of epistemic justification. Design reliabilism does 

not avoid Cohen's counterexample. In addition, it seems to 

falter because of the possibility of accidentally reliable 

processes. This last consideration suggests a proper func

tioning view. Plantinga's version of this view is environ

ment-relative and probably reliabilist. For both of these 

reasons, his account runs afoul of Cohen's counterexample. 

Pollock's "epistemic norm" account of epistemic justifica-
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tion can be construed as a non-reliabilist proper function

ing account. Although it avoids Cohen's counterexample, one 

problem with this view, which is not shared by the reliabil

ist views, is that it may not enable one to distinguish 

functioning which is proper for prudential purposes from 

functioning which is proper for epistemic purposes. A 

defeasibility constraint may be a way out of this diffi

culty. 

In this dissertation, I have argued for the thesis 

of epistemological naturalism, which is the view that it is 

not possible to determine the correct account of epistemic 

justification apart from psychological investigation, broad

ly-construed. The argument for this thesis is based on the 

constraint of psychological realism and what I have called 

the "indispensability thesis." According to this con

straint, no account of epistemic justification is correct 

which entails that humans are not capable of possessing jus

tified beliefs. The indispensability thesis is the view 

that an account of epistemic justification cannot be tested 

for psychological reality apart from psychological investi

gation. I also argued that the constraint of psychological 

realism has an important role to play both negatively, in 

terms of testing proposed accbunts of epistemic justifica

tion for psychological reality, and positively, in terms of 

guiding the construction of such an account. Moreover, I 

provided illustrations of both of these roles of the con-
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straint. 

The thesis of epistemological naturalism has two 

sUb-theses. One of these, the "replacement thesis," is the 

view that psychological investigation is both necessary and 

sufficient f6r determining the correct account of epistemic 

justification. I argued that, although psychological inves

tigation is necessary for this purpose, it is not suffi

cient. This view is the II dependency thesis," which is the 

other sub-thesis of the thesis of epistemological natural

ism. Since psychological investigation is not sufficient 

for determining the nature of epistemic justification, I 

endorsed an additional constraint, the intuitiveness con

straint, satisfaction of which is a necessary condition for 

determining the correct account of epistemic justification. 

These two constraints may be both individually necessary and 

jointly sufficient for determining the nature of epistemic 

justification. 

Given these conclusions, what are some directions 

for future research? In the first place, similar con

straints of psychological realism could be employed to test 

and construct theories of epistemic justification which are 

potential answers to questions (1.1) and (1.2). Recall that 

question (1.1) concerns the structure of epistemic justifi

cation and question (1.2) concerns the specific conditions 

under which human beliefs of various kinds are epistemically 

justified. Answers to this latter question would take the 
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form of lists of epistemic principles. Secondly, versions 

of the constraint of psychological realism could be used to 

test, not only accounts of epistemic justification and 

theories of rationality, but also accounts of propositional 

knowledge, given a constraint generated by the denial of 

skepticism with respect to knowledge. It is interesting to 

note in this connection that the constraint of psychological 

realism, as defined in chapter two, applies to accounts of 

knowledge which include epistemic justification as a neces

sary condition. Since, on these views, knowledge requires 

justification, we cannot determine fully what knowledge is 

without determining what epistemic justification is. Since 

we cannot determine the correct account of epistemic justi

fication without determining whether it is psychologically 

realistic, it follows that it is not possible to know what 

knowledge is without knowing of a given account of knowledge 

whether it is psychologically realistic. Furthermore, given 

that we cannot know what epistemic justification is apart 

from psychological investigation (this is the thesis of 

epistemological naturalism), it can be concluded that we 

cannot know what knowledge is apart from psychological 

investigation. All of the considerations adduced in this 

paragraph reveal that the conclusions of this dissertation 

have ramifications much wider than the task of determining 

the nature of epistemic justification. 

Another future project which needs to be pursued, 
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given the conclusions of this dissertation, is to attempt to 

spell out the alternative implications of the thesis of 

epistemological naturalism which were mentioned at the end 

of chapter two. Recall that, if this thesis is true, then 

either giving an account of epistemic justification is not 

just to analyze the concept of epistemic justification, or 

conceptual analysis is an activity which is not entirely ~ 

priori. If either one of these positions is correct, then 

there will need to be a considerable shift away from the 

traditional understanding of the nature of epistemology. 

Related to this question is the question concerning whether 

satisfaction of tne constraint of intuitiveness and the con

straint of psychological realism are not only individually 

necessary, but also jointly sufficient, for determining the 

correct account of epistemic justification. 

Finally, the whole purpose of our discussion is to 

contribute, eventually, to the determination of the correct 

account of epistemic justification. The full development of 

such an account in light of our conclusions is another task 

which remains undone. I have proposed that design accounts 

be considered as potential candidates. Although these types 

of accounts seem worth pursuing as intuitive and psychologi

cally realistic views, if they ultimately fail, we must seek 

another type of position which promises to satisfy the two 

constraints we have endorsed. Future research should be 

aimed at finding such an account. 



APPENDIX: HARMAN ON BAYESIAN EPISTEMOLOGY 

In (1986, pp. 25-27), Gilbert Harman rejects the 

following epistemological claim: 

(A.I) The updating of (subjective) probabilities via 

conditionalization or generalized conditionaliza

tion is (or ought to be) the only principle of 

reasoned revision (of degrees of belief). 

Harman's reasons for dismissing this claim are reminiscent 

of arguments which employ the constraint of psychological 

realism. An abbreviated version of his argument against 

(A.I) is as follows: "The probability assignments required 

for conditionalization lead to a combinatorial explosion. 

Consequently, it is not possible to represent these assign

ments explicitly. The only way to represent them implicitly 

is by means of a general principle. However, on this 

approach, neither conditionalization nor generalized condi

tionalization is usable by humans. This is because condi

tionalization requires that one remember all the immediate 

perceptual evidence that has influenced one's present 

degrees of belief. But humans rarely remember such evidence 

beyond the moment in which it is originally acquired. Fur

thermore, although generalized conditionalization does not 

have this requirement, it leads to a combinatorial explo-

sion." 
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Harman's strategy here is to point out the psycho

logical components of (A.l) and to argue for the claim that 

humans either do not have the requisite psychological capac

ities or do not exercise these capacities. Does he adduce 

any psychological evidence to support this claim? In the 

context of a similar argument in (1985, p. 244) he appeals 

to Kahneman, Slovic and Tversky (1982) and Nisbett and Ross 

(1980) for evidence that humans do not reason well probabil

istically. So Harman does employ the results of some scien

tific psychological investigation to make his case. How

ever, in the above argument, explicit appeal to psychologi

cal evidence is lacking. The two psychological claims on 

which Harman bases his claim that the principle referr.ed to 

by (A.l) is unusable by humans are: (a) humans rarely remem

ber immediate perceptual evidence beyond the moment in which 

it is acquired and (b) humans are not capable of keeping 

track of a combinatorial explosion of representations of 

probability assignments. It appears that Harman implicitly 

assumes that these claims can be confirmed on the basis of 

introspection. 

Harman concludes, given these considerations, that 

the principle to which (A.l) refers is not a principle which 

is actually used by humans. Does he conclude that this 

principle is not normatively correct (i.e., does he conclude 

that it is not the case that humans ought to reason in 

accord with this principle?)? This is not clear. Of 
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course, given Harman's argument and the eminently plausible 

thesis that humans actually possess reasonable beliefs, it 

can be concluded that it is not the case that humans ought 

to reason by means of conditionalization or generalized con

ditionalization. This added explicit rejection of skepti

cism makes Harman's argument an application ofoa constraint 

of psychological realism to (A.l). 
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