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Abstract

Epistemology is widely seen as@mative discipline like ethicdust like moral facts
epistemic factsb i.e. facts about our beliefsO epistemic justification, rationality,
reasonableness, correctnessarrant, and the likeDb are standardlyviewed as
normative facts Yet, whereasnanyphilosophers have rejected the existence of moral
facts, few have raised simidoubts abouthe existence of epistemic facts.

In recent years however, several metaethicists and epistemologists have
rejectedthis Janugacedor dual stance towards the existence of moral and epistemic
facts.As recent developments in metaethics and normativity thdmyemade clear,
objections tothe existence of moral facts really ameetanormative objections that
targetthe existence ohormativefacts more generally. But since epistemic facts are
no less normative than moral facthe argument goeshe existenceof the former
is equallythreatened by metaethical objections.

In this thesis | argue that thisrejection of the dual stanceails because
epistemic facts are natormativefacts Althoughtheyimply normsthey do not imply
genuine normativity sindbe epistemic norm®f beliefthat they implylack necessary
normative authority or forceUnlike moral norms and gt like e.g. norms of efuette
and the law, there is not automatically a normative reason to conform to epistemic
norms. Therefore, even if metaethical objections targdtnormative facts, it does
not follow that theyalsotarget epistemic facts.

| offer a two-part abductive argument in favour of that conclusiofirst,| argue
that epistemic facts lack fikmmmonly citedfeatures of normative facts (but not of
merely normimplying facts)Then | argue thathis isbest explained by the thesis
that epistemic facts are merelymme-implying and not genuinely normative. | end by
exploring the potential consequences of this conclusion for epistemology and

metaethics
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Chapter 1:Epistemology, normativity, and metaethics

I.I Epistemology as a normative discipline

Imagine you are held hostage by a npadosopherwho keeps telling you thahe

does not existHe threatens to kill you unless yomeet a simple demangou must
believewhat he saydy the end of the dayrhat is, yu mustform the beliefthat he

does not existlf you do,he will let you @ and never bother you again.eHvill even
drug you so that you will have no memory thiat ordeal Merelypretending that you
believehim wonOt dsincehe has an infible lie detector testwhich he will make
you pass at the end of the dayhould you believeim?

From apractical or pragmatic standpoint, itclearlyseems that you should. No
only would believindpim literally save your life, it would do so without any adverse
consequencesfter all, youwonOt evesee himagain angou will have no memory
of the eventsYet there seems to remain another senee standpointaccording to
which you shouldnot believehim. For one thing, you knovhe exists You can just
see him in front of you and you have no evidence that you are dreaming or
hallucinatingFor another,he providesyou with absolutely no evidence fdrisclaim
So even ifyou pragmatically ought to believe thahe exists it alsoseems thatyou
should notbelieve himfrom what philosophers call agpistemic, theoretical, or truth-
related point of view: That is, even if such a belief is permitted or required by practical
norms or standardssuch asprudential or even moral norms it is still forbidden by
epistemic norms The belief that yourcaptor does not existwould still be, as
epistemologists put itepistemically unjustified and irrational even if it might be
pragmatically justified and rational

Thiskind of exampleillustrates and motivates one of the most widely held

ideas in contemporary epistemologynamely that, as Jaegwon Kim puts it,

! use Oought® and Oshould® interchangeably in what follows.

2 Although | associateations like epistemic justification with epistemic norms @ddght£)1 do not
assume what Alston (1988) calls a Odeontological® conception of epistemic justification i.e. a conception
of epistemic justification Oas having to do with obligation, permissiquirement, blame, and the likeO
(Alston 1988, 257). First, for all | say here, the Ooughtd in OS aytotdd bevaluative and not
deontic or prescriptive. That is, the epistemi®ughtCould be best seen not as an Ooughda®, but as

an Qo to beD, i.e. as claims about what woul@pistemicallyaluable or good. | return to this point
below. Second, even if epistemic norms d@dghtare deonticD i.e. specifying what agents are
epistemically required, permitted, or forbidden to beke®it is controversial to assume that they are
thereby also hypological norms, i.e. having to do with responsibility, praiseworthiness, and
blameworthiness. Many think that norms can be deontic without being hypological. See e.g.
Zimmerman (2002), Srinisan (2015), Littlejohn (Forthcoming a), and Williamson (Forthcoming).



Ol[e]pistemology is a normative discipline as much as, and in the same sense as,
normative ethics@Kim 1988, 38R In eluddatingnotions like epistemic justification,
rationality,reasonableness, warrant, correctneasd knowledge the thought goes,
philosopherslucidate not merely what weo believe, but what weught to believe.

Justlike moralfacts andclaims, epistemic factsandclaimsbe.g.the factor claimthat

Ds beliefs epistemically justified (unjustifiediational (irrational), warranted
(unwarranted), reasonable (unreasonabb)d correct (incorrect) b are normative

facts and claims$will take this idea that epistemology is hormative to be captured by

the following thesis:

Epistemic Normativity: Epistemic facts and claims are normative facts and

claims.

Jistlike, sayethics uncovers normandfactsthat specifywhat we should or should
not do, epistemology uncovers nornas factsthat specify what we should or should
not believe Epistemology is, as Jonathan Adler (2002) put it, ObeliefOs own ethicsO.

As the example above shows however, the idea of epistemaisdpeliefOs
ethics requiresa qualification epistemic claims like attributions of epistemic
justificationhave to dowith what we should or should not believe, but only from a
distinctly epistemictheoretical,or truth-related point of view.They have todo, in
other words, with what we should or should not believet according to moral
norms, prudential norms, aesthetic norms, legal norms,ssmdn, but according to
epistemic norms.

What do | mean by epistemic norridlorms are generallgeenasclains that
specify condition€ under whichone should or should not.® Following von Wright
(1963) | will refer to C as the normQsndition of application andto ¢ asits norm act.

As | have already indicatedhat distinguishegpistemic norms from othekinds of
norms B e.g.moral norms, prudential norms, aesthetic norms, dfds both their
distinctivekind of norm act andof conditionsof applicationFirst, epistemic norms

havebelief as their norm act. They specify what we should or slionot beliee!

3 Where, as | mentioned above, this Oshould® or OoughtO can be either deontic or evaluative.

4 Let me make two clarifications. First, | actually take the norm act of epistemic normes doxbstic

attitudes, i.e. not only belief, but also disbelief and withholding or suspension of belief (or suspension
of judgment as it is often put). | only mention belief here for simplicity. Second, using Oepistemic normsO
to denote onlydoxastic epistamic norms is not strictly correct or at least not in line with the way the



However, as | mentioned above, this is not sufficient@marcatethe norms | am
interested in since othekinds of norms might have belief as their norm &&rhaps
beliefs can also be e.gimmoral, imprudent, unfashionablejllegal, indecorous
unorthodox, and so onAccordingly, what distinguishepistemic normss not only
that they have belief as their kind of norm act, but alkat they specify distinctly
epistemicconditions of applicationOf course, it is controversial what thesexact
condtions are since tgoropose such a condition is in part to give a substantial or
first order account of what we should or should not believe. However, it is widely
agreed that what marks conditions as epistemit&t they are truthrelated.That is,
they are conditions thathaveto do with notions such astruth, knowledge,and
evidenceAccordingly, popular substantive accounts of epistemic norms include truth
norms’ such as Oyou should believe that P if and only if P is trueO or Oyou should believe
that P only if P is true®, knowledge ndtiite Oyou should believe that P only if you
know that PO, and evidential nofsisch as Oyou should believe that P only if you have
adequate evidence that BOin sum, epistemic nornase claimsthat specify distirtty
epistemic or truthrelated conditions under which one should or should not believe
propositions.

Of course, his chaacterization of epistemic norms leaves sevduather
substantiveguestionsunansweredLet me mention four First, what is thestructure
of the domain ofepistemic norms? éiv are the various epistemic norms relateld?
there one fundametal or primary epistemic nornfrom which all other epistemic
norms derive® or is there a plurality of fundamental norffisifthe former is true
thenwhat is the primary norm and how does it entail the other norniisthe latter
is true,then what are tlese fundamental epistemic norng&stond and relatedlyhat

is the content of the (fundamentaland non-fundamentgl epistemic norms? What

phrase is standardly used in the literature. In particular, contemporary discussions of epistemic norms
include not only doxastic epistemic norms, but also epistemic normasweftion and of practical
reasoning (or of treating something as a reason). | therefore take Oepistemic normsO to be short for
Odoxastic epistemic normsO or Oepistemic norms of beliefd in this thesis. See e.g. Littlejohn and Turri
(2014) for recent work on epiemic norms across all three dimensions.

® David (2001), (2005a), Wedgwood (2002), Millar (2004), Lynch (2004), (2009), Shah and Velleman
(2005), Shah (2006), Boghossian (2008), Whiting (2010), (2012) (2013a) (2013b) and Littlejohn (2012a).
® E.g. Williarson (2000), Sutton (2007), Bird (2007), Hattiangadi (2010), McHugh (2011), Smithies
(2012), and Littlejohn (2013), (Forthcoming b).

" E.g. Clifford (1999), Feldman (2000), Adler (2002), and Conee and Feldman (2004).

8 Arguably the dominant approach. Seg.@onjour (1985), David (2001), (2005a), Wedgwood (2002),
Boghossian (2008), Lynch (2009), Littlejohn (2013), (Forthcoming b), Stegtetsen (2013), and
Williamson (Forthcoming). | return to this approach in chapter 4.

° E.g. Alston (1993), (2005).



should we epiemically believe? As | just mentioned, popular answers include truth
norms, knowledge norms, and evidential norms.

Third, are epistemic norms deontic or evaluatiVeDeontic or prescriptive
©ughtsare instances oHought to doO, i@ught$that belmg to, apply to, or place
demands on agents. So on a deontic reading, epistemic norms make demands or
prescriptions to agents about what to believe or not to beliekgaluative norms, on
the other handare instances of Oought to beO. Instead of imgdyirands on agents,
the evaluative sense of OS oughit@oimplies that it would lgeod if S¢-ed and thus
that it ought to be the case thab ¢-s. Hence on an evaluative reading, epistemic
norms are not prescriptions, but rather claims about witatvould be epistemically
good to believe!

Finally,are epistemic nhorm®bjective, subjectivegr both? In what way are
they objective or subjectivel? they can be both how do subjective and objective
epistemic normgelate? Is one kind thprimary one that gounds the other kind? If
so, whichkind is primary??

While these arecrucialquestiondor understanding epistemic norriswonOt
be necessary for my purposes to answer théero. anticipate,my main aim in this
thesiswill be to examinethe idea that egtemology is normativand, in particular,
the thesis | labelled Epistemic Normativityhope to provide anevaluation of that
thesis that does not depend on any particular substantive account of epistemic norms
and whichcan be persuasive fgroponents d all firstorder epistemological theories

Why focus solely on doxastic epistemicfacts, claims, andorms? As ljust
mentioned,my targetwill be the idea thatepistemology is normative. That is, | am
interested in the normativity of the facts and clainthat contemporary
epistemologists are concerned witBut sincecontemporary epistemology is mainly
the study ofstandards of belighat relate to knowledye,the epistemic claims that
epistemologists areostlyconcerned withare those havingp do with the epistemic
evaluation ofbeliefs These include claims about whether $@kef that Pis

epistemically justified, rational, reasonabt@rect, warranted, and the like.

10'See e.g. Schroeder (2011) and Chrisman (2015) for discusstbisdistinction.

1 Most of the authors mentioned in notes B 7 adopt the deontic approach. For the evaluative
approach, see e.glston (1993), (2005 hrisman (2008), Fassio (2011), ancHvgh (2012a). | return

to this issue in chapters 2 and 6.

2 For relevant discussion see e.g. Feldman (1988), Zimmerman (1996), (2008), Wedgwood (2002),
Gibbard (2005), Gibbons (2013), Sepielli (Forthcomiagd!, Littlejohn (Forthcoming c)



1.2 Epistemology and metaethics

1.2.1Moral facts and thenetaethical objectios

Althoughepistemologys widely seemsno lessnormativethan ethics, philosophers
typically havenarkedly different attitudes regarding tlegistence or reality of moral
factson the one hanandof epistemic facten the other. Whereas fewauthorsdeny
that there can be factabout whetherpeopleOs beliefse epistemically justified
rational,andthe like there is a long and rich tradition of rejectitige existence of
facts aboutwhether peopleOs acts ar®rally right wrong, good,bad and the ike.
As is wellknown from contemporary metaethics, philosophers have come up with
numerouspowerful objections tomoral realismi.e.the view that there aremoral
facts The following is avery brief summary osome ofthe most prominentof these
metaethcal objectionsto the existence of moral factémetaethical objections for
short).”®

Queerness. If moral facts existed, they would be bofh) normative or prescriptive,
and (ii)true independently of oudesires,aims, and institutions (just like, sagcts
about tables, chairs, computers, black holes, etc.). That is, they would be objactive
mindindependenfacts that demand things from us and provide us wibnmative
reasons The problem is thahone of the things that we knowexist objectivelyor
mindindependenthare normative in that wayAs Richard Garner writes:

It is hard to believe in objective prescriptivity because it is hard to make sense
of a demand without a demander, and hard to find a place for demands or
demanders apart from humanterests and conventions. We know what it is
for our friends, our job, and our projects to make demands on us, but we do
not know what it is for reality to do so. A black hole swallows extbing, but

it demands nothing(Garner 1990, 143)

The first prdblem with moral realism is therefore that moral facts existed, they

would be facts of a very strangand mysterioussort becausetheir objective

13 To be clear,| am not endorsing these metaethical objections in what follows. The problems |
summarize below might all turn out to have satisfactory answers and moral realism might be true. My
point is only that these are some of the most pressing problems or chakethgé moral realists have

to deal with.

1C



prescriptivity or normativitywould make themfundamentallyinlike any other facts

we know exist'*

Supervenience. If there are moral facts, then they must be related to natural feiBts.
how?Realistanswer that moral factsupervene on natural factsThat is, moral facts
depend on natural facts in the sense that two things cannot be morally different
without also being different from a nemoral natural point of viewHowever, it is

not clear that this idea really illuminates the relation between moral facts and natural
facts.As StephenSchiffer writesGnvoking a special primitive metaphysical relation
of supervenience to explain how neratural moral properties were related to
physical properties was just to add mystery to mystery, to cover obscurantist
move with another.O (Schiffer 1987, 1&3xanted,if there are moral facts, then they
must superveneon the natural However, the fact that they dostill calls for
explanation. Whydo moral facts have thiparticularrelation with natural factsPhe
problem is that it is not clear how realists can answéence,a second worry is that

the relation betwea the moral and the naturaeems to remaimysterious if moral

realism is true?®

Disagreement. If there are facts about what is morally right and wrong, then why is
there such widespread and seeminglyeliminable disagreement about moral
questions? Iteems that if there were moral facts, there would have been far more
convergence on moraissuesby now. The best explanation for the existence of
widespread and seemingly ineliminamleral disagreementight very well behat
there are simply no moral fas to agree on'®

Explanatory Impotence. It seems that if a kind of fact exists, thenntust have
explanatory powerandbe needed to explain other kinds of fact&he problem is that
moral facts do not seem to beeededin order to explain the existencefanynon

moral factsAs Gilbert Harman explains:

14 Mackie (1977), Garner (1990), Joyce (2001), and Olson (2014). See also e.g. Lillehammer (2004),
(2013), Finlay (2008), and Joyce and Kirchin (2010) for discussion.

5Blackburn (1971), (1984) and Horgan and Timms(1892). See also e.g. Dreier (1992) for discussion.

16 Stevenson (1963), Harman (1975), Mackie (1977), Wong (1984), Loeb (1998), and Williams (1985).
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You can observe someone do something, but can you ever perceive the
rightness or wrongness of what he does? If you round a corner and see a
group of young hoodlums pour gasoline on a cat and igniteutggonot need

to conclude that what they are doing is wrong; you do not need to figure
anything out; you casee that it is wrong. But is your reaction due to the
actual wrongness of what you see or is it simply a reflection of your moral
"sense," a "sen%¢hat you have acquired perhaps as a result of your moral
upbringingqE] [I]n neither case is there any obvious reason to assume
anything about "moral facts,"” such as that it really is wrong to set the cat on
fire or to cut up the patient in Room 306. dieed, an assumption about moral
facts would seem to be totally irrelevant to the explanation of your making
the judgment you make. It would seem that all we need assume is that you
have certain more or less well articulated moral principles that are riftec

in the judgments you make, based on your moral sensibility. It seems to be
completely irrelevant to our explanation whether your intuitive immediate
judgment is true or false. (Harman 197#7)

Therefore, a fourth problem with moral realism is thabnal factsdo not seem to
have explanatory power and to be needed to explain other kinds of facts. They rather
seemexplanatorily impotenaind dispensablfé

Genealogy Evolutionary, sociological and historicalforces have had @remendous
influence on thecontent of our moral beliefsHowever, such pressurefiave not
plausiblytracked the moral truth They have not plausiblgeleced, in other words,
for our beliefs to matchan independent moral realitRather, these pressures have
selected for beliefs @it promote reproductive fitness (in the case of natural selection)
or group-selective fitness (in the case of cultural selectidimerefore, moral realists
must say thathese nontruth tracking influencesither lead us to the truth by pure
coincidencewhich is extremely improbable) ggushed usway from the moral truth
(in which case our moral beliefs are pretty much all falReplists thus seem forced
to the implausible sceptical conclusion tlve¢ cannot possibly know or justifiably
believe the moal truth.'®

" Harman (1977), Williams (1985), Gibbard (1990), Wright (1992), (1995), and Leiter (2001).

8 Nietzsche(1887/2008), Ruse (1986), Kitcher (2005), (2011), Leiter (2006), Street (2006), Joyce
(2006), Greene (2008), and Bedke (2009), (2014). See also Kahane (2011), Cuneo andabdater
(2014), and Lillehammer (forthcoming) for discussion.

12



These objections are especially pressing if, as many realists maimbaah,
facts arenon-natural factsrather than facts that areeducible or analysable in terms
of natural facts® i.e. in terms of factsdiscovered byempirical sciences sh asthe
facts thatsmoking causes cancer, that dinosaurs went extinct 65.5 million years ago,
or that climate change is caused by hum&me realistshavearguedthat we can
avoid at least some oie metaethical objectionsy adopting forms ahoral naturalism
according to which moral facts are reducible or analysable in terms of naturaf’facts.
However, even if they can avoid the above objectidhese naturalistic vieware

vulnerable to objections of their owr©ne prominent worry is the following

Losing normativity. If moral facts are natural facts, thénbecomes uolear how they
canstill keeptheir distinctly normative reasonimplying or authoritative character.

David EnocHormulates thisvorry as follows

Normative facts sure seem difent from natural ones, different enough to
justify an initial suspicion regarding reductionist attempts. This is especially
clear when considered as it should beb from the point of view of the
deliberating agent. When | ask myself what | should deeé&ms that just
answering OOh, pressing the blue button will maximize happinessO is a
complete nonstarter, it completely fails to address the question. Of course,
given some background commitments it can be a better answer. If, for
instance, | am already convinced utilitarian, willing to commit myself to
something like Olt always makes sense to perform the action that maximizes
happinessO, then Opressing the blue button will maximize happinessO seems
like a reasonable answer to the question what shouldol But such
background commitments are themselves paradigmatically normative, and
themselves just too different from naturalist facts and beliefs. Absent such
background commitments, Opressing the blue button will maximize happinessO
seems just irrelevdrto the question | ask myself, as doBsn just the same
waybany other purely naturalist answer. Rather than answering my question,
such an answesimply changes the subject. It takes a normative commitment

to render a naturalist answer to a normativiestion relevant. No natural

fact by itself can have normative for¢Enoch 2014 107108

9 Moore (1903), Nagl (1986), Dworkin (1996), Hampton (1998), Scanlon (1998), (2014), Fine (2002),
ShafeiLandau (2003), (2006), Strandberg (2004), Oddie (2005), Wedgwood (2007), Cuneo (2007),
Fitzpatrick (2008), (2011), Parfit (2011), Enoch (2011a), and Cuneo and-Saafau (2014).

20 Railton (1986), Boyd (1988), Sturgeon (1988), Brink (1989), Jackson (1998), Jackson and Pettit
(1990), Smith (1994), Foot (2001), Bloomfield (2001), Schroeder (2007), and Thomson (2008).

13



Moral factsare normative. Theyecessariljhave normative authoritpr force and
they imply normative reasonsiowever, purely natural facts do not seemlie the
kind of thing that can haveormative authority Therefore, one central worryvith
moral naturalism is that if we reduce or analyse moral facts in terms of purely natural
facts, then we lose their normativityn which casave arechanging the subjechd
not really dealing witlyenuinemoral facts anymoré.

So theproblem with moral realism can b®ughlysummarizedas follows If
there are moral facts, then they are eitheatural or nornatural If they arenon
natural, then they are problematic imght of the worries regarding queerness,
superveniencegdisagreementexplanatory impotence, andenealogylf they are
natural thenperhapghey can escapsome of these problemshut they seeminglylo
so at the costof losing the essential normativity moral facts.

1.2.2 Moral facts and epistemic facts: duality or unity?
As | mentioned above, even though philosophggscallytake epistemic facts to be
no less normative than moral ones, féave denied that there can lepistemidacts.
That is, desjppe their wide acceptance of Epistemic Normativity, epistemologists and
metaethicists have not traditionally thought that epistemic facts are vulnerable to
metaethical objections like thenesabove Of course, philosophers have always been
concerned withthe threat of epistemologicadcepticism. However, the point of
sceptical arguments in epistemology distinct from that of the metaethical
objections. The scepticOs claim is not that there cannot be facts about wiStber
belief is epistemically justéifl or an instance of knowledgeut ratherthat knowledge
and epistemic justification are unattainal#®. although countless epistemologists
have discussed the possibility that we might not know or justifiably believe anything,
few haveconsideredserioudy the possibility that there are no epistemic facts, i.e.
that epistemic realism is fal&e.

Therefore, philosophershave traditionally occupiedhat | will call aDual

stance with respect to the existeoe of moral and epistemic facts

21 See also Moore (1903), Johnston (1989), Sca(l688), (2014), Dancy (2006), Fitzpatrick (2008),
(2010), and Parfit (2011). This line of thought is also pushed by many morataigis. See for
instance, Mackie (1977), Garner (1990), Gibbard (1990), Joyce (2001), Ridge (2014), and Olson (2014).
22 Exceptions includee.g.Field (1998), (2009), Street (2009), Hazlett (2013), and the proponents of
epistemic expressivism, which | mention in chapter 5.
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Dual stance: Whether or not the metaethical objections are sound, they do not
threaten the existence of epistemic facts. Even if the metaethical objections
successfully established the non-existence of moral facts, it would not follow that

there are no epistemic facts.

In recent yearshowever, a number of philosophers have argued suchrausfaced
stance is untenablds many metaethicists and normativity theorists recently pointed
out, metaethical objectionsuch as those | outlined abovare best seen as
metanormative objections. That isthey are best seen as arguments agaihst
existence ofnormative facts more generallyTheir thought is that theallegedly
objectionable features of moral facB e.g. their objective prescriptivity, their
mysterious relation with naral facts, the widespread disagreement about them, their
explanatory impotence, and theproblematic genealogyb are really features of
normative facts more generallfaicanlonacknowledgeghis recent metanormative

trend in the opening lines dfis 2014book:

Contemporary metaethics differs in two important ways from the metaethics

of the 1950s and 1960s, and even the later 1970s, when John Mackie wrote
Ethics: Inventing Right and Wrong. In that earlier period, discussion in metaethics
focused almost direly on morality: on the proper interpretation of claims
about moral right and wrong, and other forms of moral evaluation. Today,
although morality is still much discussed, a significant part of the debate
concerns practical reasoning and normativity eagenerally: reasons for
action, and, even more broadly, reasons for belief and other attitudes, which
are increasingly recognized as normative, and as raising questions of the same
nature as those about reasons for actig6canlon 2014, 1)

SimilarlyEnoch writes:

Ethical or moral facts [E] are a subsedf normative facts. And it is an
increasingly appreciated lesson of the recent decadesO metaethical literature
that many of the concerns and arguments traditionally thought to be about
morality are redly easily and naturally generalizable to metanormative
concerns and arguments. (Enoch 2812)
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This metanormative trend also characterizes the workoftemporarymetaethicists
who deny the existence omoral facts and who defend the objections abo8&aron

Street, for example, writes

The right philosophical account of normativity, in my view, will be fully unified
across the practical and epistemic domains. | therefore agree with those who
think that antirealism about practical reasons hasn't reszkia full defence

until antirealism about epistemic reasons has been defended as well. (Street
2009, 213214)

The point is thatthe target of the metaethical objections mot simply morality, but
normativitymore generallyThis is what | wilcall the Metanormative thesis

Metanormative thesis: metaethical objections really are metanormative
objections; if any of the metaethical objections is sound, then there are no normative

facts.®

If the Metanormative thesigs right, then there is a clear tensiobetween the
traditional Dual stanceon the one handand Epistemic Normativity on the othenf
epistemic facts are normative facts and if the metaethical objections really are
metanormative objections, then epistemic facts are just as vulnerable to these
objections as moral facts.

Consider the queerness objection | introduced abof@ example If
epistemic facts are normative like moral facts, then they are no less mysterious or
strange Just like moral facts, they would have normative authority inddpetly of
our desiresaims and institutionsln the mad philosopher examplgmu plausibly have
no desire to avoid error and follow the evidence about the question at hand. You
care about surviving and so yquesumablywant to believe your captor. But
regardless of your desires, believing your captemains epistemically unjustified
irrational, and incorrect.It would still besomething you epistemically ought not to

believe

2 In addition to Street (2009),Enoch (2011a)and Scanlon (2014ee e.g. Gibbard (1990), (2003),
Korsgaard (1996), Scanlon (1998), Street (2006), Wedgwood (2007), Cuneo (2007), Schroeder (2007),
Finlay (2010), Bedke (2010), Skorupski (2010), Parfit (2011), Ridge (2014), and Olson (2014).

16



Therefore, given the Metanormative thesis and Epistemic Normatiitity,
seems that we should give up thHBual stancan favour ofwhat | will call a Unitary

stance:

Unitary stance: If any of the metaethical objections is sound, then there are no

epistemic facts.**

Thisis what | will call thesrgument from epistemic normativity in favour of theUnitary

stance and againite Dual stance

The argument from Epistemic N ormativity
1! If any of the metaethical objections is sound, then there are no
normative facts; metaethical objections really are metanormative
objections.(Metanormative thesis)
2! Epistemic factand claimsare normative fact&nd claims(Epistemic
Normativity)
3! Therefore,if any of the metaethical objections is sound, then there are

no epistemic factgUnitary stance)

1.3 In defence of the Dual stance: Epistemic Non-Normativity

My goal in thighesisis to rejectthe argument from Epistemic Normativityhe most
common strategy fodoing sohas been to reject the Btanormativethesisand claim
that the metaethical objections only target a certain kioidnormative fats. In
particular, many think that such objections do not affect the kind of normativity that
is grounded in outesires. As a result, some have defended ieal stancdy arguing
that unlike moral normativity,the normative authority of epistemic normss

grounded in ourdesires

24 Some have recently used this idea to mount a Ocompanions inlefigiit€e of moral realism against

the metaethical objections. Cuneo (2007) provides the most-delleloped and forceful defence of

this strategy. See also Stratthrake (2002) and Rowland (2013). See Lillehammer (2007) and Cowie
(2014), (2015) for discussi of this kind of strategy. One thing to note is that Cuneo construes
epistemic facts much more widely than | do. As | explained in section 1.1, my focus in this thesis is on
facts about what we should or should nbglieve epistemically speaking, i.eetkind of facts that are

at the centre of contemporary theory of knowledge and epistemic justification. Cuneo, on the other
hand, takes epistemic facts to also include facts about we skiowlddfeel.
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This wonOt be my strategy however. For one thasgishow in chapteB, the
normativeauthority of epistemic normsannot be grounded in oudesires This is
becauseonformingo epistemic norms does not necessarily promdate satisfaction
of oneOs desireBor another,although it is not my aim to defend it here,am
sympathetic to theMetanormative thesis

Instead,my strategy will be to reject thesecondpremiseb i.e. the thesis |
calledEpistemic Normatity Danddefend the following:

Epistemic Non-Normativity: Epistemic facts and claims are not normative

facts and claims.

The argument from Epistemicd¥mativity fails not because some normative facts are
not vulnerable to the metaethical objections, but ratherauseepistemic facts and
claims are not normative facts and claims. The followingwill be, for the most parta
casein favour of Epistemic NoiNormativity and against Epistemic Normativity
However, before presenting what that case will be negfirst clarify what | mean by
Epistemic Normativity and Epistemic Ndformativity.

A first thing to note is thatas isalmost universallyecognizedn metaethics
and normativity theoryywe must distinguislyenuinenormativity from what we might
callmere norm-relativity.” That is, we mustlistinguistbetweenfacts and claims being
genuinelyiormative andthembeing as | will put itmerelynorm-implying.?® Norms are

one thing, but normativity is anotheAs John Broome explains:

[Iln one sense Onormative® simpeans to do with norms, rules, or
correctness. Any source of requirements is normative in this sense. For
example, Catholicism is. Catholicism requires youattstain from meat on
Fridays.tlis a rule and it is incorrect according to Catholicism to ea¢at on

Fridays. So Catholicism is normative in this sense. But | do not use OnormativeQ
in that sense. In my sense, it means to do with ought or reasons. Given a rule
or a requirement we can ask whether you ought to follow it, or whetlyau

have reasond do so (Broome 2007162).

%5 Tiffany (2007) and Finlay (2008) can be interpreasdreaking with this consensus.

%6 The term Onormelativity® is from Hattiangadi (2007). Other labels used in the literature for the
same distinction includeeason-implying versus mererule-implying normativity (Parfit, 2011)robust
versus merelyormal normativity (McPherson, 2011; see also Maguire and Woods, ¥8n} versus
weak categoricity (Joyce, 2001 normative requirements versus mererequirements (Broome, 2013), and
irreducible versus merelyeducible normativity (Olson, 2014).
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While all norms trivially set standards relative to which certain thocegsberequired,
permitted, forbidden correct, incorrect, good, bad, and the like, not allhorms
necessarily or automatically have genuine normativieaaity. If a norm N forbidsp-
ing under conditions C, then triviallg;ing under C is forbidden, incorrect, wrong,
or badrelative to or according to the standard set by N. However, the question of what
is requiredor permitted according to N is a purelgescriptive and nomormative
question. ltis distinct from thefurther normative question of what there isormative
reasons to do. More generally,dr any norm N, you can very well recognize that N
says youshould orshould not$ and still askhe distirctly normative questiomhether
there is any normative reason to do as N says.

Plausibly, most norms are such that the answer to this normative question
could be OnoO. For most norms, in other words, there could be situations in which
even though theseorms ask you taop! there is no normative reason for you to.

Philippa Foot famously illustrated this using the example of etiquette:

[E] one may reasonably ask why anyone should bother about what sheuld
(should from the point of view of etiquette) éb done, and that such
considerations deserve no notice unless reason is shown. So although people
give as their reason for doing something the fact that it is required by
etiquette, we do not take this consideration as in itself giving us reason to act.
Considerations of etiquette do not have any automatic reagosing force,

and a man might be right if he denied that he had reason to do Owhat's done.O
(Foot 1972, 309)

Richard Joycenakes the same point usitige example ofyladiatorial combat:

Consider Celadus the Thracian, an unwilling gladiator: heOs dragged off the
street, buckled into armor, and thrust into the arena. [E] LetOs imagine that
there are various rules of gladiatorial combat: you ought not throw sand in
your opponentOs eyes, for instarféd.Imagine that things are looking bleak

b his opponent is a sadistic professional fighter, and Celadus finds himself
pinned down and swordless. His only hope is to throw some sand in his rivalOs
eyes. (LetOs stipulate, with utter implausibility, thatdme get away with
nobody seeing him do this, just as a way of being sure that there will be no
negative repercussions in the form of punishment for breaking the rules.) The

27| borrow the label Onormative questiond from Korsgaard (1996) and Broome (2007), (2013).
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rules still say that Celadus shouldnOt do it, but he doesnOt care about the rules
Phe has no particular reason to follow them, and every reason to reject them.
Given that he has never entered into any form of contract to follow the rules,
and that following the rules will lead to his quick and unjust demise, | think we
will all agree hhat Celadus ought to throw sand in his opponentOs eyes. (Joyce
2001, 3435)

Another key example is thiaw or legal norms. As Michael Zimmerman explains:

Suppose that, when | say that the right thing for you to do is X, what | mean,
more particularly,s that doing X is what the law requires of you. And suppose
that this is in fact the case. Do you then havgoad reason to do X? Perhaps
you do. If the law in question is morally well founded, then presumably you
will have amoral reason to do X. Or if unning afoul of the law puts you at
risk of punishment, you will presumably haveradential reason to do X. But
does the law give you aextra reason to do X, one thatstrengthens the
considerations in favor of doing X already provided by morality andi@nce?
Arguably not. If so, then, although moral requirements, prudential
requirements, and perhaps other kinds of requirements have normative force,
legal requirements as such do not. (Zimmerman 2015°15)

Finally, Derek Parfit writes:

Certain acts ae required, for example, by the law, or by the code of honour,

or by etiquette, or by certain linguistic rules. It is illegal not to pay our taxes,
dishonourable not to pay our gambling debts, and incorrect to eat peas with
a spoon, to spell Ocommittee@ whly one OtO, and to use Orefute® to mean
OdenyO. Such requirements or rules are sometimes called OnoriW@n[E]
there are such rules or requirements, we may have reasons to follow them.
But these reasons are mostly provided, not by the mere existenc
acceptance of these rules, but by certain other facts, most of which depend
on some peopleOs acceptance of these rules. When there are no such-reason
giving facts, @ may have no reason to follow some rule or requirement. We
may have no reason, for ample, to follow some fashion, or to refrain from
violating some taboo. When | was told, as a child, that | shouldnOt act in certain

8 This one is more controversial. Many philosophers of law maintain, for instance, that any plausible
account of law must accommodate its normativity. As a result, many réjeoties according to which

legal facts are nothing over and above fmmrmative fact®e.g. legal positivisBon the grounds that

they cannot account for their normative force. | have no space here to give a satisfactory response to
this line of thoughtb see e.g. Enoch (2011b) for such a respoBsend, more generally, to defend
ZimmermanQOs quote. Instead, | will simply follow Enoch, Zimmerman, Parfit, and others, and take for
granted that these legal philosophers are either mistaken or not using Qivity@ain the sense that
metaethicists and normativity theorists are interested in. As it happ2asad as will become clear
below Pl think most epistemologists have made a similar mistake.
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ways, and | asked why, it was infuriating to be told that such thingsoare
done. That gave me no reason not to do thesengs.(Parft 2011, 144145%°

We could multiply the examples. Plausibly, there is not automatically a normative
reason to conformto the norms or standards set byender stereotypestradition,
religious sectsclub rules convention,and so on. It is at because these norms
require or forbid you to ¢ that there is @y normative reason for you t@ or not to

¢. The point is that theseare norms that lackecessary normative authority or force.

They do not necessarilgr automaticallyimply normative reasns i.e. they arenot,

as it is often putreason-giving or reason-implying.

One could demur at this point and reject thenderlyingdistinction between
normativity and mere nornatelativity. Perhaps being normative is nothing over and
above being merelgorm-implying. That is, perhaps there is nothing more to there
being normative reasons td than ¢-ing being required or correct relative to some
standard® If this were true, however, then all we would have to do in order to
generate normative reasons twould be to come up with norms or standard3
however arbitrary, silly, or horribleb requiring us to¢. But this is implausible.
Normative reasons t@ are considerations that justify or favotiring. But intuitively,
the sole fact thaty-ing is requied by a normbwhatever the normbdoes not entail
that ¢-ing is justified or right to any extent. We can imaginseaial killingclub, for
instancethat wouldrequire murderingat least five innocent people without getting
caught. Butegardless of whahe rules of this club sayhere is no normative reason
for anyone to pursue this horrible course of actiom any case, | will follow the
generalmetanormativeconsensus in thithesisandtake for grantedthe distinction
between mere nornrelativity axd genuine normativity

Crucially, thisdistinction means that claims can be noimplying without
being normativeThat is, aclaim canimply that, relative to a particular norm or
standard Ng¢-ing is required, permitted, forbidden, correct, incorreggod, bad, and
so onwithout implying that there is any normative reason to conform to that standard

i.e. without entailing genuine normativifihis is so for claims thamply norms that

29 See also Hattiangadi (2007) for a belekigth defence of thelaim that semantic facts and claims are
merely normimplying and not genuinely normative. As will become clear belowgnajgct could be
describedas an epistemological version of HattiangadiOs project about meaning

%0 As noted above, versions of thisggestion can be attributed to Tiffany (2007) and Finlay (2014).
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lack necessary normative authority suak etiquette claims, legalaims, fashion
claims, and the likeBut this means, in turn, that claims like these are not genuinely
normative claimsAfter all, they are not made true by normative fact$ese are
claims that would not cease to be true, in other words, if there wa@ normative
facts.

To claimthat Sis wearing an unfashionable oytfdar example, is, trivially, to
claimthat she violates fashion norms or standartéfowever, sincethere is not
automatically a normative reason to conform to fashion nofnise. since fashion
norms lacknecessary normative authoriyto make such a fashion claiswnot also
to claimthat there is a normative reason f& not to wear that outfitWhether there
is such anormativereason is a further question that is not settled thyat fashion
claim alone. Consequently, that fashion claim can be true even if there is no normative
reason forSto be fashionable. All it takes for that claim to be true is 8®wearing
that outfit to really be forbidden by fashion norms. Thereforghaligh they are
norm-implying, fashion claims are not normative because whesoenething or
someone is fashionable iisdependent from normative fact&lthough they imply
norm-relativity,in other words, they do noimply genuine normativity.

Similarly,¢-ing is legal or illegaldecorous or indecorous traditional or
unorthodox, conventional or unconventiongkammatical or ungrammaticghether
or not there is any normative reason . The point is thatclaims that imply norms
which lacknecessary nanative authorityare not normative claimsince they do not
also imply genuine normativity and gey are not made true or false by normative
facts.Even if the metaethical or metanormative objecti@re sound and thereare
no normative factgt canstill be the case that certain acts degal or illegal, decorous
or indecorous, traditional or unorthodox, conventional or unconventional,
grammatical or ungrammatical, and so on.

Moral claims, in contrast, seetm be paradigmatic cases wérmative clairs.
Unlike fashion claims, etiquette claims, legal claims, and thenidtal claims imply
norms (moral norms)which do have necessary normative authoriflausibly, if
morality requiresyou to ¢, then there is automatically a normative reason for you to
¢. If this is right, then the claim that an act is immodeds entail that there is a
normative reason not to do itSo unlike the merely normimplying claims above,

moral claims are made true or false by normative facts. Whetherg is moral or
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immoral is not independent fromthe normative reality If the metanormative
objectionsare sound and there are no normative facts, then there are no moral facts
either since normativity essential or inherent to moral fadtence, unlikehe claims
above, moral laims are normative claims.

| am now in a position to give a more precise formulation of Epistemic
Normativity and Epistemic NoiNormativity. Given what havejust explained, my

goal will be to reject the following:

Epistemic Normativity (extended formulation): Epistemic facts and
claims are normative facts and claims since they are reason-implying. They imply
norms — epistemic norms — which have necessary normative force or authority, i.e.

norms to which there is necessarily a normative reason to conform.

And insteaddefend the following:

Epistemic Non-Normativity (extended formulation): Epistemic
facts and claims are norm-implying, but not normative. They imply norms — epistemic
norms — that lack necessary normative force or authority, i.e. norms to which there

is not necessarily a normative reason to conform.”

Unlike say,moral norms and just like fashion norpmegal normsetiquette norms,
and many othersgpistemic norms are not reasemplying.There is not necessarily
a normative reason to confm to them. So dthoughepistemic claims are about what
we should or should nobelieve epistemically speakititey are not normativeThey
are merely normimplying Hence even if the metanormative objections are sound
and thereare no normative factsthere can still be facts about wheth@eoplés
beliefsare epistemically justified, rational, reasonabiranted,and so on.

As | mentioned above, thihesiswill be, for the most part, a case in favour
of Epistemic NorNormativity and against Epistéc Normativity The argument |
offer is a two-part abductive argumentor inference to the best explanatioifrirst, |
identify five features which ammmonlycited as essential marks vbrmative facts

31 Although it is by far the minority view in epistemology, metaethics, and normativity theory, versions
of it can be attributed to Maffie (1990), Laudan (1990a), (1990b), Papineau (2018}t (28413), and
Maguire and Woods (MS). See also GrimmOs (2009) reading of Sosa (2007).
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and claim®as opposed to merelporm-implyingfacts and claimswhich lack them
b andargue that epistemic facts and claims do not bear any of thesdeatures
Then, | argue that this is best explained by Epistemic-Nommativity. Hence, |
conclude that we should reject Epistemic Normativity and adépistemic Nonr

Normativity instead.

1.4 The thesis
As | have just explained,ynthesiswill essentially be a defenaé Epistemic Non

Normativity and a rejection of Epistemic Normativityathe following argument:

The abductive argument from the marks of normativity

1! Bpistemic facts and claimkck five commonly cited marks of
normativity, i.e.five features that merely noramplying facts and
claims lack, but which are commonly attributed to normative facts and
claims (PART 1)

2! The best explanatioof premise 1lis thatEpistemic NoANormativity
is true, i.e. thatepistemic facts and claims ameerely normimplying
and not normative(PART I}

3! Therefore, in all likelihood,Epistemic NoANormativity is true and

Epistemic Normativity is false.

| argue or the first premise of this argument in Part 1. This first part has five chapter
eachcorrespondngto the five commonly cited marks eformativity, which, | argue,
are missing irepistemic facts and claimBhese arefive characteristicshat merely
norm-implying facts and claims lack, but wrac commonly attributed to normative
facts and claimsThesefeaturesare (i) a necessary connection witalue, (ii) a
necessary connection witfesire, (iii) a necessaryutonomy from norrnormative facts
(iv) a necessary connection wittwotivation, and (v) a necessaryonnection with
control. | argue inchapters 26 that just like merely normimplying facts and claims,
epistemic facts and clainteck thesdive features®® More precisely| argue thatit is

not necessarilgood to conform to epistemic norms (chapter 2), that conforming to

32| defend the claim that merely nosimplying facts and clainie.g. etiquette claims, fashion claims,
legal claims, et®lack these five features in the secondtsat of chapter 7. Part 1 focuses mainly on
why epistemic facts and claims lack these characteristics.
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epistemic norms does not necessarily promote oneOs desires (chapter 3), that
epistemiaclaims are not necessardyitonomous from nomormativeclaims (chapter
4), that epistent judgments are not necessarily motivating (chapter 5), and that
epistemic claims do not necessarily imply conttoOcanO (chapter 6).

To be clearthe point of part 1is not that theseactuallyare essential marks
of normativity in generabr of all normative facts® There would be naneedfor the
second premisef my argument if this were my clairti part of my argument was
that facts cannot count as normative unless they have these features:fistiemic
Non-Normativity wouldfollow directly fromeach chapter of part.1But thisis not
part of my argumentnsteadthe first premiseonly implieghat thesearefive features
(i) which areoften attributed to paradigmatic examples of normative facts like moral
andprudential facts and claim@) which merely normimplying facts and claims lack,
and (iii)whichepistemic facts and claims laak well

| then move to the secongremisein part Il This second part has two
chapters that together show that the conclusionsobiapters 26 are best explaed
by Epistemic NofNormativity. More precisely] argue thatthe best explanation of
the fact that epistemidacts andclaims do not bear the commonly cited marks of
normativity listed in part lis simplythat they are not normative facts and claims. In
chapter 7, clarify both this explanation and the rival explanation that proponents of
Epistemic Normativitynust givel argue that given what | argue in part 1, proponents
of Epistemic Normativity can onkgxplain part 1 via what | caNormative Pluralism.
According to Normative Riralism, epistemic facts and claims do not bear the five
commonly cited marks of normativity from part 1 because (i) there is a plurality of
kinds of normativity and (ii) the kind of normativity implied by epistemic facts and
claimsbi.e. epistemic normativiti lacks these five featureln chapter 8] evaluate
these two explanationsccording tocommonly invokedexplanatory virtues or
criteria. | argue that Epistemic NeNormativity clearly comes out as the best

explanatio given these criteria.

% ndeed, | consider in part Il the possibility that none of them are essential features of all normative
facts and claims. This is the basis of the axation that proponents of Epistemic Normativity can give

of part 1. | say more about it below, but this potential explanation is, roughly, that epistemic facts just
are a kind of normative facts that lack all of these features. Epistemic facts, in aitds, just have a

kind of normativity that does not bear any of these marks. | clarify this possible explanation in chapter
7 and argue in chapter 8 that Epistemic NNprmativityOs explanation is better.
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Sincethe resultsof part 1 are best explained by Epistemic Ndlormativity,
| conclude that we should reject Epistemic Normativity and adopt Epistemic Non
Normativity insteadEpistemic facts and claims are best seena®lynorm-implying
and not genuinely normativeTherefore, | also conclude that the ament from
Epistemic Mrmativity against th®ual stanceand in favour of théJnitary stance is
not sound. Since they are not genuinely normatiwe, cannot conclude from the
Metanormative thesis that epistemic facts are also vulnerable to the metaethical

objections.
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PART 1: EPISTEMOLOGY AND THE MISSING MARKS OF
NORMATIVITY
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Chapter2: Value

2.1 Introduction: epistemology and value

A first feature often associated with normaty, but not with mere normrelativity

IS @ necessary connection withlue or goodness. It is the idea, in other words, that
unlike merely normimplying facts and claimsprmative facts and claims necessarily
imply or have to do with value. | will takéhis first commonly cited mark of
normativity to be captured by the following principle:

Value principle (VP): there is a normative reason to ¢ if and only if it is good

to 9.3

VP is most readily associated witdiue-based or teleological accouns of rormativity
according to which normative reasom®me fromor depend on facts aboutalue
When there is a normative reason iy, in other words, thigs ultimately because or
in virtue of the fact thaty-ing is good or valuabfé.

It is important that thisfeature be understood in terms of aecessary
connection with value and not, for instance, as the weaker claim that it musirpe
often or almost always good to ¢. This is because such a weaker principle would be
easily met by manynerely normimplyingclaimsand by norms that clearly lack
necessary normative authoritpfter all, itis very often or almost always good to
conform to e.g.the law, etiquette, or fashionHowever, it is notnecessarily good to
do so. Paradigmatic examples of normative daiom the other hand, do seem to
have such a necessary connection with valus.hard to imaginefor examplecases
where there would not be anything good in beimgral or prudent.

If VP is true and if epistemic facts and claims are norm&ias Epstemic
Normativity maintaind®then epistemic facts and claims must also have a necessary

connection with value. More precisely, if normative reasons are necessarily connected

% Here and in what follows, | take Ogood® an@leélto megro tanto or prima facie good and not
good all things considered or overall. | also take Ogood® in VP to mean efiwdy (or instrincally) or

instrumentally good. | discuss additional distinctions such as epistemic versuspistemic vlie, and

attributive versus predicative value (or good Osimpliciter®) below.

% See e.g. Moore (1903), Stich (1990), VSyrynen (2006), Reisner (2009a), (2015) -Bégiasn

(2011), and Maguire (2016). See e.g. Scanlon (1988, chapter 2), Way (2018)lzanad2012, chapter
4) for discussion.
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with value and if there is necessarily a normative reason to conform to epistem

norms, then the following must also be true:

Epistemic Value Thesis (EVT): it is necessarily good to conform to

epistemic norms.

The route from VP to EVT can summarized as follows:
1. There is a normative reason tif and only if it is good t@. (VP)
2. There is necessarily a normative reason to conform to epistemic norms.
(Epistemic Normativity)
3. Therefore, it is necessarily gotal conform to epistemic norms(EVT)

In this chapter, | argue that the Epistemic Value Thesis (EVT) is falsendt is
necessarily good to conform to epistemic norms. Therefdlee commonly cited
mark of normativity captured by VP is missingpistemic facts and claims.

The starting point of my argument against EVT, which | introduce in sections
2.2 and 2.3, is whd call the Triviality intuition. According to theTriviality intuition
there are cases wheréntuitively,conforming to epistemic norms dogmt matter at
all. There can be situations) other words,wherethere seems to beothing good in
e.g. beliemg the truth, avoiding error, following the evidence, and the like. The
problem with EVT, | will argue, is that it cannot give a satisfactory explanation of the
Triviality intuition It cannot, in other words, meet the explanatory challenge that the
Triviality intuitionposes to the idea that it is necessarily good to conform to epistemic
norms. This is because (i) none of the most prominent arguments in support of EVTOs
explanation succeed and (ii) it is vulneratolea fundamental objectiom argue for(i)

and (i) in sections 2.4 and 2.5 respectively.

2.2 The Triviality intuition
According to the Epistemic Value Thesis (EVT) it is necessarily good to conform to
epistemic norms. However, an obvious initial worry with this suggestion is that we
can easjl imagine cases where theieintuitivelynothing good irbelieving the truth,
avoiding error, following the evidence, and the like

First, we can imagineases whergintuitively, believingin conformity with

epistemic normsvould be overwhelmingly baahdwould not lead to anything good
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(andwhere violating epistemic norms woulee overwhelmingly good angould not

leadto anything bad). Here isne such example:

lliness. After making several testRitaOs doctor has bad nevie 8as a very
serious liness and only has a 5% chance of surviVas particular illness is
very sensitive to patientsO anxiety and stress |eSiglse Rita is very anxious
and stressed abouwtying following the evidence and believing the truth about
her prognosiswill lower her chances to almost 0. On the other hand, believing
(falsely andinjustifiablythat she willalmost certainlhysurvive will dramatically

increase her chances.

Second, therecan becases whergintuitively, (i) there is nothing bad and a lot of
good n believing what is epistemicadlyjustifiedand (ii)nothing good in conforming
to epistemic norms given the completely inconsequential character of the matter at

hand. Here is one example

Even Stars. Myriamis deeply fascinated lewen numbers. Sheittks they

are the most harmonious and aesthetically pleasing thing in the universe.
Realizing that something is in an even quantity always fills Myriam with deep
awe and joy. One night, she looks at the sky and suddenly realizes something
incredible: the omber of stars could very well be even. This thought fills her
with such excitement and wonder that she decides to start pretending and
assuming that the number of stars really is even. Why not, she thinks? It is not
as if being wrong about the number ofass could have any adverse
consequences. Weeks pass by and her pretence unconsciously and gradually

turns into agenuine but epistemically unjustifidzelief

Finally there can be casewhere there is seemingly nothing good in conforming to
epistemicnorms as well as nothing bad in violating them because of the complete

insignificance or triviality of the matter at hand. For example:

Dream Ten years ago, Vincent had a dream in which he saw a historian on
TV saying that a pub in London named The Reh ldlosed its doors on

February 1st 1748. Today, something randomly reminds him of the content of
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that dream. However, it has been so long since he had that dream that he
cannot remember if he really saw that on TV or if it was a dreBuoi since

he does rot care at all about such a trivial and insignificant idsegust
assumes that it really happenethout really thinking about it. He thuerms

the false and epistemically unjustified belief that a pub named the Red Lion
closed its doors on February 1$748as a resultHe then goes on tdelieve

that for the rest of his life without it ever occurring to him again.

We could multiply the examples. Intuitively, there is (at least sometimes) nothing
good in believing the truth, avoiding error, or follavg the evidence concerning e.g.
the number of blades of grass on your neighbourOs lawn at 11:59 am on 11 May 20186,
how long it took the fourteenth customer served today at the third most popular
coffee shop in New Jersey to drink her coffee, the averagebar of threads in the
carpets of all the blue houses in Ireland, yguandfatherOs favourgexualposition
when he was39 years old, and so on. More abstractly, there does not seem to be
necessarily something good in conforming to epistemic norms absWarian David
puts it, O[E] every conjunction of every two truths | already believe (trivial or non
trivial), including [E] complex conjunctions whose conjuncts are themselves
conjunctions of truths | already believe (trivial or ntivial)O or aboutOevery
disjunction of (trivial or nortrivial) truths | already believe with any propositions you
like.O (David 2005 297298)

The point is that agents can be in situations where the demands of epistemic
norms seem, on the face of it, completely triviatlansignificant, i.e. situations where,
intuitively, it does not matter at all that they violate epistemic norms. This is what |

will call theTriviality intuition:

The Triviality intuition: there can be cases where there is intuitively nothing

good in conforming to epistemic norms.*®

To see the significance of tAeiviality intuitionfor Epistemic Normativity, note that
it does not seem to extend to the two paradigmatic examples nbrms with
necessary normative authority that | have already mentiomeaanely moral and

3% See e.g. Whiting (2013c) for discussion.
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prudential norms. While we can easily imagine cases where there seems to be nothing
good in believing the truth, avoiding error, following the evidence, and the like, it is
much harder to imagine cases where there is nothing good in lpeurdent or moral

and nothing bad in being imprudent or immoral. Intuitively, to find out thatg is
moral or prudent just is to find out thad-ing is good to some extent.

Of course, theTriviality intuition alone does notsuffice to showthat the
Episemic Value Thesis (EVTS falselt does,however,pose a pressingxplanatory
challenge oquestionto EVT. Thechallengas this: if, as EVT claims, it is necessarily
good to conform to epistemic norms, then why are there cases where there seems
to be nothing good in conforming to epistemic normSihce taking thdriviality
intuition at face value would mean rejectitige necessary goodness of conforming to
epistemic norms and thus directly challenges the Epistemic Value Thesis, | take it that
EVTis only viableif it can plausibly meet this explanatory challenge. In the rest of this

chapter however, | will argue that cannot plausibly meet this challenge.

2.3 Explaining the Triviality intuition
Why do we have theTriviality intuitior? Why does it sem, intuitively, that there is
sometimes nothing good in conforming to epistemic norms? Of course, there is a
straightforward answer if we are willing to reject EVT: it is simply becaasetimes,
there really is nothing good in conforming to epistemic mos. This is how Epistemic
Non-Normativity explains itBut how can proponents dEpistemic Normativity and
EVT explain th&8Triviality intuitior? If you think that conforming to epistemic norms
is necessarily good, then why are there cases where, intlyititeseems that there is
nothing good in e.g. believing the truth, avoiding error, following the evidence, and
the like?

Before examining what is generally seen as the most promising answer, let me
first rule out two initially tempting, but ultimatelypadequate answers. The first is

what | will call theoverall value explanation:

The ‘overall value’ explanation: The intuition is due to a failure to
distinguish between pro tanto or prima facievalue and overall or all things
consideredvalue. We mistake the fact that it is not necessarily good all things
considered to conform to epistemic norms with the stronger claim that it is not

necessarily pro tanto good to do so.
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The problem is that thdriviality intuitionis already about pro tanto value. Thesea
from section 2.2suggest not just that conforming to epistemic norrmsometimes
not good all things considered, but that there is sometimeshing good in
conforming to epistemic norms, i.e. that it is sometimes not even pro tanto good to
do so.

EVTOs second initially tempting but ultimately inadequate explanation of the
Triviality intuitionis what | will call the@pistemic valu@xplanation:

The ‘epistemic value’ explanation: The intuition is due to a failure to
distinguish between epistemicand non-epistemicor practicalvalue. Once we
make this distinction, we see that although it is not practically or non-epistemically

good to conform to epistemic norms in the cases above, it is still epistemically good.

The problem with this second explanati is that merely establishinbe necessary
epistemic value ofconforming to epistemic norms is not sufficient fandicating=VT.
To see this, note first that when it comes to value and value claims, we need to make
adistinction that is analogous the one | introduced in chapter bhetween genuine
normativity and mere norntelativity.In the case of value, this distinctissithe one
between what | will calgenuine or normativity-grounding value on the one hand and
mere domain-relative valueon the other. The former is goodness which, if VP is true,
entails normativity and normative reasons. It is the kind of value, in other words,
which is such that i-ing is good in that sense, then there is a normative reason to
o.

On the other hand, meradomainrelative goodnessonly implies the trivial
claim thatsomethings goodrelative to or according to or given the norms, standards,
or goals of a particular domain. Unlike genuine goodness, mere dgglative
goodness alone does not entgénuine normatity. The sole claim that something is
@omainrelativelydgood does not entail that therés a normative reason t¢ and
hence does notentail genuine goodness eithefrivially, there isnecessarily
somethingegally good in respecting the lavand someting legally bad in breaking it
Conformity to the lawis good from a legal point of vieand legal violations are bad

from alegal point of viewHowever, it is a further question whether it is necessarily
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genuinely good to do what is legally good. It isfarther question, in other words,
whether legal value necessarily constitutes genuine, normaginoignding value.
Similarly,unfashionable outfits are, triviallgad from a fashion point of view and
fashionable outfits are good from a fashion pointvidw. Theyrespectivelyhave
fashion disvalue and vali#owever, it is a further question whether it is necessarily
genuinely good to do what is good from a fashion point of view. It is a further
question, in other words, whethefashionvalue necessarilgonstitutes genuine,
normativity-grounding value.

In the same wayit is trivial to claim that there is necessarigpmething
epistemically good in conforming to epistemic norm&bviously, violating epistemic
norms is necessarily bad from apistemic pat of view.However, it is a further
question whether it is necessarily genuinely good to do what is epistemically ijood
is a further question, in other words, whether epistemic value necessarily constitutes
genuine, normativitgrounding valuelhe padnt | am making at this stage is nget)
that epistemic value does not necessarily constitute genuine value, but rather (i) that
EVT is only true if it is necessariggnuinely good to conform to epistemic norms
(since the kind of goodness that is relavdao EVT and Epistemic Normativitys
normativity-grounding goodness and not mere domeatative goodness) and (ii) that
merely associating epistemic norms wéfistemic value leaveg open whether it is
necessarily genuinely good to conform to epistenmorms. To put the point
differently, what theTriviality intuitionsuggests is precisely that it is not necessarily
genuinely good tdoelievewhat is epistemically good tbelieve This is why the
Oepistemic valueO explanation of tivéality intuition is alsoa nonstarter.

Fortunately for proponents of EVT, these two explanations are not the only
ones available to them. A more promising avenue is to go instead for wtlitdall

the Ominimal value® explanation

The ‘minimal value’ explanation: We have the Triviality intuition because
(i) the above cases are ones where conformity to epistemic norms is only very
minimally good and (ii) it is easy to mistake very little pro tanto value with no value

at all.

This explanation is more promising. As Vheasuggested, moral and prudential value

are plausible candidates for kinds of value that necessarily constitute genuine or
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normativity-grounding value. However, we can probably imagine situations where the
value of conforming to moral or prudential nornssufficiently low that some might
mistake it for a situation where there is nothing good in conforming to those norms.

Simply offering the Ominimal valueO explanation is not sufficient for getting EVT
off the hook however. Proponents of EVT must alsowstthat using this explanation
is justified or appropriate. This is because one could invoke the same kind of
explanation in the case of any norms, including those to which it is clearly not
necessarily genuinely good to conform. Once again, considerxam@e of legal
norms or norms of etiquette. Confronted to examples where there seems to be
nothing genuiely good in conforming to thealv or to etiquette b e.g. cases of
immoral, absurd, or obscure laws or etiquette ruBsne could give a Ominimal e&u
explanation in response and say that these are sicgdgs where conformity to the
law or etiquette is only very minimally good, whictessy to confusavith no value
at all. Hence, in addition to invoking the Ominimal valueO explanation, propénents o
EVT must show us that in the case of epistemic norms, and unlike in the case of e.g.
laws and etiquette, invoking that explanation is appropriate.

In the rest of thischapter | will argue that the Ominimal valueO explanstion
not defensible or warraied in the case EV/TThat is, there is no plausible case for the
claim that exenples like those from section2involve a minimal amount of genuine
value rather than no genuine value at all. This is because (i) the most prominent
arguments in supportof the EVT and its Ominimal valueQ explanat®rall
unconvincing and (iif is vulnerable to a fundamental objectidnargue for these

claims in section2.4 and 2.5espectively.

2.4 Arguments for the ‘minimal value’ explanation
In this section | exam@and ultimately rejective arguments in favour of EVT and its

Ominimal value® explanation oT théality intuition

2.4.1 The argument from LynchOs thought experiments
One of the most explicit proponents of EVT is Michael Lynch. In particular, Lynch
argues in his 2004 bookrue to Life that believing the truth and avoiding error is, as
he puts it, worth caring about for its own sake.

One of LynchOs claims is that, at the very leasheliege that truth is worth
caring about for its own sake. Wae& committed, in other words, to the idea that
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believing the truth and avoiding error is valuable for its own sake. This is because, he
argues, we actuallp care about the truth for its own sake and not just for the sake
something else. He supports thetaim with the following two thought experiments:

Experience machine. Some super neuroscientists give you the choice
between continuing to live normally, or having your brain hooked up to a
supercomputer that will make seem as if you are continuing tiive normally
(even though youOre really just floating in a vat somewhere). When in the vat,
you will continue to have all the same experiences you would have in the real
world. Because of this, you would believe that you are reading a book, that
you are hungry, and so on. In short, your beliefs and experiences will be the
same, but most of your beliefs will be false. If we didnOt really prefer true
beliefs to false ones, we would be simply ambivalent about this choice. Vat, no
vat; who cares? But we dorgdy this. We donOt want to live in the vat, even
though doing so would make no difference to what we experience or believe.
This suggests that we have a basic preference for truth. (Lynch 2004, 17)

Russell world. Suppose that, unbeknownst to us, the worlilegan
yesterdaiX it seems older, but it isnOt. If | really lived in a Russell world, as 10II
call it, almost all my beliefs about the past would be false. Yet my desires would
be equally satisfied in both worlds. This is because the future of both worlds
unfolds in exactly the same way. [E] In other words, whatever plans |
accomplish now, | would also accomplish if the world had begun yesterday,
despite the fact that in that case, my plans would be based on false beliefs
about the past. Yet, given the cheibetween living in the actual world and
living in a Russell world, | strongly prefer the actual world. Of course, once
OinsideO that world, 1 wouldnOt see any difference between it and the real
world; in both worlds, after all, events crank along in tlaene way. But that

is beside the point. For the fact remains that thinking about the worlds only
insofar as they are identical in instrumental vathere is difference right now
between the two worlds that matters to me. Even when it has no effect on
my cther preferences, BPand presumably you as wélprefer true belie$ to

false ones(Lynch 2004, 18)

If Lynch is right and we actually think that the truth valuable for its own sake, then
we have the basis for a promising argument in favour of EVT i§ h&cause the fact
that we do value something is often taken to be strong evidence that it really is

valuableé! The argument could be summarized as follows

%7 See e.g. Whiting (2013c) for discussion.
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1. We value the truth for its own sake.

2. If we value the truth for its own sake, then inlékelihood, the truth really

is a valuable for its own sake.

3. Therefore, in all likelihood, the truth is a valuable for its own sake.

4. Therefore, in all likelihood, it is necessarily good to conform to epistemic

norms3®

There are two mai problemswith this argument, which botthaveto do with
premise 1, i.e. with LynchOs initial claim that we do value the truth for its own sake.

First, even if we admit that LynchOs thought experiments provide evidence that
we value the truth for its own sake, owutata or evidence on that matter also includes
the Triviality intuition While we have to look at LynchOs thought experiments, we
must also emember the cases from section2? which suggest precisely that we do
not value the truth for its own sake. Henceyen if Experience Machine and Russell
World do provide indication that we value the truth for its own sake, they do not
conclusively do so since there is also theviality intuition

Second and more importantly, LynchOs thought experiments do not
convincingly show what he thinks they show. Regarding Experience Machine, | agree
with Lynch thatmost of uswould choose not to hook up to the machine. However,
the reason is noplausiblythat it would preventusfrom knowingthe truth, but rather
that it would rob us of many of the thingsve value most. If | accepted the
neuroscientistsO offer | would not, for instance, be in contitbtthe people | love
anymore ] would stop being involved in their lives and theyulbstop being involved
in ming | would not help anyone ever againwould stop making thevorld a better
place for others| would not achieve anything anymore, | would never finish my PhD,
| would not witness any of the great historical events of my lifetime, | would stop
travelling, goingat concerts, sporting events, and so on. Granted, many of these things
probablyentail or require knowing the truth. However, that does naheanthat |
value knowing the truth for its own sake. What | value is being in contact with loved
ones,helping othes, finishing my PhD, travelling, and so on. Matéwing that | am.

% Here, | take for granted that if it is necessarily good to believe the truth, then it is necessarily good
to conform to epistenic norms. This is because | assume, for the sake of argument, that conforming
to epistemic norms is the best means to the goal of believing the truth and hence that if believing the
truth is necessarily good, then so is conforming to epistemic norms.
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Regarding the Russell World example, | should say first that it is not clear to
me that we would all prefer the actual world toweorld that Bunbeknownst to u®
just came into existenceAfter all, a mineboggling amount of horriblehings
happened up until yesterday in the actual world. If we were in a Russell World
however, none of would these horrible things actually happened. No war, no murder,
no plagueno genocide, no torture, no tmiliation, no injustice. WouldnOt that be
great? Moreover, since we would still believe that these horrible things happened, we
would bemotivatedto prevent them from happening Oagain® and better prepared to
cope with them if they happened. Clearly sowfeus might prefer that.

But in any case, my main worry with LynchOs second thought experiment is
that even if we admit that we would prefer the actual world, it is not clear that this
preference would essentially have to do with knowing the truth. | ldqurefer the
actual world because the other option would mean that most of the things that give
value and meaning to my life never actually happened. It would mean, for instance,
that | never finished my MA thesis, that | never travelled around the wdonkat, |
never built a relationship with my spouse, that the Montreal Canadiens did not win
24 Stanley Cups, that | never helped or improved the life of anyone, and so on.

The point is that in both Experience Machine and Russell World, our
preference for he actual world can easily be explained without invoking our valuing
the truth for its own sake. Of course, that alone does not entail that wendg in
fact, value the truth for its own sake. What it does mean however, is that these
thought experiments d not show that we doHence, this first defence of EVT and

its Ominimal value® explanation is not persuasive.

2.4.2 LynchOs argument from intellectual integrity and sincerity

Lynch has a second argument in his book that could be used to defen@uitV/ib
Ominimal valueO explanation oTthaality intuition Intellectual integrity andsincerity,

he argues, are necessarily good because they are partly constitutive of two further
necessarily good things, nam@byrishing and respecting persons. You canot live a
flourishing life and respect persons, in other words, without having intellectual
integrity and sincerity respectively. Crucially however, Lynch argues, part of what it
is to have intellectual integrity and sincerity is to care about the trathits own

sake. Therefore, since intellectual integrity and sincerity are necessarily good, Lynch
concludes that it is also necessarily good to care about the truth for its own sake and
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hence that truth really is worth caring about for its own sake. Bimice conforming

to epistemic norms is plausibly our best way to get to the truth and since the truth
is worth caring about for its own sake, doesnOt it follow that it is always good to
conform to epistemic norms?

The main problem with this second arguntéies in theway in which Lynch
argues for his conclusion that the truth is worth caring about for its own sake. The
way he reaches his conclusiomis by showinghat believing the truth is itselfis good
but rather by showing thataring about the truth is good This is problematic because
what the Triviality intuitiondenies is not thataring about the truthis always good,
but ratherthat believing the truth is necessarilyaluable. Therefore, LynchOs argument
does not address thé&riviality intuiion since he reaches the conclusion that valuing
truth for its own sakeis goodwithout ever showing thatrue belief itself is good for
its own sakeTo put the point differentlyan argument for EVT and its Ominimal value®
explanation requiresobject-given or right kind of reasons for valuing the truth.
However,Lynch only providestate-given or wrong kind of reasons to value the truth
for its own sake He does not give evidence that truth is good, but rather that it is
good to valuethe truth. Hence, LynchOs second argument is not sufficient to establish
EVT either.

2.4.3 KvanvigOs cognitive ideal argument

Another defenderof the idea that true belief is valuable for its own s&kdonathan
KvanvigIn a 2008 paper, he argutsat we can seehis whenwe reflect on what a
cognitively ideal agent would be like in an environment where no practical needs are

left unmet. As Kvanvig explains:

[[lmagine a world where no practical needs are left unmet and where no
limitation of cognitive power creates any reeér informational content to
trump any value for truths with little or no content. [E] We should ask
ourselves, regarding possible individuals in such af@esenvironment, what

the cognitive ideal would involve. [E] Part of the cognitive ideal, wivate
else it may involve, is knowledge of all truths; omniscience, for short. But for
omniscience to be part of the ideal, no truth can be pointless enough to play
no role at all in the story of what it takes to be cognitively ideal. (Kvanvig
2008, 18)

KvanvigOs argument can be summarized as follows:

3¢



1! A cognitively ideal agent in a cost free environment would know all truths.
2! The cognitive ideal under these circumstances would not consist in
knowing all truths if true belief was not valuable for its ownesak

31 Therefore, true belief is valuable for its own sake.

This argument is unconvincing far leasttwo reasons.

First, as Carter (2011, 290) remarks, it is not clear why the cognitive ideal
must have to do withperfect epistemicsuccesses and not with perfect cognitive
abilities or capacities. Why, in other words, would a cognitively ideal agent have to be
omniscient and not, instead, one who is able to e.g. never make reasoning mistakes,
know whatevershewants to know, and the like?

SecondKvanvigOsqment is either invalid or question begging. What does
OcognitiveO in Ocognitive idealO refers to exaatgamisdepistemi@.e. what is
bestor ideal from the epistemic point viewb then the argument is invalid. This
because as | have arguied2.3, merely showing that somethimngepistemically good
is not sufficient to show that it is genuinely good and not merely domelatively
good. It might berue that the epistemiddealwould involveomniscienceHowever,
it is a further question wather it is always genuinely good to do what the epistemic
ideal being would do, i.e. to believe what is epistemidaht to believe. Compare
this with the idea of theetiquette ideal. Trivially, the ideal agent from the point of view
of etiquette wouldalways conform to every rules of etiquette. But that does not
mean that it is always genuinely good to behave in the way thatldsagent from
the point of view of etiquette would behave. In the same way, no matter how we
characterize the epistemic idk the crucial question is whether it is always genuinely
good to do what the epistemically ideal agent would do. WhatThgiality intuition
suggests is precisely that it is not. In Dream, for example, it does seem that Vincent
would suspend judgmerfthe were an epistemically ideal agent. But the point is that
it does not seem to matter at all that Vincent diverges from the epistemic ideal.

But perhaps Ocognitive ideal® does not merely mean OepistemicallyO ideal, but
instead ideahs far as cognitiors concernedimpliciter and not just epistemicallyn
other words, perhapshe first premise of KvanvigOs argunséatuld be interpreted
as the claim that an ideal ageihpliciter B i.e. an agent who always does what is

genuinely besb always behaveas the epistemidly ideal agent would behave.
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However, ifthis is what Kvanvig means, then although his argument is valid, it is
question begginginceit essentially relies on what needs to be shown, namely the
Epistemic Value TheqiBVT) Rather tharestablishing that epistemic value necessarily
constitutes genuine normativigrounding value, this secondadingof KvanvigOs
argument uses this claim as its starting point. But this is precisely the claim that is cast
into doubt by theTriviality intuiion. That is, wiat the examples from section 2.2
suggest is precisely that there can be situations where being an ideally good agent
would not require doing what is epistemically id&gd.for all these reasons, KvanvigOs
cognitive ideal argument is not@omising defence of EVT either.

2.4.4 The argument from the aim of belief

A third idea that philosophers sometimes use or allude to in order to defend the
necessary value of conforming to epistemic norms is the popular thesis that belief
constitutively aims at truth (the aim of belief thesis for shortj. According to the aim of
belief thess, part of what it is fora state or attitudeto be a belief is for it to be, in
some sense, directed or regulated towards trdthOne popular suggestion is that
the am of belief thesis is best interpreted as a metaphor for an evaluative claim. In
particular,manytake it to mean that part of what it is for something to be a belief is
for it to be good or well-functioning (i.e.to be as it is supposed to bgua belief)if it is

true and bad or defective (i.e. not as it is supposed to bgia belie) if it is false.
Necessarily, in other wordgrue beliefs aregoodor well-functioningquabeliet and

false beliefs arbad or defective quaelies.** Another closely relatd interpretation

of the aim of belief thesis is that part of what it is to be a belief is for it tadyesct

or fitting if and only if it is trué? But since conforming to epistemic norms is our best

% This subsection draws in part from C™&ouchard (Forthcoming), especiadlgctions3 and 5.

40 Or some other truth-related or epistemic goal such as knowledge, evidential support, coherence,
and the like. | remain neutral regarding what belief aims at gxdathly use truth as my example here

for simplicity and because it is the most popular candidate. See for instance Williams (1973), Railton
(1994), (1997), Velleman (2000), Wedgwood (2002), Burge (2003), (2010), Millar (2004), Gibbard
(2005), Shah and Yfeman (2005), Vahid (2006), Boghossian (2008), Stdggitgrsen (2009), Whiting
(2010), (2012), (2013a), (2013b) and Littlejohn (2012a). Knowledge is the most popular alternative.
See for instance Peacocke (1999), Williamson (2000), Adler (2002), Bio@)2Sutton (2005), (2007),
Huemer (2007), Hattiangadi (2010), McHugh (2011), and Littlejohn (2013), (Forthcoming b). For an
overview of issues surrounding the aim of belief thesis, see McHugh and Whiting (2014) and Fassio
(2015).

41 See for instance Velnan (2000), Burge (2003), (2010), Bird (2007), McHugh (2Qittlgjohn

(2013), and Nolfi (2015).

42 Wedgwood (2002)Gibbard (2005), Shah and Velleman (2005), Boghossian (2008), Fassio (2011),
Engel (2013McHugh (2014), and McHugh and Way (Forthcoming
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way to attain the aim of belidi.e. to have welfunctioningor correct beliefs and
not defectiveor incorrect ones P doesnOt this mean that it is necessarily good to
conform to such norms?

The problem is that the required conclusion does not follim this aim of
belief thesisalone Showing that confening D epistemic norms leads tbeliefs that
are good,well-functioning correct, or fitting qua beliefsis not sufficient for showing
that it is necessarilgenuinely good to do so. This is because goodnesgorrectness
qua member of a kinds not necasarilygenuine omormativity-grounding goodness.
That is, the mere fact that X is wellinctioningor correct qua member of kind K
does not entail that it is genuinely good to promaXeor to be X since it does not
entail that it is genuinely good to legood member of kind K. For exampfeart of
being agood torturer is to make oneQictims suffer intenselyrhis isthe correct or
fitting way for a torturer to behavequa torturer. However,this does not make it
genuinely good tanake people to sufferintensely Similarly,part of beinga good
hired killer is to murder oneOsictims quickly without leaving a trac&his is the
correct or fitting way for a hired killer to behave qua hired killer. Yeis does not
make killing people in that way genuingbod Even if we admit that this necessarily
what is correct or fitting for goodorturers or hired killersto do, that claim is silent
on whethe it is genuinely goodt Is silent onwhether there is any normative reason
to be a goodor torturer or a goodhired Kkiller in the first place

Therefore, it is not enough for proponents &VT to determine what a good,
well-functioning correct, or fitting belief consists in. One must also show that it is
necessarily genuinely good to hawell-functioningor correct beliefsand to avoid
defectiveor incorrect beliefs After all, even if we admit that belief aims at truth in
the sense outlined above, theriviality intuition suggests precisely that there is
sometimes nothing genuinely good in having belefisare goodor fitting qua beliefs
and in avoiding defectiva@ incorrect beliefs

2.4.3 The argument from potential usefulness

A final possible argument in favour of EVT and its Ominimal valueO explanation of the
Triviality intuitioninvokesthe potential usfulness of true and epistemically justified
beliefs. Even if we admit thebnforming to epistemic norms does not alwaysually

lead to anythingyenuinely goodone might argue thait alwayspotentially does so

For example, it might be claimed thatrdorming to epistemic norms necessarily
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provide us with potential premises for successful good actions. It might also be the
case that violating epistemic norms is necessarily potentially harmful because, for
example, false and epistemically unjustifietietse are all potential obstacles to
successful good action. But if this is right, then doesnOt it follow that conforming to
epistemic norms does necessarily have at least a minimal amount of value?

First, it is not obvious thatsomethingbeing apotential means to good ends
makes that thinggood and not merelypotentially good.If this is sothen, the potential
usefulnes®f epistemically justified beliegsipports not EVT, but rather the weaker
claim that it is alwaypotentially good to conform to epigemic norms.But this would
entail, at bestthat there is alwaygpotentially a normative reason to conform to
epistemic norms, which falls short of Epistemic Normativity.

Second, the argument seems to prove too much. Even if we conttete
conforming toepistemic norms is always potentially usednlyfalse and epistemically
unjustified belikis alsopotentially usefulEven if my belief that my train is leaving at
noon isfalse and epistemically unjustified/ journey could be postponed to noon at
the last minute Similarly, any true or epistemically justified belief is plsentially
harmful Therefore, if the potential usefulness of conforming to epistemic norms
sufficed to establish EVT, would also establishmplausibly, that it is alsalway
goodto violateepistemic norms and bad to conform to them.

Perhaps this problem can be solved by replacing Opotentially® with Overy likely®
since false and epistemically unjustified beliefs are not very likely to be useful and true
beliefs are not veryikely to be harmful. The problem, however, is that it is just not
the case thatiny true or epistemically justifiedelief is likely to be useful and that any
false belief is likely to be harmful.thre Dreamexample for instance, VincentOs false
and egistemically unjustifiebelief is extremely unlikely to be harmful given its trivial
and inconsequential character.

Finally, it is simply not the case that conforming to epistemic norms is
necessarily potentially good. Imagine that in Dream, there isvdrdemon that is
prepared to kill Vincent instantly if he conforms to epistemic norms and suspends his
judgment about the question at hand. In such a situation, it is not even potentially
useful for Vincent to conform to epistemic norms. And yet, it stéems that

suspending judgment about the question at hand is the epistemically justified attitude
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to have for VincentTherefore, this fifth argument in favour of EVT is not persuasive
either

2.5 An objection to the ‘minimal value’ explanation

In the previous section, | considered and rejected five prominent arguments in favour
of EVT and its Ominimal value® explanation Sfithiaity intuition In this section, |
argue that there is a fundamental problem witle idea that it is necessarily genuinel
good to conform to epistemic norms. The problem, in a nutshell, is that there is no
sense OgoodO in which EMd@ws. On each of the main possible senses of OgoodO, in
other words, it is not plausible t@oncludethat it is necessarily genuinely good to
believe the truth, avoid error, follow the evidence, and the like.

2.5.1 Three senses of Ogoodd

Philosophers standardly distinguish between three main senses of OgoodO. First,
something can be good in the sense of being gbedomeone. That is, somdtig

can be good in the sense that it makes oneOs life go well or that it contributes to oneOs
well-being or interest. Second, OX is goodO is sometimes used to mean thattiXlis

good or good simpliciter even though it might not be goo¢br anyone. Thisis
commonly referred to as theredicative sense of OgoodO since in this s@gsmdO is a
predicative adjective like Oredd. In the same way that OX is red® means that X has the
property of redness, which all red things have in common, the predicativeesef

OX is goodO means that Xthagproperty of goodness, whichll good things havia

common Finally,0goodO can also be usedhean that something igood or well-
functioningguamember of a kind KSimilarly, ObadO can also be used to mean that
something is bad or defective qua member ofTK. be a good or badnember of K

in this senses to do or to be unable to dowhat members of K areupposed to do.

It is, in other words, to achieve ao be unable to adkvethe constitutive, essential,

or defining aim, function, or telosf membes of that kind.This is commonly referred

to as theattributive sense of OgoodO since in this sense, OgoodO is an attributive adjective
like Obigid Otall@Ve are usingthis attributive sense of Ogoodd when weejuitdy

instance, that X is a good toaster, a good footbadlyelr, a good teacher, and so.on

43 See also Wrenn (201Gpr discussion

44



2.5.2 EVT and goofdr

According to EVT, it is necessarily good to conform to epistemic norms. But in which
of these three senses OgoodO is conforming to ejuistemms supposed to be
necessanyl good? As the examples from ZaReady indicate, is not always goodor

us to believe the truth, avoid error, follow the evidence, and the like. In Dream, the
matter at hand is so trivial and disconnected from anyaofcentOs concerns and
interests that conforming to epistemic norms and suspending his judgment about
whether the event in question really happened would have had absolutely no impact
on his welbeing. Similarly, in Even Stars, MyriamOs violating episienmis and
believing that the number of stars is even only has positive impacts on heleiag

and interestsHaving that epistemically unjustified belief seems to only make her life
go better. Finally, in examples like lliness and the one at theriaginf chapter 1,

not only wouldviolating epistemic norms wouldot only be overwhelmingly in the
agentOs interests, conforming to epistemic norms would be highly detrimentairto the
well-being. Believing what is epistemically justified would only rtfade livesgo
dramaticallyworse.

Moreover, there is empirical evidence thaiome violations of epistemic
norms are actually good for us. In particular, there is evidence that some of the
cognitive biases and reasoning mistakes that we constantly mede ltdear positive
impact on our welbeing and flourishing. This is best illustrated by the phenomenon
of positive illusions. Positive illusions areoughly,beliefs which are incorrectly and
unjustifiably optimistic. They are overestimationstongslike oneOs capacities, oneOs
control over oneOs life, and how good oneOs future willTheere is evidence not
only that such epistemically unjustifieadd irrationalbeliefs are extremely common,
but also that they promote peopleOs vimding and flourtsing. As Taylor and Brown
explain, O[tlhe mentally healthy person appears to have the enviable capacity to
distort reality in a direction that enhances sefiteem, maintains beliefs in personal
efficacy, and promotes an optimistic view of thieure.O (T@or and Brown 1988,

34) Similarly, Bortolotti writes:

Not only do positive illusions make an agent feel better about herself, but they
can also enhance her health and have other evolutionarily relevant benefits,
contributing to her chances of reproducticand survival. Shelley Taylor and

4 See e.g. Taylor (1989) and Bortolotti (2015, 1B88) for discussion.
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Jonathon Brown (1988) have shown that there are strong links between
positive illusions about health prospects and the promotion of psychological
health (in terms of creativity and productivity), and physical healthe(img

of prolonged longevity). In the context of relationships and parenting, when
an agent has an inflated conception of the good qualities of herself and of her
loved ones, the cohesion of her familial and social relationships becomes
stronger, leading tancreased mutual support. (Bortolotti 2015, 1:333)Y°

Since positive illusions involve violating epistemic norms and since there is evidence
that at least some such illusions are essential to our-eihg, it is highly doubtful
that conforming to epiggmic norms is necessarily good for us and that violating such

norms is necessarily bad for us.

2.5.3 EVT and goosimpliciter
Even if it is not necessarily goger us, could conforming to epistemic norms be
necessarily goosimpliciter? When it is not god for anyone to conform to epistemic
norms, doesit still necessarily lead to plaindypod states of affairs? This seems to be
what many proponents of EVT have in mind, especially those, such as Lynch and
Kvanvigwho claim that true belief and knowledgee intrinsically good or good for
their own sake.*® This second option is also problematic however.
For starters, some philosophers are sceptical of Weey idea that things can
be good simpliciter or plainly good. In particular, some like Thomson (2688¢
argued that OgoodO cannot function as a predicative adjective like Oredd. To say that
something is a red X is to say that it has two properties: being X and being red. So
as Thomson explains, from the fact that X is e.g. a red car and that X is eebles,
we can infetthat X is a red Mercedes. However, she points out that we cannot make
the same kind of inference from the premise that something is a good X. For example,
from the fact that X is a good tennis playandthat X is a chess playgwe cannot
infer thatX is a good chess player. Examples like these, she argues, show that OgoodO
is not a predicative adjective like Ored® and thusvéhahould be sceptical of the
claim that there is a propertpf goodness that all good things hdve.

45 See also Bandura (1989), Taylor et al. (1992), (2003), Taylor and Brown (1994), McKay and Dennett
(2009), and Hood (2012).

¢ See also Zagbski (2003) and Horwich (2006).

*"Thomson (2008, &). See also Geach (1956). See Almotahari and Hosein (2015) for discussion.
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Moreove, this second approach is problematigem if we putThomsonOs
worry aside and assume th#tings can be good simplicitefirst, if knowledge and
true beliefs were good simpliciter, it would mean that timeore instances of
knowledge and true belighere are in the world, the better thigs are other things
being equalThat is, it would mean that even when it does not make things better for
anyone, more knowledge and more true beliefs necessarily makes the world a better
place other things being equalirilarly, it would mean thalsing knowledge and
true beliefs necessarily makes the world a worse place other things being andal,
that missing out on pasble knowledge and true belief necessarilplainlybad or
regrettable, even when it does not m@ke things worsefor anyone. But this is

implausibleAs Littlejohn (Forthcoming) writes:

We don't think that it's regrettable that someone knows when that
knowledge precludes knowing some other things. (For example, if you know
that you are a star ppil, you know that you'll never know that you don't know
much about history, that you'll never know that you don't know much about
biology, that you'll never know that you don't know much about science
books, etc.). (Littlejohn Forthcomirdy 15)

Similaly, suppose | have the choice between two equivalent routes A and B to go to
work but that by takingA, | got to know one more truth than if | had chosen B,
namely:

(T) that there are two leaves on one of the braimes of the third biggest tree
on the black.

Let us suppose, plausibly, that this knowledge is too trivial and inconsequential to be
in any way googbr me. More generally, let us suppose that apart from this additional
knowledge, the world would have been exactly the same if | had chosen B.

Is the world really a better place than it would have been just because | got
this additional piece of trivial knowledge? Would it have bateslregrettable if | had
chosen the other option and missed out on this single additional pieagseful
knowledge? Relatedly,ilivit make the world a worse place if | end up forgetting this
information and never remember it? It is hard to see why anyone would answer

positively to any of these questions.
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Second, the claim that conforming to epistemic norms isessarily good
simpliciter leads to at least three absurd or deeply cousitguitive conclusions. That
is, itis vulnerable to at least threeductio arguments. First, if conforming to epistemic
norms were necessarily go@mpliciterbi.e. if necessayilled to plainly good states
of affairdthen given the Value Principle (VP), there would necessarily be a normative
reason to go change the world to make it fit our beliefs and turn our beliets
knowledge. In particular, there would necessarily behsa normative reason
precisely and only because it would make our belief true or an instance of knowledge.
As Joseph Raz (2011) puts it:

[[lmagine that in all cases, if we have a belief about a certain matter then it is
pro tanto better to have a true réher than a false belief, just becauisis true.
Consider an exampléA month ahead of time | believe that Red Rod will win
the Derby or that the Social Democrats will win the elections in Denmark.
There may be ways to increase the likelihood that mydses$ true. Perhaps |
could give valuable advice to Red RodOs jockey, or lend my expertise to the
Social Democrats. Is the fact that that will make it more likely that my beliefs
are true a reason to do so? If there is value in oneOs beliefs being suehas
then there should be no difference between making reality conform to the
belief and making the belief conform to how things are. Raz (2011, 45)

But this is a deeply counténtuitive result. It does not seem like there is necessarily
a normative reaon to act so as to make our beliefs tryet because it would make
them true and give us knowledge.

Second, the Ogood simpliciter® option seems to lead to the conclusion that
there is necessarily a normative reason for anyone to do things that théyegvit.
This second reductio argument stems from tfeetivity of regret i.e.from the fact
that part of what it is to regret that yow-ed is knowing that you ¢-ed. You cannot
count as regretting that yoti-ed, in other wordsunless you know that yodi-ed. So
if knowing that P is necessaripjainly good, it follows thathere is necessarily
something plainly good in regretting that yp«ed, namely the knowledge that ygu
ed. What this means, however, is that doing things that you will in fact regret
necessarily brings about something good, i.e. knowledge. Two seemingly absurd and
counterintuitive conclusionseem tofollow. First, doing things that you will in fact

regret is necessarily (instrumentally) good. Second, given the Value Principlg (VP),
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follows thatthere is necessarily a normative reason to do things that you will in fact
regret.

A third seemingly unacceptable conclusion that the present approach leads to
is that there is necessarily a normative reason for anyone targthing. This third
reductio argument starts from the widely held thesis that you cannot couritiag

intentionally if you do not know that you arg-ing. As Kieran Setiya explains:

[E] if I have no idea that in humming BeethovenOs Ninth | am driving my wife
crazy,l simply cannot be driving her craityentionally D at least not so far as

my humming goes. And if | am ignorant of the impatient tapping of my foot, as
| pore over a draft of these pages, it too must be unintentional. (Setiya 2007,
25)

So part of whatit is to ¢ intentionally isknowing that you are¢-ing. Onceagain, if
knowledge is necessarily plainly goodpltows that there is necessarily something
good ing-ing intentionally, namely the knowledge that yougiag. What this means,
however, isthat ¢-ing intentionally necessarily brings about something good, i.e.
knowledge . Two seemingly absurd and countiatuitive conclusions follow. First, it

is necessarily (instrumentally) good to intentionally a@tgthing. Second, given VP,
there is necesarily a normative reason to intentionally do anything.

Of course, one could reply to these last two reductio arguments by rejecting
the claim that regret and intentional action both essentially involve knowledge. But
even if these two premisemre mistalen, knowledgés stillpart of most cases of regret
and intentional action. But this weaker claim is sufficient to generate an almost equally
counterintuitive conclusion, namely that theraslsost always a normative reason for
anyone to things they witegret and to do anything.

Another tempting reply is to bite the bullet and claim that there is, in fact,
necessarily a normative reason to make our beliefs true, do things you will regret,
and intentionally do anything. However, even if these bullets beamitten, they
remain deeply counteintuitive conclusions. So the fact that EVTOs Ominimal valueO
explanation entails such counterintuitive conclusions still constitutes an important
cost or disadvantage of that explanation. This is important becausesH)p against
an alternative explanation of th&riviality intuition which does not have these
important intuitive costs, i.e. the explanation according to which we havé tiveality
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intuition because there really are cases where it is not genuiregy ¢o conform to
epistemic norms. The problem for the Ominimal valueO explanation is that given what
we have said so far, it is hard to see why it would be preferable to this other, more
straightforward explanation.

So for all these reasons,is not plausible that conformity to epistemic norms

is necessarily good simpliciter either.

2.5.4 EVT andttributive goodness
Given the implausibility of EVT in terms of Ogood forO and Ogood simpliciter®, we are
left with the possibility that conforming to epesmnic normsis necessarilyttributively
good.But the problem is thatas | have already indicated in section 2.4tttibutive
goodness doesot sufficeto vindicateEVT and Epistemic Normativity. To see this,
consider the possible ways in which it coudd necessarily attributively good to
conform to epistemic norms. | have already examined one in section 2.4.4, namely
the aim of belief thesis according to which beliefs that conform to epigt norms
are necessarily gooaell-functioning correct, or fitting qua beliefs and that false or
epistemically unjustified beliefs are necessarilydifdctive or incorrect qua beliefs.
However, as | already explained, even if we concede this, EVT and Epistemic
Normativity do not follow since it does not followhat it is always genuinely good to
have welfunctioning beliefs and genuinely bad to have defective beliefs. What the
Triviality intuitionsuggests is precisely that it is not the case. The same problem arises
if we claim instead that agents that confotonepistemic norms are necessarily good
quabelievers, quainquirers, quaepistemic agents, and the like These claims might be
correct, but they only entail domairelative goodness since they leave open the
question whether it is always genuinely goodbe a good believer, a good inquirer
or a good epistemicgent. What the examples from 2sliggests precisely that it is
not necessarily genuinely valuable to be a good believer, inquirer, epistemic agent,
and the like.

One possible reply is that weao avoid this problem by claiming that
conforming to epistemic norms is necessary for being a good orfuweditioningagent
or human being and that violating epistemic norms necessarily makes us a bad or
defective agestto some extent. This alternativelaim might avoid the previous
problem because it might be implausible or incoherent to doubt that it is necessarily

5C



genuinely good to be a wdllinctioning agent and genuinely bad to defective
agent. This reply is also problematic however.

First, itis not at all clear why the question whether to be a wfeilhctioning
agent must be incoherent or implausible. One common claim is that it is incoherent
or implausible to ask whether there is any normative reagobe an agent since, one
might claim, norrative questions like this one already presuppose agency or can only
be asked within agency. If you are asking normative questions, then you are already
an agent in the first place and so, one might claim, the question whether you should
be an agent canndie a coherentor live one® However, the same kind of story
cannot be told about good or wefuinctioning agencieven if you need to be an agent
in order to ask normative questions, you do not have to be a good or-fuglttioning
agent to do so Hence, gen if we admit that conforming to epistemic norms is
necessary for being a goamt well-functioning agent, this still seems to entail only
domainrelative value and not genuine value since it still leaves open the question
whether it is always genuinelyoad to be a weHfunctioning agent and always
genuinely bad to be a defective agent.

Second, even if we concede that it is necessarily genuinely good to be a well
functioningagent and bad to be a defectiagent, it is simply implausible that violating
epistemic norms necessarily makes people defective quasgeditthat conforming
to epistemic norms is always necessary for being a good offumttioning agent. As
we have already seen, to say that X is a good member of a kind K is to say that it
does what members of that kind are supposed to do. It is to say, in other words, that
it can achieve the constitutive, essential, or defining aim, functiaslpeof members
of that kind. It can fulfil, in other words, the function that makes it a membehaf t
kind. But what is the essential aim, function, or telos of agency supposed to be? When
are agents defective or wdilinctioning qua agents?

One natural answer is that agents are wielhctioning insofar as theipurish
and they are defective insofas they do not flourish. It is not plausible, however, that
conforming to epistemic norms awaysecessary for human flourishing. As we have
already seenconforming to epistemic norms is not necessarily ggodus and
violating epistemic norms is noiecessarily bad for ugut it is hard to see how-

ing could be necessary for our flourishing without being always good for us. So the

8 Althoughthis claim isalsq | think, unpersuasive for reasons raised most clearly by Enoch (2006),
(2011¢).
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reasons why it is not necessarily good for us to conform to epistemic norms are also
plausibly reasons why it does noe¢cessarily contribute to our flourishirig.

Another natural answer is that agents are wieihctioning insofar as they are
autonomous or can intentionally do what they think they ought to do. But one can
very well violate some epistemic norms and stilldagonomous in that way. Failing
to, say, follow the evidence and avoid error about particularly trivial and insignificant
questions does not necessarily interfere with oneOs automorapility to act as one
thinks one ought.

So for all these reasonghe claim that it is always attributivelgood to
conform to epistemic norms is of no help to the Epistemic Value Thesis (EVT) and to
Epistemic NormativityTherefore, there is no sense of OgoodO in which ifdgWs,

i.e. no sense of OgoodO in whislplausible t@oncludethat it is necessarily genuinely
goodband not merely domaknelatively gooddto conform to epistemic norms.

2.6 Summary

A first commonly cited mark or feature of normative facts and claims is a necessary
connection with vala. This is captured by what | called the Value Princ{ple)
according to which there is a normative reasondtaf and only if it is good t@. As |

have explained, ¥P is true and if, as Epistemic Normativity maintains, there is
necessarily a normagvreason to conform to epistemic normshen it must be
necessarily good to conform to epistemic norms. This is what | called the Epistemic
Value Thesis (EVT). | argued that BE¥Tot acceptablenless it can plausibly explain
the Triviality intuitionandthat the most promisingavenuefor EVT is the Ominimal
valueO explanation. However, | have shown that there is no plausible case for accepting
the Ominimal valueO explanation of tivélity intuition This is because (i) the most
prominent arguments iits support are all unconvincing and (ii) it is vulnerable to a
fundamental problem oobjection, namely that there is no sense of OgoodO in which
EVTfollows Therefore, | conclude that thEVTis false and therefore that epistemic

facts and claims do nbear the commonly cited mark of normativity captured i,

9 See also Hazle{2013, part 1).
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Chapter 3: Desire

3.1 Introduction: epistemology and desires

A second feature that is commonly associated with normativatyt not with mere
norm-relativity is a necessary connection witlesire. Unlike merely normimplying
facts,the thought goesnormative factsessentially have to do with what promotes
the satisfaction ofjoalsor aims that agents desire ocare abouf? | will take this
second commonly cited mark of normativity to be capd by the following principle:

Instrumental Principle (IP): There is a normative reason for one to ¢ if and

only if ¢-ing promotes the satisfaction of one’s desires.”*

This second feature imost readilyassociated with what is sometimes calbdire-
based, internalist, neo-Humean, or subjectivist accounts of normativity and normative
reasons?

According to desirébased accounts, normativity is grounded or explained by
facts about our desires. Roughly, whenever there is a normative reason fopS to
this is because or in virtue of the fact thé&ting would promote the satisfaction af

desire that S hasSuppose | want to sing karaoke and tonight happens to be karaoke

5| use verbs like Odesired, OwantO, and Ocare aboutO interchangeably in what follows. | also take Ogoe
Oends?, and OaimsO to be synonymous. | use OSOs desire(s)O to refer to ends that S desires or wants
achieve. It is important tmote that the ends that are relevant to this second commonly cited feature
of normativity are those that we desire grossessTravelling to the best boomerang shop in Australia
promotes the achievement of the end or goal of getting a top quality boometauigthere is no
normative reason for me to travel to that shop sinceld not possess that end.Have absolutely no
desire to get a top quality boomerang. Things would be different, however, if | desired to get a top
quality boomerang or if getting apoguality boomerang would lead to the satisfaction of another of
my desires.
*L It is important that this second feature of normativity be understood in terms ofeeessary
connection with desire satisfaction and not as the weaker claimdthay) must e.gvery often or almost
always promote the satisfaction of our desires. A weaker condition like the latter would be easily met
by many merely norrimplying facts and claims. After all, conforming to norms of e.g. etiquette and
fashion very often promotes thsatisfaction of our desires. It does n@dcessarily do so however.

One obvious worry, however, is that it is far from clear that even morality is normative
according to IP. This is a wddhown problem for accounts of normativity associated with IPhsas
what | calldesire-based or neo-Humean theories in the next paragraph. However, | set this problem
aside in this chapter since (i) this is a prominent approach in contemporary metaethics and normativity
theory and (ii) several authors have suggestet the normative authority of epistemic norms might
be desirebased.
%2 See for instance, Foot (1972), Williams, (1979), Smith (1994), Tiberius (2000), Joyce (2001),
Schroeder (2007), Street (2008), Goldman (2009), Manne (2014), and Markovits (2014)thilbte
many of these authors put constraints on which of SOs desires can ground normative reasons. In
particular, many think that it is not our actual desires that matter for normativity, but rather the ones
that we would have under certain idealized ciratamces. | return to this issue below.
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night at my local pub. In such a situation, it seems that the fact that tonightaskear
night at the pub is a normative reason for me to go to the pAbthe same time
since my wife hates karaoke and wants to avoid karaoke nights, it is natural to
conclude that there is no normative reason for her to go to the plilsomeone were

to ask why the fact that tonight is karaoke night at the pub is a normative reason for
me to go to the pub and for my wife not to go, we would naturally respond that this
is because | want to sing karaoke and my wife does not.

Given IP, if epistemology is moative and there is necessarily a normative
reasonto conform to epistemic norm®as Epstemic Normativity maintain®then
conforming to epistemic norms must necessarily promote the satisfaction of our
desires. Thatis, if IP and Epistemic Normativity laoth true, then the followingnust

also be true:

Epistemic Instrumental Thesis (EIT): conforming to epistemic norms

necessarily promotes the satisfaction of one’s desires.

The route from IP to EIT can be summarized as follows:
1. There is a normativeeason for one to¢ if and only ifp-ing promotes the
satisfaction of oneOs desiréR.
2. There is necessarily a normative reason to confornefastemic norms.
(Epistemic Normativity).
3. Therefore, conforming to epistemic norms necessarily promotes t

satisfaction of oneOs desir&s)

EIT is closely related to whagpistemologists and philosophers of science call
instrumentalist conceptions of epistemic rationality. According to epistemic
instrumentalistsepistemic rationality is distinctly gistemicspecies of instrumental

or means-end rationality>* To be epistemically rationaind conform to epistemic

%3 See, for instance, Foley (1987), (1993), Maffie (1990), Laudan, (1990a), (1990b), Nozick (1993),
Kornblith, (1993), (2002), Papineau (1999), and Leite (2007). See Kelly (2003), (2007), Cuneo (2007,
ch.7), Lockard (@13), and C™#Bouchard (2015) for discussion.

* As Lockard (2013, 1702) notes although most instrumentalists only mention the notion epistemic
rationality, they typically use Orational® as a generic term for positive epistemic evaluation and
conformity to epistemic norms.
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norms the thought goes, is essentiatytake the means towneOs epistemic goals like
believing the truth, avoiding error, following the eéghce, and the lik&

The relation betweerepistemicinstrumentalismand EIT isnot always clear
however In particular, it is ofterunclearwhether instrumentalists areeoncerned
with vindicatingepistemic Normativityi.e. with providingan instrumenal or desire
basedaccount of thenecessarynormative authority of epistemic rationality and
epistemicnorms D or only with giving a firsbrder account of epistemic rationality
and epistemicnorms. On theformer interpretation, epistemic instrumentalisns i
essentiallya defence of Epistemic Normativity on the basis of btfhand EIT¢ On
the latter, it is in principlecompatible with Epistemic NeNormativity and the falsity
of EIT. This is so if, for instancéeing epistemically rational a matterof taking the
means to cognitive goajeriod, whether or not you have or desire these goalsAn
instrumentalist in the latter sense could claim other words, thatbeingepistemic
rational necessarily promotes the achievement of cognitivesgoal that we do not
necessarilywant to achieve those goals, and thus that there is not necessarily a
normative reason to be epistemically ratiofal.

In any casayhether or not epistemic instrumentalism goes hand in hand with
EIT,I will only be concerned with thdatter in this chapter since it is the thesis that
matters for Epistemic Normativity given IPwill argue thatEITis false. Conforming
to epistemic norms doesot necessarily promote the satisfaction of our desif®3s
belief that P can very well bepistemically justified, rational, and the like,cases
where believing that P wouldot promote the satisfaction ofiny of SOs desires.
Therefore, this second commonly cited mark of normativity is also missing in
epistemic facts and clainfs.

My strategyagainst EIT is similar to the one | used agdimsEpistemic Value
Thesis (EVT) in chapter 2. My starting point, which I introduce in section 3.2, is what
| call theNo Desire intuition. Intuitively, here seems to be cases whetenforming to
epistemicnorms does not promote the satisfaction of any of our desii®ce this
intuition directly contradicts ElTthe latter is onlyviable if it can plausibly explain
awaythe former. The problemis that it cannotdo so.| show this by examining and

% This is roughly KellyOs (2003) characterization of the approach.

% This seems to beKellyOs (2003) and LockardOs (2013) interpretation. This is also how | interpret
epistemic instrumentalism in C™8&@uchard (2015).

%" This seems to b what Maffie (1990) and Laudan (1990a), (1990b) claim.

% The content of this chapter draws in part from C™&Zuchard (2015).
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rejectingthe most promising or prominent strategies for meeting the challenge posed

by theNo Desire intuition in sections 3.1 3.6

3.2 The No Desire intuition*’
According to the Epistemic Instrumental Thesis (EIT), conforming to epistemic norms
necessarily pnmotes our desires. Howevegnimmediate problem for EIT is what |

will call theNo Desire intuition.

The No Desire intuition: there seem to be cases where, intuitively,
conforming to epistemic norms does not promote the satisfaction of any of our

desires.

That is, there are cases where, intuitively, SOs having a particular doxastic state D does
not promote SOs desires, but where epistemic norms still clearly require S to have D
Di.e. where D is still epistemically justified, rational, and the*fike.

Kelly (2003) suggests two kinds pifoblematiccasedor thesedike EIT First,
there seems to be cases where conforming to epistemic norms would not promote
agents@esires becausthey are utterly indifferent about the matter at hand. Call
these cases adistemic indifference. Second, there are also cases in which conforming
to epistemic hormsdoes notpromote agents@esires becausthey wantto avoid
learning the truth about P. Call these casesrafh-avoidance. Here is an example of

epistemic indiffexnce:

Delaware’s Beverage Like most people, Nancy has absolutely no desire

to know what the ofpcial beverage of the state of Delaware is. Unbeknownst

to her however, her friend Brett, whom she knows to be very reliable, has
recently developed a deep olsson for Delaware. One day he comes up to

her, grabs her by the shoulders and says: OListen to me, Nancy. IOve got to tell
you something. | just found out that the state beverage of Delaware is milk!

IsnOt that amazing?0

* This section draws in part from section 2 of CUBduchard (2015).
® This is similar to Tom KellyOs (2003) argument agairtstirimsntalist conceptions of epistemic
rationality. See also Cuneo (2007, ch.7) and Lockard (2013).
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Here is an example of trutavoicance

Spoiler Alert Max missed the bPnale of his favourite television series, which
aired last night and revealed whether character X ends up dying or surviving.
Given his passion for the show, Max really wants to avoid learning the answer
to that questionbefore he watches the rerun tonight after work. But to his
dismay, one of his dleaguess convinced that Max did watch the shdast

night andcomes up to him irnthe morning shouting: Ol knew it! | told you
character X would die!O

Nancy and Max are bbtepistemically justified in believing the proposition at hand
i.e. that milk is DelawareOs beverage and that character X dies respectively. It would
also be epistemically unjustified for themdisbelievehe relevant propositioror to
suspend judgmerabout the matter Yet conforming to epistemic norms would not,
on the face of it promote any of Nancy and MaxQOs desires. After all, Nancy is
completely indifferent abouthe state beverage of Delawa@nd Max has a clear
desire not tohave his favouritashow spoiled for him

The cases from chapter 2 also support this Desire intuition. In lliness,
RitaOs conforming to epistemic norms and believing that she will probably not survive
her iliness would plausibly only frustrate her desires since it wouldtrikely lead
to her death. In Even stait,seems thaMyriamOs avoiding the epistemically unjustified
belief that the number of stars is even would pwbmote any of her desires. It would
be completely useless for her, after all, to have the epistdipigsstified doxastic
attitude regarding the number of stars. In fact, it would plausibly only frustrate her
desires given the happiness she gets from her epistemically unjustified belief. Finally,
in Dream,Vincent believefalsely andinjustifiablythat he really once saw historian
on TV saying that a pub in London named The Red Lion closed its doors on February
1st 1748.But gven the complete triviality and unimportance of the issue at hand, it
clearly seems that not forming that belief and instaaspendingudgmentwould not
promote any of VincentOs desir&milarly forming the epistemically unjustified
doxastic attitudeplausiblywonOtead to the frustration of any of his desites

So thereare clearly cases where, intuitively, conforming tasé@mic norms
does not promote any of oneOs desires. The Epistemic Instrumental Thesis (EIT)
therefore faces a pressing challenge: it must explain away these castwanthat
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contrary to what the No Desire intuition suggests, it really does necesgaudsnote
the satisfaction of our desires to, say, believe the truth, avoid error, and follow the
evidence This is a pressing challenge becatieeintuition suggests precisethe
falsity of ElITi.e. that conforming to epistemic norms does nucessarilypromote
the satisfaction of oneOs desifégerefore,in order to have any plausibility, EIT must
be able to satisfactorily explain awdys intuition.

In the rest of this chapter, | argue that there is no plausible way for EIT to do
so. More precisely| reject all of the most promising or prominent strategies for

explainingaway the No Desire intuition

3.3 Schroeder’s potential desire-satisfaction strategy
As we have seern chapter 2, one tempting argument in favour of the necessary
goodness of confming to epistemic norms is that any true or epistemically justified
belief, no matter how apparently trivial, jsotentially useful (and any false or
epistemically unjustified belief is potentially hurtful). In the same way, one might
suggest, any true roepistemically justified belief coulpotentially lead to the
satisfaction of our desires even though they do not always actually do so. Conversely,
any false or epistemically unjustified belief could potentially lead to the frustration of
oneOs desirddence, one might concludbat, given a sufficiently weak understanding
of what it is for desire satisfaction to be promotedonforming to epistemic norms
does,in fact necessarily promote the satisfaction of oneOs desires.

Mark Schroede(2007)has provwded the clearest articulation difis strategy*
He argues that because of the interconnectedness of our beliefs, believing falsely any
proposition can potentially start a chain of errors that could end up frustrating any of
oneQOdesires But since confoning to epistemic norms is oneOs best means to avoid
error and believe the truthdoing sonecessarily promotesll of oneOs desires to
some extent since any such desires might potentially be frustrated as a resujt of
error. Any of oneOs desires, ither words, is promoted by avoiding error with
respect toany proposition. To use onef SchroederOs examples, thkaryOdesire
to buya new pair of shoesn the one handand thequestion of thenumber of moons
that Jupiter hasn the other. According b him:

%1 See especially Schroeder (2007, B1%3). This section draws ilargepart from section 3 of C™4¢Z
Bouchard (2015).
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Being in error aboufhow manymoons Jupiter hasjmight lead to being in
error about other things, such that being in error about them might lead to
being in error about other things, and so on until something might lead to
Mary having trouble geatig new shoes. If this is right, then for any proposition,
MaryOs desire to get a new pair of shoes will serve to explain why there is a
reason for Mary to believe it only if it is true. (Schroeder 2007, 114)

SchroederQs striking claim is not only thaty®a desire to get new shoes is promoted
by avoiding error with respect to the number of JupiterOs moons, but that it is
promoted by avoiding errorwith respect to any proposition. Moreover, avoiding
error regarding the number of JupiterOs moons promotesonly MaryOs desire to
get new shoes, but also each and every one of her desires.

As | mentioned above, thether key canponent of such a strategy is an
extremelyweak understanding of the promotion relation, i.e. of what it takesfor
ing to promote tre satisfaction of one@ssires. Here is how Schroedeonstrues

the promotion relation:

XOs doing promotesp just in case it increases the likelihoodpofelative to
some baseline. And the baseline, | suggest, is bxed by the likelihgod of
conditiond on XOs doing nothir@conditional on the status quo. (Schroeder
2007, 113)

This strategy is problematic for two reasons.

First, even if we admit that this strateguccessfullgxplairs away the cases
in 3.2, we can modify them tmakethemimmunefrom this explanationimagine, for
instance, that in DelawareOs beverage, an evil demon will kill Nancy instantly unless
she disbelieves what Brett tells her. Even given Schroededd& account of the
promotion relation believing the truth or avoiding erran such asituationwould
not promote the satisfaction of any of NancyOs desires. Only disbelievingvBuédt
allow her desires to be satisfied. Crucially, howeveryould still be epistemically
unjustifiedfor her to disbelieve himShe wouldstill count as violating epistemic
norms.

If you find this example too outlandish, consider instead cases of agents
forming beliefs the instant before they die. Imagine, for instance, that Brett tells Nancy
about DelawareOs beverage right before they hit thargt after having jumped off a
plane without a parachute. Even if we grant the premises of SchroderOs strategy,
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NancyOs conforming to epistemic norms wonOt promote the satisfaction of any of her
desires since she will certainly die the second after. Yewsbuld still be epistemically
justified in believing him and epistemically unjustified in disbelieving him or suspending
judgment.

Second, even ihere is a way forpeople like Schrodeto deal with these
modified cases, this stratefiyr explaining awathe No Desire intuitionhas at least
two deeply countetintuitive implications. One is that it would entail, implausibly, that
there is also necessarily a normative reasonittate epistemic norms. Although it is
true that any chain of errors can poteatly end up frustrating oneOs desires, any such
chain can also potentially end uptisfying oneOs desires. False and epistemically
unjustified beliefs can, after all, lead to the satisfaction of our desires. Imagine the
following elaboration of Schroed®s Mary case:

Coincidence Mary ends up believing, incorrectly and without any evidence,
that Jupiter has 35 moons. This fascinates her because she is 35 years old and
she is obsessed with coincidences. Because she also bé&iecesrectly and
unjustifably b that such coincidences mean something deep and important
about her lie, she then goes outside to takewalk and think about what it
meansandto see if she can spot other meaningful signs from the universe.

W hile taking her walkshe wandersnto a part of townthat she did not know

about anddiscovers a newly opened shoe shop which happgerhave the

brand of shoes she could not find anywhelsee

Similarly any epistemically unjustified or incorrect belief can potentially lead to
further true beliefs which might, in turn, lead to the satisfaction of oneOs desires. For
example, imagine that in Coincidence, MaryQOs false belief leads her to form the true
belief thatjupiter does not have 34 moons and that one of the questions at her pub quiz
later is whether Jupiter has 34 moons. Finally, any true or epistemically justified beliefs
also has the potential to start a chain of beliefs that will enflusgrating oneOs desires.

In the lliness case from chapter 2, for example, RitaOs following heneidnd
believing that she will probably die is very likely to frustrate her desire to survive her

illness.
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The other counterintuitive implication of this strategy what McPherson
(2012) callsan explosion of normative reasons. That is, it would ertamplausibly,
that there is a normative reason for anyone to do anythikgMcPherson explains:

Consider again the desire to get home on time. For just about anything that |
might dob scratching my ear, running the other way, trying to drive my car
off a cliffbthere is some possible scenario in which this act leads me to get
home on time. (McPherson 2012, 447)

For any act A and desired end E, in other words, doing A would increase the
likelihood of E being satisfied since we can always come hpawibssible scenario
(however remote) in which A leads to E being realized. In McPhersonOs example, his
desire to get home on time thus makes it the case that he hasranativereason to
scratch his ear, run the other way, try to drive his car off céifid so on.

Why is suchan explosion be problematic? For one thitige factthat there
are things that there is no reason for us to do seems like a truisnamrintuitive
datum that any account of normativity should try to accommodate. Is there really a
reason for me to e.g. jump out of my window while eating two bananas and singing
happy birthday to John Travolta in a batmawstume? Mre straightforwardly, is
there really a normative reason for anyone to torture, humiliatésrelspect, or
murder friendsand relative® This is obviously highly countartuitive. This also
trivializes normativity. If it is so easy for considerations to have normative force, then
why do normative reasons matt@rRelatedly, explosias also incompatible witthe
idea, whichis at the centre of thisthesisand of much of contemporary nteethics
and normativity theorythat most norms lack necessary normative authority. If there
is necessarily a reason for anyone to do anything, then there is necessarily a normative
reason to onform not only to norms of morality, prudence, and epistemic norms,
but also to those of fashion, etiquette, traditiogrammay and so on.

Of course,one could bitethe bulletand concedehat there is necessarily a
normative reason to violate epistemmnorms and to do anything. This, however,
would make this defence of EIT unattractive on balaftés is becausedapting it
would mean giving up these two intuitioinsddition to the initialNo Desireintuition.

If we can only explain away thgo Desire intuition by making these additional
counterintuitive claims, then why not simply take tino Desire intuition at face

value in theifst place andvoid these two furthecounter-intuitive implication® This
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question is made all the more pressing hg fact that these two implicatiori3i.e.
explosion and the idea there is necessarily a reason to violate epistemic tanas
markedlymore counter-intuitive than the claim that conforming to epistemic norms
does notnecessarily promote the satisfactiah our desires i.e. the denial of EIT.
After all, whereas man®if not mostbmetaethicists and normativity theorists would
deny EIT, very few would deny that there are many things that there is just no
normative reason to dand that there is not neceasly a normative reason to violate
epistemic norms

Thus, for all these reasons, the strategy of appealing to potential desire

satisfactions notapromising way to explain away the No Desire intuition.

3.4 The aim of belief strategy
As | noted in chaier 2, philosophers sometimes use the idea that belief constitutively
aims at truth to support thenecessargoodness of conforming to epistemic norms.
This is because the aim of belief thesis is often interpreted as an evaluative claim
according to whiclbelids are goodcorrect, or fitting qua belefs if they are true and
bad,defective, or incorrect qua beliefkit they are false.

However, another possible way to interpret the aim of belief is to view it
instead as personal aimi.e. as an aim thatgents necessarily havewant to achieve
in forming and revising beliéfsSo on the personal interpretation, to say that belief
constitutively aims at truth is to say, roughly, that necessarily aim at believing the
truth and not what is false abo#t whenever we form or revise beliefs about whether
P. If this personal version of the aim of belief thesis is true, then it provides a
straightforward way to explain away thido Desire intuition and establish the
Epistemic Instrumental Thesis (EIT). Comfiang to epistemic norms is plausibly our
best way to achieve the aim of believing what is true and avoid error. But if that aim
is one that we necessarily have or desire whenever we form or revise beliefs, then
conforming to epistemic norms does necessapifomote our desires.

The problem with this strategy is th#te personal version of the aim of belief
thesis is untenable. First, more often than not, the formation and revision of our
beliefs is something that happens to us automatically, unconsgciarsly sub

personally. In Spoiler alert, MaxOs hearing his colleagueOs testimony forces him to

62 This section draws in part from sectiohof C™tBouchard (Forthcoming) and from section 4 of
C™tBouchard (2015).
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automatically believehat the character dieslespite his desire to avoid learning the
truth about the shov®s endin@imilarly, if | turn around and see a fodtbrapidly
coming towards my face, | will immediately form the belief that a football is coming
at me. However, theformation of this belief will happen automaticallytia¢ sub
personal level before | can even realize itmanycasesf perceptual belislike this

one, my believing is best seen as something ttegipens to me whether | like it or
not, much like e.g. mgligestionor my blood circulation

Those sukpersonal belieforming processes do seem to be somehow
directed or aimed towards producgntrue beliefs and responding to the evidence.
Yet that does not entail or support the claim that thereby have thatruth aim. To
the contrary, how can plausibly be said to have wanted the truth in forming that
perceptual belief if ihappened athe subpersonal levebefore | could even be aware
of it? Perhaps there is a metaphorical sense in which oupsufonal belieforming
systems OwantO to produce true beliefs and avoid producing false ones. But even if that
is true, it does not followwe wart it too. We do not necessarily want what our sub
personal mechanisms aim at. In comparison, all human agents have bodies that
continually replace their skin cells, but that does not mean that all humans continually
want to replace their skin cells. So ¢te their apparent truthdirectedness, it is
hard to see why these automatic and spkrsonal belieforming processes would
necessarily involve my desiring to believe what is true.

Second, these sdbersonal and unconscious belfefming processeslso
include epistemically irrational ones like wishful thinking, delusion, ardeseiption.
These are problematic for the presenefence of EIThot only because they are
unconscious, but also because they are characterized precisely by a lack of concern
for the truth. Suppose you are ill and despite your conclusively evidence to the
contrary, you become convinced that you will certainly recover from your illness.
You form that belief not as the result of deliberating about whether you will recover,
but insiead unconsciously as the result of your fear of dying and your inability to cope
with the thought of not recovering. It is hard to see how you can be said to have
wanted to believe the truth about your health in forming that belief. What you wanted
was rater that the world be a certaiway andyour strong desirethen caused you
to believe that things really are that way. More generally, to engage in things like
wishful thinking is precisely taifconsciouslydisregardthe evidence and believe
what we wantto be true. Therefore, it is hard to see how engaging in these sorts of
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subpersonal and epistemically irrational befi@iming processes could evé let
alone necessarilpinvole a desire to believe the truth and avoid error.

Therefore, the thesis tht belief constitutively aims at truth wonOt be of any
help to the Epistemic Instrumental The8idT)

3.5 The idedlization strategy

As | mentioned in 3.1, the Instrumental Princigie)is most notably associated with
desirebasedor internalistaccourts of normativity and normative reasons. However,
many internalists put constraints on what kind of desires can ground normative
reasons. In particular, some argue that to determine what there is normative reason
for S to do, we should look not at Sésual desires, but rather at the desires S would
have unde some idealized circumstances. We should look, for instance, at what S
would wantif shewere coherent, fully informed about the situation, not prone to
reasoning mistakes, and the IR&his suggestthe following alternative strategy for
explaining away thBlo Desire intuition. Although the agents in the cases from 3.2
do not actually want anything that would be promoted by conforming to epistemic
norms, perhaps their relevantly idealized selwesild. That is, perhaps conforming

to epistemic necessarily promotes the satisfaction of desires that anyoneOs would have
under relevantly idealized circumstancelawever, this idealization strategy is not
promising for two main reasons.

First, peopleOs idead selves wouldisobe indifferent about sufficiently trivial
questions. In DelawareOs beverage, it is not clear why NancyOs idealized self would not
also be completely indifferent about which beverage is the state beverage of
Delaware. Moreover, peopDs idealized selves would also be in a better position to
know the potential consequences (or lack thereof) of knowing the truth about a
certain question. So in situations where the matter at hand is as inconsequential as
the ones in DelawareOs beverdyeam, and Even Stars, it is plausible that the agentsO
idealized selves would also lack any desire that would be promoted by conforming to
epistemic norms given that their knowledge of the trivial or inconsequential character
of the matter at hand. It sees more plausible that at least many peopleOs idealized
selves would instead focus on knowing important truths amdiding consequential

errors.

%3 See for instance Williams (1979), Smith (1994), and Street (2008).
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Second, no matter how exactly we construe agentsO idealized circumstances,
the idealization strategy cannot @ain away cases like the modified versions of
DelawareOs beverage in whikdncywill die the instant after forminger doxastic
attitude. Similarlynithe case where Nancy will be immediately killed by an evil demon
unless she disbelieves Brett, lookiagher idealized desires makes no difference.
Since conforming to epistemic norms would get her killed immediately, doing so
would not promote the satisfaction of her idealized desires eithBEnerefore,
appealing to agentsO idealized desires wonOtxXmédiniag away the No Desire

intuition either.

3.6 Kornblith’s rule-based strategy®*
Finally, Hilary Kornblith (1993)as suggested different kind of strategy to explain
away theNo Desire intuition. It differs from the ones | examined so far in one
fundamental respect. So far | have only focused on what we mightaselbased
strategiesor arguments Casebased arguments attempt to show that in every
particular case where epistemic norms intuitively apply to S, conforming to epistemic
norms in that paticular instance would promote the satisfaction of SOs desires.
However, some like Kornblith have suggested an alternative kind of strategy
which focuses less on what to believe in particular cases and mowhahgeneral
policies or rules of belief fomationto adopt® The pointof suchrule-based strategies
is that it would be sufficient to explain away tN@ Desire intuition and defend EIT
if we could show that adopting the policy g§tematically conforming to epistemic norms
best promotes the safaction of oneOs desires in the long®fufhe advantage of
rule-based strategies is that they concede that there capdsgcular cases in which
conforming to epistemic norms does not promote the satisfaction of any of oneOs
desires, but adds that eveih we admit that, it remains true that systematically
conforming to epistemic norms, as a matter of general rule or policy, promotes the
satisfaction of oneOs desires.
KornblithOs key idea is that the policy of systematically conforming to
epistemic normss the one that best promotes the satisfactionatifof our desires
over time. The steting point of his argument ighat all of us, trivially, want to achieve

% This section draws in part from section 5 of CUBZuchard (2015).
% See also Leite (2007).
% | borrow the labels Ocadasedd and OmdsedO from Lockard (2013).

65



our ends. But since achieving our desired ends requires successful practical reasoning
and sikce successful practical reasoning requires true beliefs, adopting aftweheig

policy that maximizes true beliefs and minimizes false beliefs will best promote the
achievement of our ends and thus the satisfaction of our desires over time. As he

puts t:

It seems that someone who cares about acting in a way which furthers the
things he cares about, and that includes all of us, has pragmatic reasons to
favor a cognitive system which is effective in generating truths, whether he
otherwise cares about trth or not. We should thus adopt a method of
cognitive evaluation which endorses trutbnducive processes. (Kornblith
1993, 371372)

Since systematically conforming to epistemic norms is arguably the best policy
available to beings like us for maximizinge belief and minimizing error, we can
conclude that there is necessarily a normative reason for us to do conform to such
norms.

There are several problems with this strategy. First, it is not clear how
KornblithOs story is supposed to explain awayNbeDesire intuition and establish
EIT. For one thing, itis not clear why a policyatematically conforming to epistemic
norms would promote desiresatisfaction any more than a policy of always
conforming to themminus a few rare exceptions. Take case of trivial true beliefs for
example. As we havareadyseen, some true or epistemically justified beliefs are too
trivial and inconsequential to be of any use for future practical reasoning. Thus,
sticking to the policy and conforming to epistemic nonmsuch cases of trivial truths
would not promote our desires, even in the long run. So the policy of always
conforming to epistemic normsinus those very few triviality exceptions promotes our
desires just as mucBif not more b than systematically following them. If that is so,
then there remains no clear sense in which sticking to epistemic norms even in those
very rare triviality cases promotes our desires. Since the policy of systematic
conformity to epistemic norms does no better than the policynos exceptions with
respect to desiresatisfaction over time, it is unclear why there is any normative

reason to conform to epistemic norms in problematic cases like triviality cases.
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Second, even if we admit that KornblithO strategy can plausibly expkamn
the cases from 3.2, we can imagine additional cases that cannot be explained away

using KornblithOs strategy. Consider the following.

Mistaken Maddie Maddie does not want to know the truth about
anything. To the contrary, the only thlgrshe really &nts is to maximize her
false beliefs and minimeizrue ones. It is the only thing she really cares about.
She is aware that she probably constantly forms many true beliefs thereby
frustrating her goabnd hat makes her miserable. She also hates that she
cannot help but believe what she thinks is true. She just hopes that she is
wrong.Maddieis aware of how difficult and dangerous it is to pursue that aim
(although she hopes she is wrong about that). But she is fine with that.
She thinks it is worthtiand she is willing to die for the cause if that is what it

entails.

KornblithOs story does not seem apply Maddi€s situation since systematically
conforming to epistemic norms would clearly not be optimal for her desire
satisfaction. To the contraryit would systematically frustrate her desires given her
fundamenral and strongest goal of maxinmg false bétfs and miniming true ones

Similarlyconsider cases of agents forming beliefs the instant before they die.
Recall, for instance, the seabmodified version of DelawareOs beverage from section
3.3 in which Brett tells Nancy about DelawareOs beverage right before they hit the
ground after having jumped off a plane without a parachute. Since Nancy will certainly
die the instant after, stickingp the policy of systematically conforming to epistemic
norms at that particular time certainly wonOt promote the satisfaction of any of her
desires, even in the long run. Yet she would still be epistemically justified in believing
him and epistemicallynjustified in disbelieving him or suspending judgment.

Finally, it is far from clear that the optimal beliefming policy with respect
to desiresatisfactionof beings like uswould be to systematically conform to

®7 Cases of agents who want nothing else but to beliexeything or, alternatively, to believeothing,

are also problematic for KornblithOs strategy. For the former kind of agent, the optimalfbetigig

policy for promoting desire satisfaction walupresumably allow contradictory beliefs and forbid
suspension of judgment. Yet, such doxastic attitudes would obviously still be epistemically unjustified.
For the latter, the optimal belieiorming policy would allow for at least many instances of susipen

of judgment and disbelief, which are, intuitively, epistemically unjustified.
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epistemic norms or to maximize true befs and minimize erroinsteadthe optimal
policy might very well include or allow for at leagime non-truth-conducive or
unreliable cognitive processes, and thus for epistemically unjustified beliefs.

To see this, note first that as | mentioned aleoguccessful practical reasoning
does not necessarily require true or epistemically justified beliefs. In fact, for any of
our ends, we can imagine scenarios in which a false or epistemically unjustified belief
would actuallyimprove our chances of satighg thatdesire Suppose | want to get
from London to Edinburgh today and my only way to do so is to take a train that
exceptionally departs at three oOclock today. Of course, one way to reagjoaty
would be to check the train schedule and form the tribelief that the train departs
at three today. But an even more straightforward and eeffective way would be to
believe that the train departs at 3pm as the result of wishful thinking.

The fact that we can come up with examples of that kind for angurfends
casts doubt on the idea that systematically conforming to epistemic norms is the
optimal policy for long term desirsatisfaction. CouldnOt the optimal policy for beings
like us include at leasiome unreliable belieforming mechanisms such asshiul
thinking, cognitive biases, delusions;detfeption, and so on? After ahere is ample
evidence that everyone constantly forms and revises beliefs via such unreliable
processesCouldnOt they bso widespreadn part becausehey help us satisfgur
desires?

Of course,the question of whiclbeliefforming system would be the optimal
one for the desiresatisfaction of beings like us is ultimately an empirical quegtion
fact, one worry with KornblithOs proposal is that he gives an answerstehpirical
question without backing it with empirical evidejcBut asl alreadymentioned in
chapter 2, the actual empirical evidence does not seem not supfmriblithOs story
Phenomena like positive illusiorsther suggest that the optimal bek&frming policy
would not be to systematically conform to epistemic norm, but would instead include
at least some biaseRecall that psitive illusions are beliefs which are incorrectly and
unjustifiably optimistic. They are overestimations, for instanteneQs capacities, of
oneOs control over oneOs life, and of how good oneOs future Adlllbaentioned
above, thereis evidence not only that such unjustified beliefs and optimistic biases
are extremely common, but also that they promote wis#ting andhus, plausibljthe
satisfaction ofour desires.But snce positive illusions wolve violating epistemic

norms, it is highly doubtful that the optimal beliedrming policy for desire
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satisfaction would be devoid of any biases and violations of eptstearms.So for
all these reasongule-based strategies like KornblithOs cannot explain #veajo

Desire intuition either

3.7 Summary

A second commonly cited mark of normativity is a necessary connection with desires.

| took this second feature to beaptured by the Instrumental Principle (IP) according

to which there is a normative reason for one tif and only ify-ing promotes the
satisfaction of oneOs desires. Given IP, if Epistemic Normativity is true and there is
necessarily a normative reastm conform to epistemic norms, then the Epistemic
Instrumental Thesis (ElThust alsobe true: conforming to epistemic normsust
necessarily promotes the satisfaction of oneOs desires.

In this chapter, | argued that EIT is false because it cannot lghaesiplain
away theNo Desire intuition according which thereseems to becases where
conforming to epistemic norms does not promote any of oneOs desires. In particular,
have shown that it cannot be explained away by invoking (i) potential desire
satisfation, (ii) the aim of belief thesis, (iii) our idealized desires, and (iv) the optimal
beliefforming policy for desiresatisfaction.Since EIT is falsd, conclude that
epistemic facts and claims do not bear the ecoomly cited mark of normativity
capturedby IR
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Chapter 4: Autonomy

4.1 Introduction: epistemology and the autonomy of the normative

A third commonlycited mark ofnormativity, butnot of norm-relativity, isa necessary
autonomy from the nonnormative. Unlike merely normimplying claims, in ber
words, it isoften seen as an essentiekture of normative claims thdhere is an
unbridgeable gap between them and srmrmative truths. Thisdeais most often
introduced via this famous passage from Hurfiedogse:

In every system of moralityyhich | have hitherto met with, |1 have always
remarked, that the author proceeds for some time in the ordinary ways of
reasoning, and establishes the being of a God, or makes observations
concerning human affairs; when all of a sudden | am surpriseddiottfiat
instead of the usual copulations of propositioasandis not, | meet with no
proposition that is not connected with asught, or anought not. This change

is imperceptible; but is however, of the last consequence. For asugtis or

ought not, expresses some new relation or affirmation, Otis necessary that it
should be observed and explained; and at the same time that a reason should
be given, for what seems altogether inconceivable, how this new relation can
be a deduction from others, whidire entirely different from it. (Humé&978,

469)

We cannot in other words,derive an OoughtO from anNus@ative conclusions
cannot follow from non-normative premises alond. will thus take thisthird

commonly cited mark of normativitip be captired by the following principle:

Autonomy Principle (AP): no normative claim can be derived from non-

normative claims alone.®®

AP is most readily associated wiibn-naturalist accounts of normativityaccording to
which normative facts are not analysabtereducible to natural factd-or one thing,
non-naturalists typically invok&P to motivate their view and to reject normative

naturalisnf® If there is an unbridgeab@®G0ughttyap and weannot infer normative

® For discussion, see e.g. Prior (1960), Karmo (1988), Pigden (1989), (2010), Scanlon (2014), Van
Roojen (2015), and Maguire (2015).

% See for instance Moore (1903), Johnstd 989), Scanlon (1998), (2014), Dancy (2006), Fitzpatrick
(2008), (2010), Enoch (2011a), and Parfit (2011).
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conclusions from purely natural nevormative premisesthenthis must mean that
normative facts are of a fundamentally different kind from natural.f8ctsif they
are so different, then it seems that any reductionanalysisof normative facts in
terms of natural facts will inevitab&ntail changing the subject alosing the distinctly
normative character of these fact&or another, even if the autonomy of the
normativeturned out not to entail or support nomaturalismthe non-autonomy of
the normative would plausibly rendenon-naturalism unmotivatedand even
implausiblelf it turned out that wecan infer normative conclusions from natural facts
alone, then iwould beunclear why such normative truths could not be natural truths.
Hence,AP is plausibly a central tenet of normatinven-naturalism.

If AP is true and if Epistemic Normativity is also true, then the epistemic must
also be autonomous from the nemormative. More precisely, if there is necessarily
an unbridgeable gap between normative claims andnoomative claims and if
epistemic claims are normative claims, then there must also be an unbridgeable gap
between epistemiclaimsand nonnormative claims. That is, the followitigesismust

also be true:

Epistemic Autonomy Thesis (EAT): no epistemic claim can be derived

from non-normative claims alone.

The route from AP to EAT can be summarized as follows:
1. Normative claims cannot be derived from roormative claims alon¢AP)
2. Epistemic claims are normative claifsistemic Normativity)
3. Therefore, epistemic claintannot be derived from nonmormative claims
alone.(EAT)

In this chapter, | argue that the Epistemic Autonomy Thesis (EAT) is false. At least
some epistemic claims can be derived from mammative premises alone, which
means that epistemic claims atiet necessarily autonomous from namrmative
claims.

My case again&AT has two parts. In section 4.2, | argue ttadthoughfirst
person normative deliberation cannot be settled by amrmative facts alongiven
AP), such factzan settle epistemic dderation from afirst personperspective This
is what | call the argument frompistemicdeliberation against EAT. In section 4.3, |
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argue that questions of the form OP, but is the case that E?0 where Prisranative
claim and where E is an epistensiaim {escriptive-epistemic questions for short) are

not necessarilypen questions. At least some such questions altged or trivial
questions. But since descriptrepistemic questions would be necessarily open the
epistemic were autonomous from theon-normative,l conclude thatEAT is false.
Therefore, the commonly cited mark of normativity that is captured by AP is missing

in epistemic facts and claims.

4.2 The argument from deliberation

4.2.1 AP and deliberation

A first way in which the autonomyf the normative manifestitself is in the
phenomenon of first person deliberation. It seems that from the first person point of
view, nonrnormative considerations alone cannot settle fgou the normative
questions you ask yourself in deliberation sashOshouldPO or Owhat should | do?0.
This idea was recently used by David Enoch to argue against the idea that normative

truths can be identified or reduced to natural truthide writes:

Because only normative truths can answer the normative questloask
myself in deliberation, nothing less than a normative truth suffices for
deliberation. And because the kind of normative facts that are indispensable
for deliberation are just so different from naturalist, raibviouslynormative

facts and truthsthe chances of a naturalist reduction seem rather grim. [E]
The gap between the normative and the natural, considered from the point of
view of a deliberating agent, seems unbridgeable. (Enoch 2011, 80)

Van Roojen summarizes the thought as follows:

[W]hen one is deliberating and asking oneself what one should do, no purely
naturalistic answer will provide an answer. [E] [A] naturalistic answer would
change the subject from something normative to something else. Pointing out
that one option for action sasfies all the interests involved wonOt be an
answer unless one already thinks one should satisfy all the interests involved.
(Van Roojen 2015, 25258)°

0 See also Rosati (1995).
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If this is right, then a consequence of the Autonomy Principle (AP) is that it is an
essential featuref normative deliberative questions that they cannot be settled by
normative facts alone fromhe first person point of view. First persorormative
deliberation, in other words, is necessarily autonomous from the-normative. AP
would be false if norntave deliberation were notautonomous from the non
normative since it would entail that at least some normative cldms. answers to
normative deliberative questions such as Ol shigdldr Ol should ng®b can be
derived from nomnormative premisesalone.

As | will argue however, the kind of deliberation that is relevant to
epistemology and epistemic claiBge. the kind of deliberation that concludes with
a first person epistemic claim of the form Ol epistemically should believe EhainPO
be sttled by nonrnormative facts alonelhat is,epistemic deliberative questions of
the form Oepistemically speaking, should | believe thatrPBé settled by non
normative claims alone from th@st personpoint of view.Therefore, at least some
epistenic claimsb namelyfirst person epistemic claims of the form Ol epistemically
should believe that FBixan be derived from nomormative claims alone. This first
argument against the Epistemic Autonomy Thesis (EAT) can be summarized as

follows:

The argum ent from epistemic deliberation

1. If epistemic claims cannot be derived from famrmative claims alone (if
EAT is true), therfirst person epistemic deliberation cannot be settled by nen
normative facts alone.

2. Firstperson epistemic deliberatiotan be settled by nornormative claims
alone.

3. Therefore, EAT is false; epistemic claims can be derived from non

normative claims alone.

4.2.2 Epistemic deliberation

To deliberate is to ask oneself deliberative questions like Owhat should | do?0 or
Oshouldf?GHowever, awelkknown complication arisesheng-ing is a propositional
attitude and not an actionln cases of such attitudinal deliberation, the question

Oshoulddi?® admits both abject-given and astate-given interpretation. Suppose | ask
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myséf whether | should admire Wayne Rooney. On the one hand, he has impressive
abilities and has had an outstanding career with many notable achievements. On the
other hand, a group of Manchester City fans threaten to beat me up if | end up
admiring Rooney. @h sets offacts seem to answer my deliberative question, but
they do so differently. Whilehe former set answerst by settling the question
whether Rooney isidmirable (irrespective of the consequences afmairing him), the
latter answersit by settling the question whether admiring him would geod or
desirable (regardless of whether Rooney is admirable). Hence, the question Oshould |
admire Wayne Rooney?0 can be read either as Ois Wayne Rooney admirable?0 or
Owould it be desirable to admire Wayne Reg?0.

Another attitude we can deliberate about is, of course, belfice belief is
an attitude and not an action, the same stgteen/objecigiven ambiguity arises with
doxastic deliberative questions like Oshould | believe th&uwR 2hougtthis question
can be reads the (stategiven) question Owould it esirable to believe that P?0, it is
more commonly or naturally read in itsbject-given guise namelyOis Bue?&uppose
| ask myself whether | should believe that my wife is cheating @nbwven though |
can conceivably answer this question by determining whether it would be desirable
or beneficial to have that belief, | can also answer it by settling for myself the (object
given) question whether she really is cheating on me.

One important thing to note however,is that the former, stategiven version
of doxastic deliberation is not strictly speaking relevant for epistemolagg
epistemic factsThat is, answex to state-given versions of doxastic deliberative
questionsbi.e.whether believing that P wald be desirable, regardless of the truth
of PP are not epistemicclaims Only object-given doxastic deliberatio the kind of
doxastic deliberation that can be answered by settling the que€idg? is true?@®
results in arepisteme claim or conclusionThis is because, as | have explained in the
chapter 1 epistemic facts and claims are not claims about the desirability of beliefs,
but rather about what we should or should not believe from a truitated point of
view. That is, eistemic norms specify what we should or should not believe precisely
form the point of view of things like truth, knowledge, and evidence, angraaitical
benefitsof beliefs Consequently, the distincthpistemic kind of doxastic deliberation
bi.e. the only kind of doxastic deliberation that we need to be concerned with as far
as epistemic facts and claimsRje object-given doxastic deliberatiorSoto ask oneself
objectgiven doxastic deliberative questions is to ask oneselépiyemic version d
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the doxastic deliberative @stion, i.e. it isto ask oneself Owhat should | believe,
epistemically speakingd. Hence, | will use Oepistemic deliberation® and-ghahject
doxastic deliberationO interchangeably in what follows.

4.2.3 The norautonomy ofepistemic deliberation

Crucially however, such epistemdeliberation is not autonomous from the nen
normative. It can be settle by nomormative facts alone from the first person
perspective As we have seen, epistemic or objagiven doxastic deliberat

questions of the form Oshould | believe that P?0 can be settled by answering the
question Ois P true?0 Crucially howevemaonative truths alonean settle for one

the question Ois P true?® Once again, suppose | ask myself Oshould | believe that my
wife is having an affaifdn the epistemic or objecgiven interpretation, this question

is settled by answering the question Qis my wife really having an &facrdy

however, nonnormative claims alone can suffice to settle that question for me.

Suppose | know the following:

(W) Several times in the past few weeks, my wife has come home late smelling
of cheap cologne. She has been very distant and distracted lately. Some of my
friends saw her with another man at a bar. | found incriminating rdiman
messages in her phone. | just saw her kissing another man at a restaurant.
When | confronted her and told her what | saw haheadmitted that she

was having an affair.

The facts in (W) would undoubtedly suffice to settle for me the question Qisif@y w
really having an affair?0 But (W) only includesioonative facts.

Similarly, suppose | ask myself whether | should believe that Nick is a bachelor
and then think:

(N) Nick is an adult, NickOs gender is male, Nick is not married, and bachelors

jug are unmarried adult males.

Althoughit only includes nomormative facts, (N) would obviously suffice to settle
for me the question Ois Nick a bachelor?®, which would in turn suffice to settle for me
the epistemic or objecgiven version of the questioBshould | believe that Nick is a
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bachelor?@e. the question Oshould | believe that Nick is a bachelor, epistemically
speaking?0

Finally, suppose | wonder whether | should believe that | am in Hong Kong
right now and then think:

(L) I am in Londonight now.

Although (L) is a nomormative fact, it suffices to settle for me the question Oam |
actually in Hong Kong right now?0 The proposition that | am in Hong Kong right now
is obviously falseThis, in turn, suffices to settle for me the question ether |
epistemically should believe that I am in Hong Kong.

So as these examples show, Armormative facts alone can suffice to settle
epistemic doxastic deliberatidnom the first person perspectivedll | need in order
to settle the question whethet shouldepistemically believe that P is to settl¢he
question whether P is true and namrmative facts alonean settle this kind of
question for me.l therefore conclude that at least some epistemic claims can be
derived fom non-normative premises ai®, namely first person claims of the form
Ol epistemically shatsldould notbelieve that PO. Hence, tBpistemic Autonomy
Thesis (EAT) is false.

4.3 The closed question argument

4.3.1 Open questions and the Autonomy Principle

A second phenomenon that intimately connected with the Autonomy Principle (AP)

is the one behindG.E.MooreOs famous open question argument (OQA) in favour of
the unanalysability of Ogoad® against naturalistic accounts of valsecording to
Moore (1903) evaluative or normigve claims Xcannot be analysed in terms of non
normative properties N since for any such putative analysis, questions of the form OX
is N, but is it good?0 (descriptivermative questions for short) will always bpen

or substantive rather thanclosed or trivial questionsTo use a common example, even

if we accept a simple form of adtilitarianism, the questionpdhg maximizes
happiness, but is inorally right?O still seems open or substantive. Roughly put, the
idea is that it is a question that seeone who understands moral concepts could still

reasonably ask. In comparison, if someone sincerely asked OS is an unmarried adult
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male, but is S a bachelor?0, we would likely conclude that she does not understand or
master the concept of bachelor in tHest place.

Most contemporarymetaethicists argue that the OQA is unsuccessful as an
objection against naturalistic accounts of normativievertheless,as Darwall,
Gibbard, and Railton write: O[hJowever readily we now reject as antiquated his views
in semantics and epistemology, it seems impossible to deny that Moore was on to
something.O (Darwall, Gibbard, and Railton 1997, 3) In particular, many take MooreOs
observation about the openness of descripth@mative questions to reveal
somethingdeep anddistinctive about normative claimin particular, onghing that
seems to be behind the openness of descripfieemative questions ipreciselythe
Autonomy Principle (AP). If there were no unbridgeable gap between normative
claims and nomormative clans, then such questions would not be open in the first
place.

I will remain neutral about whether the openness of these questions supports
or entailsAP. What does seem clear, however, is that if AP is true, then descriptive
normative questionsmust be gen. According to APnormative claims cannot be
derived or inferred from nomormative claims alone. But if some questions of the
form OX is N, but is it good?0 were closed or trivial, thisrwouldmeanthat some
normative claimscan be derived from no-normative premises alone. This link

between open questions and the Autonomy Principle can be summarized as follows:

Open Question Principle (OQP): If a claim of the form X is Y’ is
autonomous from the non-normative and if ‘N’ is a non-normative property, then

questions of the form ‘X is N, but is it Y?” must be open.

Autonomy from the nomnormative, in other words,leads to open descriptive
normative questionsGiven the Open question principle (OQP), if the Epistemic
Autonomy Thesis (EAT) is truBi.e. if epistemic claims are autonomous from fion

normative claim®then the following must also be true:
Open Epistemic Questions (OEQ): any descriptiveepistemicquestions

— i.e. questions of the form ‘P, but is the case that E?” where P is a non-normative

claim and E is an epistemic claim — must be open.
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In this section, | argue that OEQ is false. At least some descrippigemic
questions arenot open or substantivebut rather closed or trivial' Therefore, at
least some epistemic claims can beidedfrom non-normative claims alone and EAT

is false.

4.3.2 Descriptiveepistemiccorrectness questions
A first kind of descriptiveepistemic questions which can be closed are ones involving

epistemiccorrectness claims Here are four examples:

(@) P is tre, but is S's belief that P correct, epistemically spe@king

(b)IP is true, but is $orrect, epistemically speaking, in believing that P

(c) P is false, but is SOs belief that P incorrect/mistaken, epistemically Speaking

(d)!P is false, but is Bcorrect/mistakenepistemically speaking, in believing
that P?

The answer to (a)d) is, trivially, OyesO. Once we find out that a proposition P is true,
it is not a substantial or open question whether the belief that P is correct and
whether anyone who believes that$’dorrect, at least from an epistemic standpoint
We can immediately infer or conclude that it is. Similarly, once we find out that P is
false, we can immediately conclude that the belief that P is epistemically incarrect
mistaken, and that anyone whelieves that P is epistemically incorrect or mistaken.
Therefore, at least some epistemaorrectness claimgan be derived from non
normative premises alone.

One might object at this point that attributions of correctness are not really
distinctly epistenic claims because Ocorrect® and OincqustarizansOtrued and
OfalseO. If this is right, then the triviality or closedness(df (Bjes not count against
EAT since it is simply due to the fact that OcorrectO and OincorrectO are just other
words for Otrue® and Ofatsmiever, this is mistaken. OCorrectO and QincorrectO are
not just other words for Otrue® and falseO since things can be correct or incorrect

without being true or false. As Rosen writes:

O[ClorrectO has application where Otrue® dbegon can play a sonata
incorrectly. You can dance the Mambo incorrectly. A recitation of OGunga

L See also Heathwood (2009)r a similarview.
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Dind, an attempt to spell OchiaroscuroO, a move in chess, the placement of a
fork: a vast range of performances can be correct or incorrect, most of which
are quite incapable of being true. (Rosen 2001, 619)

Moreover (and relatedly), we can evaluate beliefs as correct or incorrect from non
epistemic points of view. Although a true belief is obviously correct from an epistemic
point of view, it might not behe prudentially correct thing to believe if, for example

it would cost you your life. Similarly, the truth might not be thwerally correct thing

to believe if, for instance, it would humiliate others or cause people to suffer.

A second potential replya the closedness of some descriptigpistemic
correctness questions is that even if it is not synonymous with truth, correctness is
not the kind of epistemic claims that are relevant to Epistemic Normatiinstead,
normative epistemology is concernedtivthings likeepistemic justification, epistemic
rationality, and epistemio@hsO, which do not lead to closed descripgpistemic
questions. There are two problems with this response.

First,this reply isof no help to proponents of Epistemic Nomutivity who also
accept a populaveritist picture of the epistemic domain according to which, very
roughly, correctness or truth is the fundamental or primaistemicnorm, goal, or
value from which all other epistemic norms derive. On such a pictalegepistemic
norms besides the fundamental norm of correctness or truth are secondary ones that
only havenstrumental normative force or value. More precisebgcording to this kind
of picture, nonfundamental epistemic norms or valuBse.g. evidentiahorms,
epistemic justification, epistemic rationality, édonly have normative force or are
only valuabléensofar aghey are means to the primary goal of believing what is correct

and not what is incorrect. For example, Laurence BonJour writes:

What then is the differentia which distinguishes epistemic justification, the
species of justification appropriate to knowledge, from these other species of
justification? The answer is to be found, | submit, by reflecting on the implicit
rationale of the concefof knowledge itself. What after all is the point of such

a concept, and what role is epistemic justification supposed to play in it? Why
should we, as cognitive beingsre whether our beliefs are epistemically
justified? Why is such justification sornieiy to be sought and valued? Once
the question is posed in this way, the following answer seems obviously
correct, at least in first approximation. What makes us cognitive beings at all
is our capacity for belief, and the goal of our distinctively cogni#gndeavors

is truth'. We want our beliefs to correctly and accurately depict the world.
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[E] The basic role of justification is that of aeans to truth, a more directly
attainable mediating link between our subjective starting point and our
objective goh [E] If epistemic justification were not conducive to truth in
this way, if finding epistemically justified beliefs did not substantially increase
the likelihood of finding true ones, then epistemic justification would be
irrelevant to our main cognitivgioal and of dubious worth. It is only if we
have some reason for thinking that epistemic justification constitutes a path
to truth that we as cognitive beings have any motive for preferring
epistemically justified beliefs to epistemically unjustified .olEgBstemic
justification is therefore in the final analysis only an instrumental value, not an
intrinsic one. (BonJour 1985:8)

Similarly, Lynch writes:

[W]e take it to be correct to believe what is based on eviderbeeause beliefs
based on evidencare likely to betrue, and thus the value of truth [...] is more
basic than the value of believing what is based on evidence, (Lynch 2009, 229)

So according teuchveritist accounts of epistemic norms atieir normativity, there

is only a normative reson to e.g.follow the evidencédecause its our best means to
meeting the fundamental norm of correctness and to attain the fundamental goal of
believing what is true and not what is false.

Why does this matter for our purpose? If AP is trii.e. if nonormative
claim can be derived from nemormative claims alon® andif the popular veritist
picture sketched above is right, then showing that correctness claims are not
autonomous from nomormative claims is sufficient to cause trouble AT and
Episemic Normativity. First, if ARs true, then the fact that epistemic correctness
claims lead to closed questions means that they are not normatigethat thereis
not necessarily a normative reason to conform to the truth norm of correctness.
Second, amrding to the veritist picture, nonfundamental epistemic norms are means
to the end of achieving the primary epistemic norm of correctné&s there is a
normative reason to take the means to an end only if there is a normative reason to
achieve that endf there is no normative reason to achieve an ethen there is no
normative reason to take the mearts that end. Therefore, there is a normative

2 See also e.g. Goldman (1999a), David (2001), (2005a), Wedgwood (2082)n (2007), Sylvan
(2012), Stegliciretersen (2013), and Ahlstreivij (2013a). For criticism, see e.g. Stich (1990), DePaul
(2001), Kvanvig (2003), and Littlejohn (Forthcoming b).
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reason to conform to nonfundamental epistemic norms only if there is a reason to
conform to the fundamentatruth norm of correctness. But since there is not
necessarily a normative reason to conform to the fundamental truth norm of
correctness, it follows that there is not necessarily a normative reasoconform
to nonfundamental epistemic norms eith&oif the common veritist picture of the
epistemic domain is the right one, then showing that correctness claimsarely
norm-implying andnot normative is sufficient to cast doubt on the normative
character of all epistemic claims.

In any case,\en if You do not accept the veritist conception or epistemic
norms and normativity, epistemic correctness claims are not the only onesérat

be involved irclosed questions.

4.3.3 Other closed descriptivepistemic questions

First, & the discussion of firgierson epistemic deliberation from section 4.2 already
indicated, a second kind of descriptigpistemic questions that can be closed are
those involving first person claims about what we should or should not believe,

epistemically speaking. Here are tarexamples:

(e) P is false, but should | believe that P, epistemically sp@aking
(N! P is true, but should | believe that P, epistemically speaking
(g) P is true, if P then Q, but should | believe that Q, epistemically speaking?

Questions (e)(g) areclosed If lam convinced that P ilse (trug, then thefirst-
personalquestion whether | epistemically should believe that P is not an open or
substantial question for me.will immediately conclude that I epistemically should
not (should) believe that P.

There @an also be closed descriptrepistemic questions involving ittt
persoral epistemic claims. For instance, descrip@pgstemic questions involving
attributions of epistemic justification and epistemic rationality are not necessarily

open. Here arehree examples:

(h)!'S believes that P only because S wants P to be true and P is false,®sit is S

belief that Pepistemically rational/justified?
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()! S consciously believatat P and AP, but is( belief that P and AP
epistemically rational/justified?

()! S believes thaAQ only because she believes Oif P then QO and OAPO, but is
Ds belief that A€pistemically rational/justified?

The answer to (hYj) is, trivially, OnoO. Once we find out that SOs belief has the
characteristics described in the ld¢fand side of (1)), it is not a substantial or open
question whethethat beliefis epistemically justified or rational. We can immediately
infer that it is epistemically unjustifiexhd irrational Therefore, we have another
example of epistemic conclusiom®i.e. claimsof the form O8s belief that B
epigemically unjustified/irrational® that can be derived from noenormative
premises alone.

One possible reply to examples (fj) is that although notions like epistemic
justification and rationality are normativéyely might notbe purely normative. That
is, perhaps they araot thin normative conceptdike OshouldO or Oopbht@ather
thick conceptghat necessarily involve a descriptive or Aoormative elements and
perhapsthe closedness of (HJ) is only dueto the nor-normative elementsof
epistemic justification and rationalifgut the problem with this reply is that (h{))
remainclosedevenif we reformulate them in terms adpistemid@houldtr @ughsd

(k)!'S believes that P only because S wants Petdrbbe and P is false, but
should S believe that P epistemically speaking?

(I)! S consciously believes both that P and that AP, but should S believe P and
AP epistemically speaking?

(m)S believes that AQ only because she believes Oif P then QO and OAPO, but
shouldS believe AQ epistemically speaking?

Trivially, the answer to (kfm) is Ona®is not a substantial or open question whether
S ought to believe these propositiomeiin an epistemic point of view.

At this point, some might be tempted to concede thatktlabove kinds of
claims are not autonomous from the nerrmative, butadd that the kind of
epistemic claims that matter for Epistemic Normatiiithe kinds of epistemic claims
that are the real purely normative epistemic claiBhare those involvingeasons for

belief. After all, many see the concept of a normative reason as the fundamental
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normative concept or unitso perhapseasons for beliedre thefundamentagpistemic
normativeconcept or unit.

However, even if we concede that questions involviegsons for belief
simpliciter are necessarily open, epistemic claims have teadavith reasons for belief
simpliciter, but withepistemic reasons for beliefThis isbecause attributions afon
epistemic reasons for beli€fi.e. prudential, moral, oraesthetic reasons for beli€f
are not epistemic claim# the sense we are interested.iifhe fact that there are
reasons to believe that P from a moral, prudential, or aesthetic point of view is
irrelevant to the epistemic status of the belief that P.&wibutions of reasons for
belief do not count as epistemic claims unless they are attributionepieemic
reasons.

One likely reply to this point is that according to several epistemologists and
normativitytheorists reasons for belief@st are epistemic reasons because there are
no such things as practical or n@pistemic reasons for beli€fAccording to them,
there can only be practical reasonshfng about a belief. While | am sceptical of that
claim, there is no space to properly evaluatbétre.”* However, even if we concede
that normative reasons for belief can only be epistemic reasons, it does not follow
that attributions of epistemic reasons are necessarily normative claims. It does not
follow, in other words, that epistemic reasons nsearily constitute normative
reasons or that they necessarily have normative force. This is because just like
Ghould®Doughtd, Ogood@hartidle, OreasonsO can be used both to denote genuine
normativity or mere normrelativity. Suppose | wonder whethéhere is any reason
for me to do ase.g. the law or etiquetteéequire. One could verywell respond that
trivially, there are legal reasons and etiquette reasons to do so. However, such legal
claims and etiquette claims only entail nerefativity. Thatis, they only entail that
there is a reason to do seelative to or according to these norms, which in turn does
not entailthat there isany genuinelpormativereason to do so. They do not entalil,
in other words, that these legal and etiquette reasonsehany genuine normative
force. Hence, it might be that just like legal reasons, epistemic reasons do not

73 This position is often referred to asvidentialism in the Oethics dieliefO debate initiated by Clifford
(1999). See e.g. Kelly (2002), Shah and Velleman (2005), Shah (2006), Skorupski (2010), and Way
(Forthcoming a).

" See Foley (1991), James (1995), Owens (2000), (2003), Steglarisen (2006), (2008), Reisner
(2008),(2009b), (2013), (2014), (Forthcoming), and Littlejohn (2012a) for criticism.
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necessarily have normative for€eAnd this is a possibility even if we admit that there
cannot be normative practical reasons for belief and thabmettive reasons for beliefs
can only be epistemidn other words, even ifll normative reasons for beliefsre
epistemic, it might still be the case thabt all epistemic reasons are genuinely
normative.

In any case, the main point | want to make abopistemic reasonss that
even epistemic reasonslaims can be involved inclosed descriptivepistemic
questions. That is, descripthepistemic reasons claims are not necessarily open
questions. Take, for instance, questions involving claims about egidetikelihood

on the descriptive side:

(n)!It is highly likely that P, but is therea(defeasible) epistemic reason to
believe that P?

(0)!P is evidence that Q, but is P a (defeasible) epistemic reason to believe
that Q?

(PP is true and the probability of Q wgn P is much higher than the
probability of Q given neP, but is P a (defeasible) epistemic reason to
believe Q?

The answer to (n)p) is, trivially, OyesO. Once we know that it is highly likely that P, it
IS not an open question whether there is a daséle epistemic reason to believe that
P. We immediately conclude that there is. Similarly, once we find out that P is
evidence that Q, it is not a substantive question whether P is a defeasible epistemic
reason to believe that Q. We immediately infer thais.

Of course, my opponents will be quick to respond that many philosophers
view evidence and probability as epistemic notions and that this isjubstiondike
(n)-(p) are trivial’® Perhaps the concept of evidence just is the concept of a kind of
epistemic reasomr perhaps the notion of likelihoodr chanceis best understood in
terms of e.g.epistemically rational credence. There is no space to properly evaluate
these conceptions of evidence and likelihood here, but | will make three points in

response.

S| return to this issue in chapter 7.
® See e.g. Greco (2015).
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First, it wonOt help my opponentsniftions of evidence and likelihocate
best analysed in terms of epistemic rationality or epistemic justification since, as we
have seen with (R{j), descriptiveepistemic questions involving these kinds of
epistemicclaimsare not necessarilppen Second even if evidential and likelihood
claims are epistemic clainteey too can be involved in closetescriptiveepistemic

questionsFor example, the followingeemclosed:

(q)!P is necessarily false, but igkely that P?

(! P is necessarily true, but is it likely that AP?

(s) P is false and no one believes that P, but is P evidence that Q?
(t)! P is true and P entails Q, but is it likely that AQ?

Finally, there can be closed descriptgistemic reasons questions theb not
involve evidence and probability on the descriptive sige: one thing the first

personal questionkke (e)-(g) can be put in terms of epistemic reasons.

(U)!P is true, but is there any (defeasible) epistemic reason for me to believe
that P?

(V)P is &lse, but is there any (defeasible) epistemic reason for me to believe
that AP?

(W)PP is true, if P then Q, but is there any (defeasible) epistemic reason for me

to believe that Q?

The answer to (uXw) is, trivially, Oyeskecond there can also be closed hird
personal descriptivepistemic reasons questions that do not involve evidence or
likelihood

(X)!P is a necessary truth and P entails Q, but is there any (defeasible)
epistemic reason to believe that Q?
(Y)P is necessarily false and Q is only true if Rrug, but is there any

(defeasible) epistemic reason to believe AQ?
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Once again, the answer to (x) and) (g, trivially, OyesO. Once we findtloait the
descriptive side of (x) and )ys true, it is not a substantial or open question whether
the epistenic reasons claim on the rigiitand sides true.

4.3.4Taking Stock

As | explained at the beginning of this section, one plausible upshot of the Epistemic
Autonomy Thesis (EAT) is that algscriptiveepistemic questioli.e. questions of

the form OP,ub is the case that E?0 where P is amwmative claim and E is an
epistemic clainb must be openThis is what calledthe Open Epistemic Questions
thesis OEQ). In this section, | argued that OEQ is false. There can clearly be closed
or trivial descrptive-epistemic questions. In particular, | gave examples of closed
descriptiveepistemicquestionsnvolving correctnesslaims, firsppersonal Oepistemic
should® claims, attributions of epistemic justification and rationality;peisdnal
Oepistemihsuldd claim®epistemic reasonsO claims, evidential claims, and likelihood
claims Since OEQs implied bye AT and OEQ is false, | conclude that EAT is false as

well.

4.4 Summary
A third commonly cited mark of normativity is thanlike merely norramplying facts
and claimspormative facts and claims are autonomous from the-nommative.That
is, ro normative conclusioan be derived from nomormative premises alone. This
is what | called the Autonomy Principle (AP). If AP is true and if, asteBC
Normativity maintainsepistemic claims are normative claims, then it must also be
the case that no epistemic claim can be derived from-nomative claims alone.
This latter thesis is what | called the Epistemic Autonomy Thesis (EAT).

| argued that EA is false. At least some epistemic clabarsbe derived from
non-normative premises alone. Thishiecausdi) non-normativepremisesalonecan
settle oneOs epistemic deliberation from the first perserspective and (i) that at
least some descriptivepistemic questions are closed or trivial and not open or
substantive. Hence, | conclude that epistemic claims do not bear the mark of
normativity that is captured bpP.

86



Chapter 5: Motivation

5.1 Introduction: epistemology and motivation

A fourth comnonly cited mark of normativitybut not of mere normrelativity is a
necessary connection witlhotivation. In particular, many see it as assentiafeature

of normativejudgment or thought Bin particular,of normative judgments of the form

Ol shouldi@®that unlike merely norrimplying judgmentshey necessarily motivate

us to some extent to behave in accordance with them. If you are not motivated at all
to ¢, the thought goes, then you do not sincerely think that yaught to ¢.”” 1 will

take this fouth commonly cited feature of normativity to be captured by the

following principle:

Motivation Principle (MP): making a normative judgment of the form ‘I

should ¢ necessarily motivates one to behave in accordance with that judgment.’

Given MP, ifepstemic judgments are normative judgmerf@sas proponents of
Epistemic Normativity maintaidthen epistemic judgments of the relevant form must
also be necessarily motivating. That is, if MP and Epistemic Normativity are both true,

then the following thesimust also be true:

Epistemic Motivation Thesis (EMT): making an epistemic judgment of
the form ‘I epistemically should believe that P’ necessarily motivates one to behave

in accordance with that judgment.

The route from MP to EMT can be summarized @lfvs:
1. Making a normative judgment of the form Ol shpDldecessarily motivates
one to behave in accordance with that judgmemp)

2. Epistemic judgments are normative judgmeBpsiemic Normativity)

" See, for instance, Korsgaard (1986), Smith (19B¥)kson and Pettit (199%nd Wedgwood (2007).
This idea isalso held by most proponents normatiegpressivism. | discuss expressivism below.

8 Let me make two clarifications. First, MP does not mean that we necessarily do or try to do what
we think we ought to do, but rather that these judgments necessarilygyeme motivation to¢, i.e.

only pro tanto motivation. It allows that we might not end uping or trying to¢. Second, normative
judgments of the form Ol oughtd® are not the only kinds of judgments that are necessarily motivating
according to MP. Hwaever, | focus on firspersonal ought judgments because if any normative
judgments are motivating, then it is them.
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3. Therefore, making an epistemic judgmerthefform Ol epistemically should
believe that PO necessarily motivates one to behave in accordance with that
judgment(EMT)

In this chapter, | argue that the Epistemic Motivation Thesis (EMT) is false. Epistemic
judgmentsbincluding those of the form épistemically should believe that#db
not necessarily motivate us to behave in accordance with them. My case for this thesis
has two parts.

In section 5.2, | rejecéxpressivist accounts of epistemic judgmenRejecting
these accountss necessarpecauseas | will explaingpistemicexpressivisnwould
plausibly provide a straightforwardute to EMT. Then in section 5,3 move away
from expressivism and askhetherEMT might be true independently of expressivism.
In response, examine various patble interpretations of EMT and argue that none
of them is plausible. That is, there is no plausible sense in which epistemic judgments
are necessarilpor even typicallypmotivating. Thus, | conclude that EMT is false and
that this fourth commonly cité mark of normativity isalso missing in epistemic

judgments.

5.2 Against Epistemic Expressivism

5.2.1 From normative expressivism to epistemic expressivism, to EMT

According to normative expressivism, normative judgments are not ordinary
representationalbeliefs, but rather states that necessarily involve -nognitive
motivating states. Normative claims, in other words, necessarily express diésjre
non-representational state’S For expressivists, theark of the normatives precisely

the expressionof the relevant kind of nomepresentational state. Expressivism is
opposed to cognitivist or descriptivist accounts according to which normative
judgments or thoughts are ordinary representational beliefs. Since they typically
accept Epistemic Normativitymost expressivists think that an adequate version of
their theory must extend to epistemic thought and discours€onsequentlysome

of them have recently formulated versions epistemic expressivism according to

9 Stevenson (1937), Ayer (1949), Hare (1952), Urmson (1968), Blackburn (1984), (1993), (1998),
Gibbard (1990), (2003), Horgan and TimmoB28(@6), Schroeder (2008), Sinclair (2009), Ridge (2014),
and Toppinen (2015).
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which epistemigudgments are not mere ordinary representational beliefs, but rather
at least in pagtnon-cognitive motivating statés.

Adopting Epistemic Expressivism is a first possible route to establish the
Epistemic Motivation Thesis (EMT). This is because thevitain Principle (MP) is
typically entailed by normative expressivism. For most expressivists, the non
cognitive states expressed by normative claims are precisely the kind of states that
we are in when we are motivated to. If this is right, then MP isbviously trueif
expressivism is trubecausehe latter entails thanormative judgmentgist are D at
least in par®motivating state8' But if epistemic judgments are normative judgments,
then they are als®at least in parbmotivating states. Hemg epistemic expressivism
plausibly entails that epistemic judgments are necessarily motivating (EMT).

However, in the rest of this section, | argue that epistemic expressivism is
implausibleEpistemic judgments are not best seen as states that nedgdsaadlve
non-cognitive motivating statedly case for this thesis has two parts. First, | reject
the three most welldeveloped versions of epistemic expressivism in the literature,
namely Allan GibbardQslan-reliance expressivism, Michael RidgeOsrocedure-
expressivism, and Christos Kyriacou@sbits-expressivism.> Second, | offera more

generalbobjection againsall versions okpistemic expressivism.

5.2.2 GibbardOs plegliance expressivism
In his 2003 booK hinking how to live, Allan Gibbard argudsat since normative claims

are essentially claims about what to dbgy expressnon-cognitive Ocontingency

8 Gibbard (190), (2003), Blackburn (1998Fhrisman (2007), (2012), Ridge (2007), Kappel (2010),
(2011), Carter and Chrisman (2011), Kyriacou (2012), Kappel and Mo2di3j, and AlhstrorVij
(2013b).

8 In fact,MP is standardly seen as a central reason to adopt normative expressivism and reject
cognitivism. That is, many have maintained that the motivating character of normative judgments (MP)
means that such judgments canri@ ordinary beliefs because, the argument goes, ordinary beliefs
alone cannot motivate.

8 Simon Blackburn (1996) has also suggested a version of epistemic expressivism. However, | do not
consider it below because RidgeOs proposal is essentially antatabafrBlackburnOs. As Ridge writes:

BlackburnOs account is fine as far as it goes, but it does not go far enough. As an expressivist
about knowledge attributions, he is committed to taking attributions of knowledge to express
distinctive attitudes. Présely what kinds of attitudes are involved here, though? What is it,

on BlackburnOs account, for a speaker to take a certain improvement in his acquaintance with
the facts tojustify abandoning a given belief? More to the point, what it is it for a speaker

judge that no such improvements would justify abandoning a given belief? Without answers
to these questions, it is hard to know just how plausible an expressivist account of knowledge
attributions really is. [E] To this significant extent, Blackburr€dsount is incomplete.
Because | think BlackburnOs basic approach was on the right track, | shall try to remedy this
incompleteness. (Ridge 2007 -938)
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plans®, i.e. oneOs plans about what to do for expected or hypothetical scemingos
same book, Gibbard extendkis account to epistemic claims. Focusing on knowledge
attributions, he argues that such claims exprplgss of reliance. More precisely, he
argues thatlaims of the form OS knows thah®éssarilgxpress a plar rely on S’s
judgment with respect to P. SO you cannot couras sincerely attributing knowledge to
someone unless you intend to rely on SOs judgment regarding the question at hand.
The problems with GibbardOs platiance expressivism have been articulated most
clearly by other epistemic expressivists.

First, a&cording to Ridge (2007, 992), planreliance expressivism faces a
dilemma. According to Gibbard, my claim that S knows that P expresses plans to rely
on SOs judgment that P. But this raises a question: can these plans take into account
the peculiaritiesof my own circumstances or must they abstract from such
circumstances? The problem with the formastion is that it fails todo justice tothe
fact my knowledge attribution is a judgment about S and not about me. It makes my
judgment that S knows that Ba@ much of a judgment about myself. Moreover, Ridge
thinks that going this first route makes plegliance expressivism vulnerable to clear

counter-examples:

[S]uppose | judge that S is reliable with respect to p, and not subject to
defeaters. | do nothowever, plan to rely on S with regard to p because | judge

it to be morally distasteful even to take a view about whether p is true.
Moreover, | do not even form contingency plans for what to believe should |
come to abandon this moral evaluation (of takia view with respect to p),
because | believe that making plans for what to do should | become so corrupt
is itself a sign of moral corruption. Intuitively, this should be consistent with
my judging still judging that S knows whether p is the case,rfoght know

that S is in as good a position as anyone to form a reliable judgement about p.
However, on the view | am now considering, | cannot count as attributing this
knowledge to S; in so far as | do not plan to rely on S (or indeed, anyone,
under anycircumstances) specifically with regard to p, | cannot on GibbardOs
account count as attributing knowledge to S. (Ridge 2007, 91)

This leaves the second approach, according to which the plans expressed in
knowledge attributions are plans which abstractnfr the attributorOs own peculiar
circumstances.

But this option is no more tenable since ordinary speakers do not seem to

form plans of this sort in everyday instances of knowledge attributions. After all, it is
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unclear why we would even ndeo makeplan that completely abstract fronour

own situation. As Ridge points out O[sJuch planning behind a sort of Oveils of
ignoranceO might serve a useful theoretical role in certain contexts, but it does not
seem to be part of our ordinary everyday planning abomtwhom we shall rely.O
(Ridge 2007, 92But since ordinary speakers do constantly attribute knowledge to
others, these everyday epistemic judgments are plausibly not constituted by such
abstract contingency plans.

Second, according to Kyriacou (2012het notion of planning is alien to
ordinary epistemic discourse. It just does not seem like we express antecedently
chosen plans when we make epistemic claims. Instead, as Kyriacou writes, O[w]e make
judgments rather unreflectively and ignore the possyhilitantecedently chosen plans
constraining our judgments.O (Kyriacou 2012, 218)-elsance expressivism thus
seems to oveiintellectualize epistemic judgments. It implies that for every epistemic
claim, the speaker has antecedently decided on a plawhat to do or believe in
future and hypothetical situations. But it does seem that most of us most of the time
go about making epistemic judgments without having gone through such a process.

Third, as Kyriacou (2012, 21216) points out, GibbardOs plafiance
expressivism igt best incomplete because it ii§ suited for nonfactive epistemic
claims. It is possible to judge that S is e.g. epistemically rational or reasonable in
believing that P while also knowing that P is false. But if | know that S is wrong about
whether P, then wonOt rely on SOs judgment. Suppose Myriam believes that the
cinema will be open on Wednesday because she went there last Wednesday and
checked the schedule on the website before going. Unbeknownst to her, however, |
bought the cinema the day after andaciged the opening hours just to prove Myriam
wrong. Although she is now mistaken, she is still epistemically rational in believing
that the cinema will be open on Wednesday. Yet since | know that it is false, | would
not plan to rely on her judgment regardy the cinemaOs opening hottence,
GibbardOs accountasbestincompleteas a account of epistemic judgmerfts

8 Note however, that the same worry does not extend to Oepistemic ought® judgments in general. For
onething, if | sincerely judge that S knows that P, then | am also convinced that P is true, which means
that | will also judge thatshould believe that P epistemically speaking. For another, if | think S knows
that P, then | also think that S believes ag pistemically ought. Hence, if Gibbard is right about
knowledge attributions, then we can reasonably expect his account to cover at least some Oepistemic
ought® judgments as well.
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Finally, we routinely attribute knowledge to children and animals. Yet we
obviously do not plan to rely on their judgment about the matter at hand whenever
we make such attbutions.My dog knows that someone is at the door right now, but
| have no plan to rely on his judgment on that matt&o for all these reasons,

GibbardOs version of epistemic expressivism is not plausible.

5.2.3 RidgeOs procedeneressivism
Another leading proponent of epistemic expressivism is Michael Ridge. According to
him, claims of the form OS knows that PO express a complex state which includes the

following two states:

(1) A noncognitive state of O[e]pistemic endorsement of certain procedures
for deciding what to believe.O (Ridge 2007, 103)

(2) OThe [ordinary representational] belief that SOs judgement that p is causally
regulated by either (a) those procedures (anaphoric reference back to those
procedures the speaker endorses in [1]) or (p)ocedures which are close
enough to those procedures, so far as p goes or (c) more fully informed
successors to those procedures.O (Ridge 2007, 103)

Several components of this account call for explanation.

First, what is it to endorse procedures of beflformation and revision?
According to Ridge, such a state of endorsement Ois just a commitment to follow
those procedures [E].O (Ridge 2007, 102) Moreover, in order to be committed to
follow these procedures, one must genuinely accept these proceduksain as
Gibbard (1990) puts it merely be Qin their gripO. Simplifying somewnhat, to genuinely
accept something like a procedureather than merely being in its grips, according
to Gibbard, in part to be disposed tavow it in normative discussiqi&ibbard 1990,

74). Therefore, whenever | attribute knowledge to S, | express my commitment to
follow a certain belieforming procedure, where | have this commitment because |
am disposed to avow such a procedure in normative discussion and not merely
because | am Oin its gfhO.

Second, what is it for an endorsement to be epistemic? According to Ridge, it
is for it to be Otaken on at least in part because the speaker takes it that following
such procedures will reliably [E] track the descriptive truth. tBer motives for

84| return to this distinction below.
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taking on the commitment must also be recognizably epistemic.O (Ridge 2007, 101)
Therefore, whenever | attribute knowledge to S, | express a commitment to follow a
certain epistemic procedure and | have this commitment because of epistgmic
truth-related motives. That is, | have taken on this commitment to follow this
procedure because, for instance, | take it to be reliable.

Finally, we need condition (2) because when we attribute knowledge to S, we
do not necessarily presume that S ssexactly the procedures which we are
committed to follow. For one thing, we often attribute knowledge to S without having

any idea what SOs procedure is. Ridge illustrates this point as follows:

I might have no idea what procedures the physicist usetetermine that the
material is radioactive. Whatever procedure he uses, though, | judge to be
more reliable at tracking the truth than my own methods (if any | have!) would
be for such purposes (putting to one sitlee possibility of my just askg the
physicist, which is itself parasitic on his own methods anyway). Because | view
procedures which track the truth (with respect to p) as better than my own
(with respect to p, anyway), | can on the proposed account still attribute
knowledge to the scientist wiout the absurd suggestion that he uses my own
primitive methods of belief formation to answer his scientific question. (Ridge
2007, 104)

Since, | have no idea what the physicistOs procedure is for determining whether X is
radioactive, | cannot be comrted to follow it. But | can still attribute knowledge to

him. According to Ridge, this is because | still believe that his procedure is more
reliable than the one I am committed to follow.

This last example raises a first problem for RidgeOs propospbs8uphave
extremely limited knowledge of science but nevertheless judge that the physicist
knows that X is radioactive. Given RidgeOs account, this means | believe that the
physicistOs belief that X is radioactive is causally regulated byfdreliefy
procedures that are more reliable than the ones | am committed to follow. The
problem, however, is that | am not committed to follow any procedure to decide
whether X is radioactive. This is because | have absolutely no idea how to settle that
question. Busince | have no procedure to endorse, how can I, on RidgeOs account,
really attribute knowledge to the physicist?

A second problem is that it is not clear that knowledge attributions always
refer to beliefformingprocedures. First, take attributions gpropositional knowledge
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that do not mention any specific proposition. Suppose | say, for instance, OStephen
Hawking knows a lot more things than the average BritonO. | am obviously attributing
knowledge to Hawking in making such a claim. But it is harde® which belief
forming procedure | could be endorsing in making such a claim. Second, according to
many epistemologists, a lot of our knowledge is knowledge Oby acquaintanceO, i.e.
direct, unmediated, and noninferential knowledge. But knowledge by iatajuze
seems to be- perhaps by definition the kind of knowledge that is not causally
regulated by procedures for deciding what to believe. Suppose | know by acquaintance
that | am now typing on a keyboard. Plausibly, | do not believe this as a résult o
following any procedure for deciding what to believe. Rather, I§oetv it as a result
of my direct and unmediated acquaintance with typing on the keyboard

Finally, RidgeOs proposal is also vulnerable to KyriacouOs alienation worry.
Recall what Rige says when he explains why the relevant state of endorsement must
be epistemic:

In order for a commitment to a set of such procedures to count as epistemic,
that commitment must be taken on at least in part because the speaker takes
it that following such procedures will reliably (how reliably may vary from
speaker to speaker) track the descriptive truth. Other motives for taking on
the commitment must also be recognizably epistemic. (Ridge 2007, 101)

Thissuggestghat we can only genuinely judge tf&aknows that P if we have actually
taken on a commitment to follow the relevant procedures for deciding what to
believe. But what is it to take on a commitment to follow a certain procedure? A
natural answer is that it is to deliberately choose or decidddllow the procedure

in the future. This interpretation is supported by RidgeOs claim that the commitment
must have been taken on for a particular kind of motive, namely epistemic motives.
This suggests that | must have thought about the procedure, gudgeg. reliable,

and as a result decided to follow it in future belfefming endeavours.

The problem is that we rarely, if ever, go through such a process of
deliberately choosing or deciding what befi@iming procedures to follow in the
future. Veay often, we just form our beliefs via whatever procedure we are compelled
to follow without having ever thought about that procedure. We could even imagine

someone spending her entilde without ever even thinking about procedures for
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deciding what to blieve. Even such an agent could make at least some genuine

epistemic judgments.

5.2.4 KyriacouOs hakitepressivism

A third version of epistemic expressivism was recently proposed by Christos
Kyriacou (2012) Unlike the previous two, KyriacouOs focusesattributions of
epistemic justification. Acconatj to him, claims of the form OSOs belief that P is
epistemically justifigdl express endorsement not of proceduirg of habits of belief
formation. More precisely, they are in part n@ognitive states oD[e]ndorsement of

the habits of beliefixation in virtue of which S believes that p, where these habits of
belietfixation employ and are constrained by certain epistemic norms.O (Kyriacou
2012, 229. Kyriacou illustrates his account via the following rexde:

Suppose | say OMary justifiably believes that her next pottery class will take place
this weekendO. According to the expressivist semantic picture we have painted
so far, what I, the attributor, mean with this sentence is that Mary believes that
her next pottery class will take place this weekend and endorse MaryOs habits
of belieffixation in virtue of which she has formed this belief. Maybe the habit

of belieffixation responsible for the formation of MaryOs belief is her habit to
trust what relialbe sources of information (like the pottery class website) say.
(Kyriacou 2012, 222)

There are at least three problems with this proposal.
First, some epistemically justified beliefs are not formed in virtue ohaby.

Consider the following example:

Sarah and the scientists. For all her life, Sarah has had the extremely
firm habit of not trusting scientists. Whenever a scientist would affirm
something, she would automatically take this as counting against the veracity
of that statement. She did howewbreak this habit once in her life. One day,
she met with a zoologist who told her she was making her dog sick by giving
it chocolate. This time, and only this time, she immediately believed what the
scientist told her. But right after that, she went lbato systematically

distrusting scientists and kept that habit for the rest of her life.
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Clearly, Sarah was epistemically justified in believing what the zoologist told her. But
since we know that her trusting a scientist was a <imee thing and thus céely not

a habit, it is not clear how we could be endorsing any habit in attributing epistemic
justification to Sarah. Here is a second example:

One-time belief: Jo has a rare syndrome that prevents her from having full

that P, but she cannot fully believe anything. One day, she is invited at a lab to
try a newly developed pill that is supposed to treat her syndrome. She goes
to the lab, takes the pill, and after a few minutBsms her first full belief,
namely the belief that she is at a lab. However, the instant after the pill starts
working, there is a massive explosion that knocks Jo unconscious and kills all
the scientists who were developing the pill. It also destroyshal pills they

were about to give her as well as the hard drives with all the research used
to develop the pill. When she wakes up, the effects of the medicine have worn
off and she is once again unable to fully believe anything. Unfortunately for Jo,
the pharmaceutical company then abandons the project and so she remains
unable to have full beliefs for the rest of her life.

We know that Jo does not have any habit of bef@imation since the belief she
formed in the lab was the only one she ever hadhan life. Yether singlebeliefwas
still epistemically justified.

Second, we can very wglidge that a belieis episemically justified despite
knowing that it was formed in virtue of a bekhiation habit that wedo not endorse,
but rather disavow. Consider the félowingcase:

Godless René. RenZ has the extremely firm habit of believing only what he
could not possibly doubt. So while he believes that he exists, RenZ suspends
his judgment about everything else. After all, he thinks, everything else can be
doubted. For all he knows, he could be systematically deceived by an euvil

demon.
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No one would endorse the ridiculously stringent beliefming habit in virtue of
which RenZ formed his belief that he exists. But at the same time, no one would
hesitate to claim thaRenZ is epistemically justified in believing that he exists.

So for all these reasongndorsement of beliebrming habits is not necessary

for sincere attributions of epistemic justification.

5.2.5 The problem of epistemic psychopaths

| have argued thate versions of epistemic expressivism offered by Gibbard, Ridge,
and Kyriacou are all implausible. Of course, this does not mean that epistemic
expressivism in general is hopeless. For one thing, | have not mentioned two
additional versions of epistemic @ressivisnthat were recently proposedOne is
Kristoffer AhlstromVijOs (20b3 proposal that epistemic claims express
commitments not to procedures or habits, but ials of inquiry. Another one builds
instead on GibbardOs earlierm-expressivist accaint of normative claims, which
views normative judgments as endorsement or acceptanceorais. Accordingly,
some have argued that epistemic claims might express endorsemeamistémic
norms. Matthew @risman, for instance, suggestixat Oknowledge ctas could be
understood as expressing our acceptance of particular epistemic norms, which when
applied to a particular personOs belief entitle or donOt entitle the belief.O (Chrisman
2007, 241% Although there is no space here to evaluate these proposdisiaually,

I will reject them by raising a problem that affecl versiors of epistemic
expressivism. In particular, | will argue that the kind of mental state that is posited by
epistemic expressivist accounts is not essential or necessary forngeapistemic
judgments.

Although they disagree on whabn-cognitivestates epistemic claims express
exactly, epistemic expressivistall seem to share the idea that such states must
involvea kind ofendorsement, commitment, or acceptance. Moreover, they take this
endorsementor commitment to be endorsement of somethg that is distinctly
epistemicfruth-related,or conducive to some sort of epistemic success. As we have
seen, this thing can be a belfiefming procedure, a beligbrming hatti someoneOs
judgment, a goal, a norm, and so on. But what matters to epistemic expressivism is

that we endorse this thing in light of or because of its conduciveness to truth or some

8 See also Kappel (2010).
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related epistemic success. This is part of what marks epistemic judgaedistinctly
epistemic and not, say, prudential or moral. As a shorthand teotke this kind of
state,l will use the labe¢ndorsement of epistemic norms.

As Gibbard and Ridge explain, someone only counts as endorsing a norm if one
genuinelyaccepts that norm and is not merely Oin its gripO. Gibbard (1990) uses the
example of MilgramOs famous experiment to illustrate the difference between
accepting a norm and being in its grip. For Gibbard, typical subjects in MilgramOs
experiment were faced with aonflict between two norms. One is a norm against
intentional harm, which forbids administering potentially lethal electric shocks to
people. The other is a norm of cooperativeness afdoing oneOs job, which requires
following the experimenterOs instriatts. In thisexperiment conformingto the latter
norm meant administering potentially lethal shocks to other subjects. As is well
known, typical subjects in MilgramOs experiment ended up following the
cooperativeness norm at the expense of the Amarm norm. et it seems wrong to
say that they genuinely accepted or endorsed that norm which they ended up

following. As Gibbard explains:

We, as judges, accept a norm against infliction of harm, and accept that this
norm, in the situation of MigramOs subjects, riickes norms  of
cooperativeness and doing oneOs joborms that we also accept. The
subjects, on the other hand, do not genuinely accept that in their situation,
norms of cooperativeness and the like override all other norms. Rather we
might say, they ar@n the grip of these norms. [E] It is accepting norms that
matters here, not being in their grip. What, after all, does [the] subject [E]
think it rational to do? [H]e thinks that it makes no sense to cooperate, but
finds himself cooperating neverthelefis] [W]hat he actually does, in this
case, is a matter of the norms that have him in their gmorms of politeness

and cooperativeness. What he think it rational to do, on the other hand, is
what is required by norms against inflicting pain and danged these are

the norms he accepts as having most weight in his situation. (Gibbard 1990,
60-61)

As | explained above, Gibbard suggests that to accept a norm is in part to be disposed
to avow that norm in normative discussion. Plausibly, typical susbjedulilgramOs
experiment were not disposed to avow what they ended up doing. They would
certainly agree with external observers that following the cooperativeness norm at

the expense of the noiharm norm isindefensible. But since they did end up foliogv
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the cooperativeness to the point of inflicting harm, they are best characterized as
having beetn the grip of that norm rather than having endorsed and accepted it in
their situation.

What does this mean for epistemic expressivism? As | explainedeabo
epistemic expressivists share the basic idea that epistemic judgments necessarily
involve what kalled a norcognitive state oéndorsement of epistemic norms. Given
GibbardOs explanations, this means that epistemic judgmesuger genuinely
acceptng epistemicorms and not merely being in their grip. However, consider the

following case:

Pat, the epistemic psychopath. Pat despises epistemology and
epistemologists. Epistemologists always go on about how to get things like
truth and knowledge. Bubf Pat, promoting knowledge is a profoundly evil
thing to do. Pat is not a sceptic. She is convinced that we know a ton of things.
But this, according to her, is a tragedy. For Pat, the world is such a horrible
and terrifying place that all the sufferimgthe world is ultimately due to our
accurately representing reality. For Pat, all of humanityOs problems and
suffering would be eliminated if only we could all manage to live in our own

fantasy, safely disconnected from reality.

Pat is what | will callraepistemic psychopath. Epistemic psychopaths do not endorse
epistemic norms. To the contrary, they readily and emphatictdtyow them given
their complete aversion tarue belief and knowledge.

Of course, most of the time, epistemic psygaths would be unable to avoid
conforming to the epistemic norms that they disavow. For example, it is very difficult
b if not impossibleb for beings like us to avoid believing what we take to be
conclusively shown by the evidence. More generally, we kavy limited control
over how we form our beliefs and, as | mentioned in earlier chapters, beliefs might
very well aim at truth in some sense. However, these considerations are perfectly
compatible with the possibility or conceivability of epistemic pspaths. They
simply mean that such agents would constantlyinbghe grip of epistemic norms
without genuinely accepting them, much like most of us would be in the grip of the

cooperativeness norm in MilgramOs experiment without accepting it.
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Accordingto epistemic expressivism however, epistemic psychopaths like Pat
cannot make epistemic judgments and sincerely attribute things like knowledge,
epistemic justification, and epistemic rationality. But imagmoemet Pat and she told
you: Gceptics are miaken: people do have knowledge and epistemically justified
beliefs. What epistemologists donOt understand is that this is a tragedy. This is what
makes everyone miserable: they keep representing this horrible reality correctly!
Take me for instance. | kmothat | exist. | cannot help it. Heck, | even know that |
know that | exist. | keep trying to get rid of all this knowledge, but it wonOt go away.
IsnOt that awful?O Would you deny that she really iiswuitg epistemic justification,
correctness, andmkowledgeto herself and others in uttering these words? Surely not.

It is hard to see why we would deny that she makes genuine epistemic claims in
uttering things like Ol know that P and this is terrible® or OEvery person knows that she
exists and that is tragedyO. Knowing that she completely disavows epistemic norms
and the aim of truth or knowledge does not change this.

So in sum, the argument is the following. According to epistemic expressivism,
epistemic judgments necessarily involve what | catledorsement of epistemic
norms. However,if epistemic psychopaths can make epistemic judgments, then
epistemic judgments do not necessarily involve such endorsements. Since epistemic
psychopaths can, on the face ofitake sincere epistemic judgmeritsoncludethat

epistemic judgments do not necessarily involve such endorsements.

5.2.6 Taking stock

| have done two main things in this section. First, | examined and rejected three of
the most welldeveloped versions of epistemic expressivism in thedttee. Second,

| raised what | called the problem of epistemic psychopaths for the fundamental claim
shared by all versions of epistemic expressivism. | argued ethébrsement of
epistemic norms is not essential for epistemic judgmeitse agents who disavow
epistemic norms can still, on the face of it, makehjudgmentsFor all these reams,

| conclude that epistemic expressivism, which plausibly implies the Epistemic
Motivation Thesis (EMT), is not tenalife.

8 There is an additional problem for epistenggpressivism, which derives from the conclusions of
chapter 4. Many normative expressivists invoke the Autonomy Principle (AP) as a central motivation
for their view. This is because, roughly, expressivism appears to offers an attractive option for those
who (i) agree with nonnaturalists that naturalistic accounts of normative facts are implausible given
AP, (ii) want to avoid the error theory, but (iiileject the existence of nonnatural factdence, it
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5.3 Against the Epistemic Motivation Thesis (EMT)

Although epistemic expressivism plausibly entails the Epistemic Motivatioms Thes
(EMT), EMT does not necessarily entail expressivism. After all, some of the most
prominent advocates of the Motivation Principle (MP) are cogniti¥is$e even if
epistemic expressivism is implausid#JT might still be true.In the rest of this
chaper, | set expressivism aside atuatn to EMT directlyto evaluate it independently

of the dispute between cognitivists and expressivisigill consider the twomain
possible ways to interpret EMT more precisdlyi.e. as the claim that egiemic
judgments necessarily motivate us helieve or to act in accordance with those
judgmentand argue that none of them is plausible. Hen@®nclude that EMT is
false. Even if we accept thdP, there is no plausible sense which epistemic
judgment®including those of the form Ol epistemically ought to believe tizaRO

necessarily motivating.

5.3.1 Doxastic EMT
Since epistemic judgments are about what we epistemically slowtiould not
believe, the most natural t@rpretation of EMT is aloxastic interpretation according
to which making an epistemic judgment of the form Ol epistenmsballyd believe
that PO necessarily motivates oneédive that P. However, | will argue that doxastic
EMT is untenable given wiiaeing motivated tap plausibly involves.

What is it to be motivated top? A common suggestion is that it is iteend
or to be inclined totry to ¢.2% If this is right, then the Motivation Principle (MP) entails

that if you make a normative judgment diet form Ol shoulO, then you intend or

promises to accommodate the unbridgeable gap betwes® @id Oought® while positing neither
mysterious nonnatural facts nonassive and systematiormativeerror on our part But if AP does

not extend to epistemic facts and claims (as | have argued in chapter 4), thearghisientfor
expressivism does not geffadhe ground in the epistemic case. There is no need to accommodgte an
unbridgeable gap between the descriptive and the epistemic in the first place.

8 For instance, Korsgaard (1986), Smith (1994), Jackson and Pettit (1995), and Wedgwood (2007).
8 See forinstance Mele (2003), Wedgwood (2007), and Cuneo (2007). Another common suggestion
is that to be motivated ta} is to want to ¢. See for instance Jackson and Pettit (1995). If this is right,
then EMT entails that we necessamlynt to behave in accordaecwith our epistemic judgments. |
wonOt consider this suggestion in the present chapter since | have already argued in chapter 3 that
conforming to epistemic norms does not necessarily promote the satisfaction of our desires. In any
case, intending is plsibly a better candidate. After all, we often seem to intend to do things that we
do not want to do. And in many cases, this is precisely because we think that this is what we ought to
do. If | received a call telling me | must go to the morgue to idertki&/ corpse of a close friend, |
would judge that | ought to do it and would form the intention to go to the morgue as a result. Yet |
would not want to do it.
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have the inclination to try to behave in accordance with that judgment. Similarly, then,
the doxastic version oEMT entails that if you judge that you epistemically should
believethat P, then you intend or are inclined to ttp believe that P.

An initial problemwith this version of EMT is that although we often make
epistemic judgments, we very rarely try or intend to believe things. The formation
and revision of our beliefs itypically something that automatically happens to us
whether we like to not. This morning, | saw a fox in my garden and | immediately
formed the belief that there was a fox in my garden as a result. Believing that there is
a fox in my garden is not sometty | intended or tried to achieve, but rather an
unintended and automatic consequence of my looking through the window. Most of
our beliefs seem to come about in this way. So more often than not, the process of
forming and revising our beliefs neither réigs nor involves intending or trying to
believe. Therefore, if there are cases where epistemic judgments do lead us to intend
or try to believe that P, then they would have to be much rarer than epistemic
judgments.

Second and relatedly, when we judyepstemically should believe that PO, it
is typically because we take the case for the truth of P to be conclusive. Call these
conclusive epistemic judgments. After all, as | explained in chapter 4, the epistemic
doxastic OshouldO is, at least typittalppject-given doxastic OshouldO, i.e. the sense
of Oshould believeO which is such that the question Oshould | believe that P?0 is settled
from the first person perspective by an answer to the question Ois P true?0
Consequently, it seems that an ag@ho sincerely makeshat | called a conclusive
epistemic judgmenwill thereby believe in accordance with that judgment. As Joseph

Raz explains:

[O]ne who believes that there is a conclusive case for the truth of a
proposition cannot but believe thatpposition [E]. There is no gap, no extra
step in reasoning, between believing that the case for the truth of the
proposition is conclusive and believing the proposition. [E] The No Gap
Principle states that one comes to believe that P upon realizingtiieat is
conclusive evidence for it [E]. (Raz 2011, 3®)

Similarly, Pamela Hieronymi writes:
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Suppose you take certain considerations to bear on whether P, and, further,
you take them to be sufficient to show that P [E] you yourself find the
reasons cowmincing, you are convinced by them. Of course, if you take certain
reasons to show that P, you therein believe P. [E] By finding such reasons
convincing, you therein believe. (Hieronymi 2006, 51)

Sincerely judging that the case for the truth of P is cosigle plausibly implies or
involves believing that P is true. If you do yet believe that P is true, then it is hard
to see how you can really think that the case for P is conclusive or sufficient.

But if this is right, then at least many cases ofevalg what you judge you
epistemically should believe do not involve intending or trying to belidvkeast in
the case of conclusive epistemic judgments, sincerely making such epistemic
judgments already means that you believe in accoeaith that judgment. So once
you make such an epistemic judgment, there is neither need nor room for intending
or trying to believe what you think you epistemically should believe since you already
believe it. No intending or trying needs to come in toithge the gap between the
(conclusive) epistemic judgment and the belief since, as Raz puts it, there is simply no
gap to bridge. Put differently, the point is that one can only intend or trg tbone
has not yetp-ed. But as soon as we make conclusigestmic judgments, we believe
that P. Therefore, if to be motivated t is to intend or be inclined to try tap, then
epistemic judgments do not typically motivate us to believe what we think we
epistemically should believe, at least when it comes tockmive epistemic
judgments.

A third problem with doxastic EMT stems from the fact that trying and
intending seem essentially tied to action. | cannot plausibly count as trying or intending
to ¢ if 1 do not try or intend to perform some action that, | thk, might lead tap-ing.

Of course, this is not to say that one can only try or intend ¢df ¢-ing isitself an
action. | can, for example, try to become healthier. However, it only makes sense to
say that | am trying to become healthier if | am alsangyto take actions that, | think,
might make me healthier. Similarly, | can intend to have lower blood pressure by
Christmas, but this does not make sense unless | also intend to do at least something
that, 1 thinkmightlower my blood pressure by Christmas. If it became clear to you
that 1 do not intend to do anything to achieve these goals, then you would conclude
that | am not really trying to become healthier or that | do not really intend to have
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lower blood pressure by Chrisbas. So whem-ing is not itself an action, trying or
intending to¢ requires trying or intending to perform actions that, one thinks, might
bring it about that onep-s.

But since beliefs are states and not actions, it follows that | cannot really count
as trying or intending tdelieve that P unless | have the intention or the inclination to
try to do something that, I think, might bring it about that | believe that P. Moreover,
if being motivated tap entails or amounts to intending or being inclinedtty to ¢,
then | cannot really be motivated to believe that P unless | have the intention or the
inclination to try to perform actions that, | think, might bring it about that | believe
that P. This, in turn, means that according to doxastic EMT, if gguthat |
epistemically should believe that P, then I have the intention or the inclination to try
to perform actions that, I think, might bring it about that | believe that P.

The problem is that epistemic judgments do not entail having such intentions
or inclinations. First, as | explained above, we often madtelusive epistemic
judgments, which are such that we thereby believe in accordance with them. But as |
have also pointed out, we can only intenddaor try to bring it about that we¢ if
we hae not yet¢-ed.

Second, even in cases where | do not yet believe what | think | epistemically
should believe, its implausible that | would necessarily intend to bring about that
belief. Suppose | judge that | epistemically should believe that tavel tis possible
because, say, this is what best physicists claim. But suppose that for some reason, and
despite making that epistemic judgment, | still do not believe in the possibility of time
travel. Does that mean that necessarily, in such a caseuldd@ve the intention or
the inclination to try to change this and perform actions that might bring it about that
| believe in time travel? Would | necessarily, for instance, intend or be inclined to try
to reflect about the issue more carefully, read reoabout the topic, talk with
physicists about it, and so on? Clearly not. It seems entirely possible that, in such a
situation, lwould remain completely unmoved by this issue and lack any intention to
bring about the belief in question. | could very wall to see any value in making the
efforts required to change my belief about such an obscure and inconsequential
matter. | could be perfectly content with having this particular tension in my beliefs
and see no point in taking steps to eliminate it. Tdey, after all, a difference between
judging Ol epistemically should believe that PO and judging Ol epistemically should bring
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it about that | believe that PO. Even if | do not yet believe that P, | can very well make
the former judgment without the latte

One might reply by pointing out that if | do not intend or have the inclination
to try to do things to change my belief in such a situation, then | am irrational. In
particular, | am violating the enkratic requirement of rationality according to which
roughly, | am irrational if | do not intend to do what | think | ought to o one
could reply that this example is not relevant against doxastic EMT because EMT only
applies to rational agent$That is,one might claim thaepistemic judgments (and
normaive judgments more generallgje necessarily motivating, but only for rational
agents.

The problem is that | do not violate enkrasia in the time travel example. As |
pointed out above, although | judge that | epistemically should befieuae travel,
| do not judge that | shouldring it about that | believe in time travel. Hence, | do not
violate enkrasia by not intending to bring about that belief. Perhaps | still violate a
distinctly epistemic enkratic requirement according to which, roughly, am
epistemically irrational if 1 do notbelieve what | think | epistemically should believe.
Hence, one might reply that since EMT is a thesis specifically about epistemic
judgments, the correct reply to my time travel case is that EMT only applies to
epistemically rational ageniBhe idea would then be that epistemically rational agents
necessarily intend or have the inclination to try to believe what they think they
epistemically should believe.

However, this cannot work either because the two mammponents of this
proposed revised version of EMAI.e. (i) that | am epistemically rational and (i) that
I intend to believe what I think I epistemically should bel®aannot both be true
at the same time. In particular, (ii) can only be true iigijalse. On the one hand, if
() is true (.e.if 1 am epistemically rational), thendb believe what | think |
epistemically should believe, in which case | wonOt intend or try to bring about that
belief. On the other hand, if (ii) is true.€.if | intend or try to bring about the belief
in question), then | do not yet believe what | think | epistemically should believe, in

which case | am not epistemically rational.

8 This is only a rough approximation, which overlooks the numerous complications and contesversi
that arise once we try to formulate the enkratic requirement more precisely. See e.g. Kolodny (2005),
Brunero (2010), Broome (2013), and Way (Forthcoming b) for discussion.

% Many proponents of the Motivation Principle (MP) actually think it only hfidsational agents.

See e.g. Korsgaard (1986), Smith (1994), and Wedgwood (2007).
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At this point, proponents of EMT could concede that epistemic judgments do
not necesarily entail having the intention or the inclination to try to believe that P,
but add that we can be motivated tp without intending or being inclined to try to
¢. In particular, it might be said that epistemic judgments still necessanity or
cause epistemically rational agents to believe accordingly. After all, it does seem that
whenever an epistemically rational agent judges Ol epistemically should believe that PO,
she also believes that P. DoesnOt that mean that such judgments necessarily move
sud agents?

The problem, however, is that when agents believe what they think they
epistemically should believe, it is typically not because they think that this is what they
epistemically should believe. More often than not, in other words, it is not your
judging that you epistemically should believe that P that, in turn, causes you or moves
you to believe that P. Suppose | see a fox in my garden and judge that | epistemically
should believe that there is a fox in my garden as a result. Since | am epahgmic
rational, | immediately form the belief that there is a fox in my garden. Plausibly
however, what causes me or moves me to believe that there is a fox is not my thinking
Ol epistemically should believe that PO, but rather my seeing the fox. Sinpifsobe
my biologist friend tells me that there was a fox in his garden and as a result | judge
that | epistemically should believe that there was a fox in his garden. Since | am
epistemically rational, | believe him and so | believe what | think | epcs#ly should
believe. In such a situation, however, | would normally believe my friend not because
| think that this is what | epistemically should belidwat rather because he told me.

Cases like these are familiar and they do not seem to beetkeeption. In
fact, it is not even clear that there are cases where it is judging Ol epistemically should
believe that PO that causes epistemically rational agents to believe that P. For one
thing, as | pointed out above, if | am epistemically rationai thlreadybelieve what
| think | epistemically should believe. For another, it seems that if | am epistemically
rational, then whatever causes me to judge Ol epistemically should believeBhat PO
e.g. seeing that P, being told that P, &avill alsocause me to believe that P. It is
hard to imagine a case, in other words, where what causes me to think Ol epistemically
should believe that P' does not also cause me to belteae P, especially if | am
epistemically rational. In all likelihood, if segihat P or being told that P causes me
to judge Ol epistemically should believe that PO, it will be because | think that my seeing
that P or my being told that P means that P is true. But if that is what | think, then |
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am already convinced that P is traad sobinsofar as | am epistemically ratioidl
will believe that P.

Therefore, even if we understand being motivated to believe that P simply as
being moved or caused to believe that P, doxastic EMT is still not plausible because
judging Ol epistarally should believe that PO is rafiffever Dwhat moves us or
causes us to believe that Poxastic EMT ishusimplausible. Judging Ol epistemically
should believe that PO does not necesdadiyeven typicallfpmotivate us to believe
that P.

5.3.2 Practical EMT
The other obvious possible version of EMT is what | will cadiratical version,
according to which, even though judging Ol epistemically should believe that PO does
not necessarily motivate you to believe that P (or to bring it afthat one believes
that P), it still necessarily motivates youde something (other than bringing about
the belief that P). The immediate problem with this idea however is that it is far from
clear what acting in accordance with the judgment Ol epistiyrshould believe that
PO could be besides trying to bring about the belief that P. Is there really something
that agents necessarily intend or are inclined to try to do whenever they think they
epistemically should believe somethi@?®e promisinganswer has recently been
offered by Klemens Kappel and Emil Moeller (2013). According to them, epistemic
judgments of the relevant form necessarily motivate ut@inate inquiry with respect
to P.°* This suggestion is implausible for three reasons

First, even if we admit that we are motivated to terminate inquiry whenever
we make the releant kind of epistemic judgmerit is far from clear our epistemic
judgment itself necessarily has anything to do with that motivatiorfact, itis
implausible that it is our making the relevant epistemic judgment that moves us or
causes us to terminate inquiry. To see this, note first that the aim or goal of inquiring
about whether P plausibly involves finding out or settling the question Ois P is true?0
Consequently, if | take the question whether P to be settled, then | take the goal of
inquiry about whether P to have been attained. As we have seen however, if you are
epistemically rational and you judge that you epistemically should believe that P, then
you thereby believe that P. But if you already believe that P, then in all likelihood, you

1 Kappel and Moeller only mention knowledge attributions, but their proposal plausibly extends to
judgments of the form Ol epistemically should believe that 89 will assume



also already take question Ois P true?0 to be settled. This, in turn, means that at least
in many cases where | judge Ol epistemically should believe thabRékd tis goal
of inquiring about whether P to be attained. But if this is right, then in those cases,
what causes meot stop inquiring is not my epistemic judgment, but rathay
believing P. | stop trying to find out whether P not because | judge #aistemically
should believe that P, but rather because | already take P to be true. Afteolelly
taking P to be truei.e.without also making@nepistemic judgmersufficesto make
me stop inquiring about whether P.

Second, although it does gedahat we do not go on inquiring when we make
the relevant kind of epistemic judgment, it is not clear this always mean that we are
motivated to stop inquiring in those cases. If to be motivated tois to intend or be
inclined to try to ¢, then Kappel andMoellerOs proposal would mean that we
necessarily intend to terminate inquiry when we make the relevant kind of epistemic
judgments. Now as Kappel and Moeller themselves point out, we are not always
already inquiring when we make epistemic judgments. I8 wind of intention are
we supposed to have when we are already not inquiring? The natural answer is that
we intendnot to inquire further or to continue not inquiring in such cases. This,
however, is only plausible if, in those cases, not inquiringeighor involves an act.
As | pointed out above, intending tpinvolves intending to act. But does suctat-
inquiringhecessarily involves acting? There seems to be at least two senses in which

| can Ona}iO. Nicholas Rescher explains the distinc®follows:

When sitting at my desk writing | may refrain from scratching an itching
mosquito bitéN that is | Ohold myself backO or Okeep myself fromO doing a
certain action. This sort of keeping oneself from doing something that is at
issue in refraining importantly different from a second type of inaction which
may be illustrated as follows. When sitting at my desk writing, there is an
endless number of things | am not doing: reading the newspaper, chatting with
a friend, driving a car, etc. But themenactions are not doings of any sort. |
am not somehow active in keeping myself from doing them. And thus, unlike
refrainings, they are not actions at all. There is a critical difference between
doing notX, which is an action, and naloing X, which neé not be. (Rescher
1970, 248)

Applying this to inquiring, we can distinguish between-inquiring as a mere
OnonactionO and-inajuiring asactively refraining from inquiring. Since only the latter
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involves acting, it is only the latter that we can imte Therefore, Kappel and Moeller
must mean that whenever we make epistemic judgments, we intend to OdoQ the latter,
namely to actively refrain from inquiring.

The problem is that my not inquiring after making the relevant kind of
epistemic judgment doesot seem to typically involve actively refraining from
inquiring. As | pointed out above, making such epistemic judgments at least often
involves taking the question whether P to be settled. But because | take this question
to be settled, | might very wesimply not have any motivation or intention to try to
find out whether P. Hence, | might very well simply contimae inquiring (in the
sense of mere Ononacting®) without ever actively refraining from inquiring. Take the
fox example | gave above. Beaausaw the fox with my own eyes, | take the question
whether there was a fox in my garden to be settled and so | am not trying to find out
whether there was a fox in my garden. Does that mean that | now intend to actively
refrain from inquiring about whéer there was a fox in my garden? Do | thereby
intend to actively refrain from e.g. asking neighbours if they saw it too, looking for
fox footprints, and the like? It does not seem so. | could very well ok such
intention and spend the rest of my lifeerely not inquiring about that fox (in the
sense of mere OnonactingO).

A potential reply is that epistemic judgments still necessarily entail being
disposed to refrain from inquiring. As Kappel and Moeller argue, for example, if you
make an epistemiaglgment of the relevant kind, then you are such that if someone
were to subsequently suggest that you should inquire, you would be disinclined to do
S0.And perhaps being so disposed just is to intend to refrain from inquiring. There are two
problems withthis response however.

First, even if we admit that we have such a disposition to refrain from inquiring
whenever we make an epistemic judgment, what such a disposition entails is not that
we intend to refrain from inquiring, but rather we aréisposed to intend to refrain from
inquiring. This is because there can be cases where you (i) make an epistemic
judgment and take the question whether P to be settled, (ii) lack any intention to
refrain from inquiring and instead simply go on not inquiring in thesseof mere
nonacting, but only until (iii) you later find yourself in a position where you need to
decide whether to inquire about whether P, in which case you then (and only then),
form the intention to refrain from inquiring. So having a dispositiothefkind Kappel

and Moeller mention does not entail having the intention to refrain from inquiring.
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Second, even if epistemic judgments do make us disposed to refrain from
inquiring, their causing this kind of disposition cannot plausibly be sufficidreifay
motivating. This is because if it were, it would entail that an implausibly large class of
judgments are necessarily motivating, including judgments that are obviously not
normative. In particular, it would entail that simply judging that | lzaeeved some
goal would be necessarily motivating as well. This is because just like epistemic
judgments, these judgments also entail being disposed not to pursue the goal in
question. For example, since | know that | halteadyreceived ny MasterOs degree
in Philosophy, I am now disposed not to try to get that degree anymore. Similarly,
sincel think that my mother has already received my birthday gift for heam
disposed not to try to send her that gift. But if making us so dispagas all it took
for a judgment to be motivating, then even judgments like these would be necessarily
motivating. But this is implausible. If being necessarily motivating is a distinctive feature
of normative judgments, then it must amount to more than anchane feature that
even clearly nomormative judgments like Ol received my MasterOs degreeO have.

This proves too muclespeciallpy Kappel and MoellerOs own lights. Following
several philosophers before them, they argue that the Motivation Principlg¢ (MP
supports normative expressivism. This is because, they argue, ordinary
representational beliefs alone cannot motivate. Only 4gognitive states can
motivate. Kappel and MoellerOs goal is to apply this kind of argument to epistemic
judgments: since ep@&nic judgments are necessarily motivating and since ordinary
beliefs alone cannot motivate, they conclude that we should be epistemic
expressivists. This means that according to them, if a judgment is an ordinary belief,
then it cannot be motivating. Howey, judgments like Ol was awarded my MasterOs
degree® or Omy mother has received her gift from meQ® are clearly ordinary
representational beliefs. But if this is correct, then they cannot say that such
judgments are motivating becauldee most expressivis, they think that ordinary
beliefs cannot be motivating.

For all those reasons, the practical version of EMT is not plausible either.

Epistemic judgments do not necessarily motivate us to act in accordance with them.

5.3.3 Taking Stock
In this section,| examined and rejected the two main possible versiai the
Epistemic Motivation Thesis (EMT), i.e. doxastic EMT and practical EMT. Given what
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Obeing motivated 0O and acting in accordance with epistemic judgments might
involve, there is no plausibEense in which epistemic judgmem®®ven those the
form Ol epistemically should believe thd& Récessarily motivate us to believe or to

act in accordance with them.

5.4 Summary

A fourth commonly cited mark of normativity is a necessary connectietwben
normative judgments and motivation. | took this fourth feature to be captured by the
Motivation Principle (MP) according to which making a normative judgment of the
form Ol shoulgdd necessarily motivates one to behave in accordance with that
judgment. Given MP, if Epistemic Normativity is true and epistemic judgments are
normative judgments, then the Epistemic Motivation Thesis (EMiBfalsobe true:

making an epistemic judgment of the form Ol epistemically ought to believe that PO
mustnecessarny motivateone to behave in accordance with that judgment.

In this chapter, | offered a twpart case against EMT. First, | rejected
expressivist accounts of epistemic judgments, whichuld plausibly entailEMT.
Second, | turned to EMT directly and asglthat, independently of the expressivism
cognitivism dispute, there is no plausible sense in which epistemic judgbevis
those of the form Ol epistemically ought to believe thBirfe@essarily motivate us to
behave in accordance with them. | théwee conclude that the feature of normative
judgments captured by MPi.e. a necessary connection with motivatim missing
in epistemic judgments.

One final thingvorth adding is that althoughIPis not universajl accepted,
many of those who deny it still think that cases where we mosemotivated to do
what we think we should do are very rare. Accordingly, many of them would still see
it as a key feature of normative judgments that thyyjcally or ordinarily motivate us
behave in accordance with them. However, what | have shown in this ch&pter
especially in section 58is not only that epistemic judgments are not necessarily
motivating, but that they are not evempically motivating. For one thing, we wer
often make what | called conclusive epistemic judgments, i.e. judgments where we
think we epistemically should believe that P because we take the case for the truth P
to be conclusiveand thustake the question whether P to be settled. And as | have
argwed these typical epistemic judgments are not plausibly motivating since they
already involve believing that P. So not only do epistemic judgments not have a
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necessary connection with motivation, they do not even haslese connection with
it.
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Chapter 6:Control

6.1 Introduction: epistemology and ‘ought’ implies ‘can’

Finally, a fifth feature that philosophers commonly attribute to normatitity not

with mere normrelativity,is a necessary connection witbntrol. In particular, many
think thatunlike merely normimplying claimsjormativeclaims according to which

we shouldd imply that¢-ing is, in some sense, under our control. OOughtO, as it is
often put, implies OcanO. | will take this fifth commonly cited masknudtivityto be
captured bythe following principle:

Control principle (CP): if S ought to ¢ then S can ¢. And if S ought not to ¢,

then S can avoid ¢-ing.%?

Given CP, if Epistemic Normativity is true and epistemic claims are normative claims
about what we ought or ought not to bave, then epistemic claims must also imply
Ocan. That is, if CP and Epistemic Normativity are both true, then the following must

also be true:
Epistemic Control Thesis (ECT): if S is epistemically justified in believing
that P, then S can believe that P. And if S is epistemically unjustified in believing that
P, then S can avoid believing that P. %

The route from CP to ECT can be summarized as follows:

1. If S ought tap, then S ca. And if S ought not tap, then S can avoid-
ing.(CP)

%2 See e.gZimmerman (1996), Haji (2002), Streumer (2003), Bykvist and Hattiangadi (2007), Vranas
(2007), and Littlejohn (2012b).

% Or epistemically rational, reasonable, warranted, and the like. | only mention epistemic justification
here for simplicity and becauseis the most widely discussed of the allegedly normative epistemic
notions. The arguments below apply equally to claims involving these other epistemic notions.
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2. If S is epistemically justified in believing that P, th@piStemicallyought

to believe that P? And if S is epistemically unjustified in believing that P, then

S epistemically ought not to believe that’REpistemic Normativity)

3. Therefore, if S is epistemically justified in believing that P, then S can believe
that P and if S is epistemically unjustified in believing that P, then S can avoid
believing that RECT)

| argue for two main theses in thchapter.

First, ECT is false. Epistemic claims like attributions of epistemic justification
do not imply OcanO. | show this by (i) examining various commonly cited necessary
conditions on Ocan® in CP and (ii) offering examples where epistemic clatitis can
be true without these conditions being met. Therefore, no matter how exactly we
construe the notion of control or Oc@in CP and ECTit is not implied byepistemic
claims.

Second, the falsity of ECT means that Epistemic Normativity is incongatibl
with CP. That is, given that epistemic claims do not imply OcanO, if we accept that
normative claimsn generaldo imply OcanQ, then epistemic claims argemotinely
normative. | show this by ruling out a potential response aditg to which we can
still keep Epistemic Normativity if ECT is false because (i) epistemic claims are not
deontic, but rather evaluative norms, and (i) only the former imply OcanO. | argue that
this avenue is not open to proponents of Epistemic Normiativi concede that only
deontic normative claims imply OQHrCP is true. However, as | argued in chapter 2,
epistemic norms do not necessarily imply genuine or normatitunding value.
Therefore, if epistemic claims do turn out to be evaluativetead of deontic, then
they are notgenuinelynormative since just like e.g. legal value, epistemic value does
not necessarily constitute genuine or normativigsounding valueTherefore, |
conclude that the commonly cited mark of normativity that is captl by CP is

missingn epistemic facts and claims.

% Some epistemologists argue that epistemic claims imply doxastic permissions and prahibitton
not positive obligations or duties to believe. See for instance, Maitzen (1995), N&l6@0)( and
Littlejohn (2012a). For these authqmepistemic justification, in other words, only has to do with what
we may believe and what wehould not believe. What | say in th chapter is entirely compatible with
this thesis since (i) CP is commonly taken to apply also to permisglorsmany think that OmayO also
implies Ocab@nd (ii) even if CP turns out not to extend to permissions, it still applies to prohibitions
ard the arguments below show that epistemic prohibitions do not imply control.

% At this stage, | am assuming that epistemic normsdasetic or prescriptive rather thanevaluative. |
consider the suggestion that epistemic norms are evaluative in section 3.
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6.2 Against the Epistemic Control Thesis (ECT)

6.2.1 'CanO explained

According to the Epistemic Control Thesis (ECT), epistemic claimsalilkdutions

of epistemic justification, rationality, andgemicO@ughtmply Ocanfcontrol. But
what does Ocan® mean exactthis contex? What kind of control are normative
claims supposed to imply according to the Control Princ(i@®)? This is, of course,
a deeply controversial question, which thegeno space to adequately address here.
Fortunately, as | will argue, it wonOt be necessary to answer it.

What | will do instead i€onsiderfour criteria that are invariably discussed in
debates regarding necessary conditions for the truth of 0$@arOoughtO implies
OcanO. I will refertb@se four commonly discussed conditicass (i) Dual control, (ii)
Know-how, (iii) Ability, and (iv) GQpportunity. | understand each of these conditions

as follows:

Dual control: S can ¢ (avoid ¢-ing) only if S can avoid ¢-ing (can ¢).*°

Know-how: S can ¢ (avoid ¢-ing) only if S knows how to ¢ (to avoid ¢-ing).

Ability: S can ¢ (avoid ¢-ing) only if S is able to ¢ (to avoid ¢-ing).

Opportunity: S can ¢ (avoid ¢-ing) only if S has the opportunity to exercise her
ability to ¢ (to avoid ¢-ing).

Of course, this list leaves several controversial questiamsanswered Let me
mention two.

First, while Ability and Opportunity are widely accepted, there is extensive
disagreement about whether to include the first two. On tbee hand, some think
that having only Ability and Opportunity would make CP too weghlereby making

©ughtioo demanding. On the other, someply that including the first two would

% A related condition is what philosophers such as Lavin (2004) cadrttveconstraint on normativity.

As Lavin puts it: @& agent is subject to a principle only if the agent can go wrong in respecOof it
(2004, 425) If a norm requires you tfp in other words, then you can violate that norm. As some of
the examples below show, epistemic norms do not imply Ocan violateO either.
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make CP implausibly strong, thereby makdught€ioo undemanding. Send, it is

also controversial how exactly we should define each of these four forms of control.
There is widespread disagreement, in other woralsputwhat it takes to be able to

do otherwise, to know how tog, to have the abilityo ¢, and to have the opmrtunity

to ¢.

As | just mentioned however, there is neither space nor need for me to settle
theseissue here. This is because all | am going to argue is that whether or not OcanO
implies Dual control an&know-how and no matter how we should understandeh
conditionexactly,it is clear thatepistemic claims do not impbny of them. That is, |
will offer cases where®@ belief that Hs, on the face of it, epistemically justified or
unjustified b i.e. where epistemic norms clearly apply toa8d this where S
epistemically ought or ought not to belietieat PBeven though she (i) cannot do or
believe otherwise, (ii) does not know how to believe that P, [@gks the abilityo
believe that P, and (iv) has no opportunity to exercise her abilityelbele that P.
Therefore, | conclude that ECT is false. Epistemic claims do not imply dcan®

control.®’

6.2.2 ECT and Dual control

According to the Dual control condition, S Oagofly if Scan avoid ¢-ing.Conversely,

S can avoi@-ing only if San ¢. If this is right and iDas ECT maintain® epistemic

claims imply OcanQ, then epistemic claims also imply Dual control. In other words, the

following must also be true.

ECTdual-control: if S is epistemically justified in believing that P, then S can
avoid believing that P. And if S is epistemically unjustified in believing that P, then S

can believe that P.

One might think that ECTdualontrol must be false becausexastic voluntarism is

false, i.e. becausee do not have direcvvoluntarycontrol over our beliefs After all,

when | believe that it is raining, it is not as if | could just decide or will myself to
believe that it is not raining. Yet | am epistemically justified in believing that it is raining.

%7 See also Mizrahi (2012) for the claim that the epistemic OoughtO does not imply OcanO.
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This wonOt be nsfrategyhowever.To say thatloxasticinvoluntarisnmsuffices
to rule out ECTdualcontrol is to claimthat Dual Control Dor Ocan® more generally
b requires direct control and thathavingindirect control is not sufficientfor Dual
Control. But thiswould beanimplausiblydemanding wsion of CP, which most of
its contemporary proponents rejecf. Even the strongest contemporary versions of
CP allow that OoughtO aelyuiresindirect control.*®

Instead, | will argue that even if it does not require direct conantl doxastic
voluntarisn, ECTduaicontrol is vulnerable to counterexamples. Here is one example
of an agent who clearly has an epistemically justified doxastic attitude, but for whom

it is impossible to do otherwise.

Simon the neurosurgeon. Simon is a neurosurgeon who is oksed
epistemology and epistemic value. In particular, he is so deeply convinced of
the badness of error that he invented a device that prevéngpatients from
believingwhat they do not know Whenever there is any indication that a
patient might be abduto believe somethinghewonOknow, the device takes
over her cognitive system and instantly causes her to suspend judgment about
the matter at handTanyais one ofSimonQgatients who has agreed twave

the device implanted in hésrain. After the procedure, Tanyagoes out with

a friend who, at some point in the night, asiexr whether she thinks that the
number of stars is even. Without any hesitatidanya replieshat she has no

way to know the answer and so susperts judgment abouthat question.
Because oher lack of hesitationSimonOdevice did not activate anflanya
ended up suspending judgment tgrself However, if there had been the
slightest indication thahe might leaad towards belief or disbelief, the device
would have instantly taken over and causker to suspend judgment.

In this exampleTanyacould not have had the epistemically unjustified attitude of
believing (or disbelieving) that the number of stars is eVéat is, she could not have

% See e.g. Zimmerma1996, 4344) Bespecially his discussion of Ross (1939) and Pritchard (£949)
and Haji (2002, 23).

% This is why it is not plausible to reject, as e.g. Alston (1988) and Levy (2007) do, the possibility of
doxastic OoughtsO on the basis of doxastic involuntaris@Parince doxastic involuntarism only
entailsthe impossibility of direct doxastic control, their conclusion only follows if Ocan® in CP implies
direct control. See e.g. Chuard and Southwood (2009) and McHugh (2012b).



believed what she egtemically should not believe in that situatiofet despiteher
inability to rerain from suspending judgmesntdher inability to violate the epistemic
norm forbiddingher to believe or disbelieveniat the number of stars is evefianyaOs
doxastic attitule is, by all accounts, epistemically justifidtht is, shelearlybelieves
what she epistemically ought to believe

So as this example shows, epistemic norms can apply to agents who cannot
avoid doing as epistemic norms require. Therefore, ECFdaatrol is fase. If Ocand
requires dual control, then epistemic claims do not imply OcanO and ECT is false.

6.2.3 ECT ané&now-how

According to theKnow-how condition, S ca only if Sknows how to ¢. Similarly S
can avoidp-ing only if S knows how t@void ¢-ing If this is right and iDas ECT
maintaindepistemic claims imply OcanQ, then epistemic claims alstniouplyow.

In other words, the following must also be true:

ECTknow-how: if S is epistemically justified in believing that P, then S knows
how to believe that P. And if S is epistemically unjustified in believing that P, then S

knows how to avoid believing that P.

ECTknowhow is also vulnerable to counterexamples however. Here are two
examples where S is epistemically justibednjustifiedin believzing that P, but where
S haso idea how to believe that P or to avoid believing that P

Biased Bill. Bill regularly commits the gamblerOs fallacy. He is deeply
convinced, for example, thatfive coin tosses in a row lanoh heads, then

the sixth onewill almost certainly land on tails. However, Bill has no idea how
probabilities work and what fallacies or biases are. Not only does he not know
how to recognize fallacious reasoning, he does not even know that someoneQOs

beliefs can be fallacious or bidse
In this example, Bill does not how to avoid the gamblerOs fallacy. Yet, that does not

make his belief that the sixth coin toss will land on tails any less epistemically
unjustifiedlt is still clearly something he epistemically should not believe.
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Michael Jackson: Ever snce Michaekuffered aserious head injury in an
accident, he has been convinced that he is the reincarnation of Michael
Jackson. While he is aware that this is extremely implausible and improbable
given everything he knows, he canr@lp but believingt. He cannot even

imagine himself as someone else.

In this example, Michael does not know how to believe that he is not Michael Jackson
or to give up the belief that he is. Yéie is clearly epistemically usjified inso
believingThis is clearly still something that, from an epistemic point of view, he should
not to believe.

As these examples show, there can be situations where S is epistemically
unjustified in believing thatPi.e. where epistemic norms require S not to believe
that P D even though S does not know how tavoid believingthat P. Therefore,
ECTknowhow is false. If OcanO requiiesw-how, then epistemic claims do not

imply Ocan® and ECT is false.

6.2.4 ECT and ali

Accoarding to the Ability condition S canp only if S isible to ¢. Similarly, S can avoid
¢-ing only if S is able tavoid¢-ing If this is right and as ECT maintairi3epistemic
claims imply OcanO, then epistemic claims also imply abilityerlwotds, the

following must also be true:

ECTability: if S is epistemically justified in believing that P, then S is able to believe
that P. And if S is epistemically unjustified in believing that P, then S is able to avoid

believing that P.

ECTabilityisalsovulnerable to counterexamples however. Here &var cases where
S is epistemically justifient unjustifiedin believing that P even though S is unable to

believeor to avoid believinghat P.

Modesty Blindspot. According toMaud modesty is thenost important
of all the virtues. Unfortunately fdner, she is also convinced thahe is not
a modest persorat alland thatshe does not do enough to become more
modest.Maud is wrong however. 8hs actually an extremely modest person.
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This is supported byer evidence. All oher friends and relatives insist that
she is extremely modest arghe clearly thinks and behaves like a very modest

person.

MaudOselief thatshe is not a modest person is, by all accounts, epistemically
unjustified. EpistemicglspeakingMaudshould rather believe thaghe is modest or
at leastshe epistemically shoulabt believethat he is immodest.

Yet Maud cannot believe whaher evidence tellsher in this situation. As
Sorensen (1988 rgue being modest is essentiallyratter of underestimating oneOs
seltworth. HenceMaudOgoing againdter evidence is actually part of what makes
her so modest. But ishe followedher evidence and stopped underestimatimgy
selfworth, she would automatically stop being a modest persmdher believing
that she is very modest would immediately provider with conclusive evidence that
she isnot particularly modestHer previously epistemically unjustified belief (tbia
is not modest) would therefore become justified asde would be immediately
epistemicallynjustified in believing thashe is modest.

Here is a second example:

Evidential blindspot. Daniel is an experienced epistemology professor
and one of his students, Mark, is the worst epistemology student he has ever
seen. In class, Mark could nevaysfocused for more than a few seconds and
could never understand what was going on. Even though he attended all the
lectures, he still has literally no idea what epistemology is supposed to be
about. Unsurprisingly, Mark failed the class miserably. éff®pnance was

so bad and his understanding so poor that Daniel concluded not only that
Mark is incapable of passing an epistemology class, but al$e taabot even

form beliefs about evidence. At least this is what the evidence indicates and what

anyreliable observer would conclude.

Daniel seems epistemically justified in believing that Mark cannot form beliefs about
evidence. Interestingly, a lot of the evidence that support this conclusion is also
possessed biark. He is well aware that he couitever understand what was going

on, that he could never focus more than one or two seconds in the class, that he
failed miserably, and so on. Hence, just like Daniel, Mark is epistemically justified in
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believing that he cannot form beliefs about evidenteis is, after all, what his
evidence supports and what any reliable observer would conclude.

However, Mark cannot believe what his evidence supports in this situation.
This is because if he were to form the belikdt he cannot form beliefs about evidence,
his so believing would immediately provide him with conclusive evidence thabhe
form beliefs about evidence. He would therebycbme epistemically unjustified in
believing that he cannot form beliefs about evidence. Mark is therefore unable to
believeashe epistemically should

Here is a third example:

Impostor syndrome. Anne suffes from severe impostor syndrome. She

is deeplyconvinced that her intellectual aptitudes are well below aveege

that her achievements are all due to pure ludkis, howeve clearly goes
against what she knows. As sheknowledgeberself she always scores very

high on standardized tests, everyone tells her how smart she is, and she has a
long list of impressive academic and professional achievements. Yet she has
this unslakable feeling that she is worthless. Anne knows this feeling is not
supported by any evidence. Yet it is always there and it causes her to
systematically disregard or explain away her actual evidence by citing luck and
her ability to appear smatrt. It algwevents her from doing anything to get rid

of that feeling and to do something about that impostor syndrome.

In this case, Anne lacks the ability to avoid believing that she is worthless and that her
intellectual aptitudes are well below average. Néleless, that belief is, by all
accounts, epistemically unjustifi¢dis clearly something that, epistemically speaking,
she should not believe.

Finally, Mizrahi (2012) also provides an example that seems refute ECTability.
It is a case tht he borrows from the 2010 filnThe Next Three Days. He summarizes

it as follows:

In this movie, the life of a family of three takes a turn for the worse when the
wife is accused of murder. The forensic evidence against the wife, Lara, is
compelling, adh it includes fingerprints, an eyewitness account, ballistics
reports, DNA from blood samples, and a clear motive. Lara is convicted of
murder and sentenced to life in prison. But her husband, John, cannot believe
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that she is a murderer. Now, in the filnthere are hints pointing to LaraOs
innocence. For the sake of argument, however, suppose that she is in fact
guilty of murder. [E] What we have here is a scenario in which John ought
to believe that Lara is guilty of murder, but he simply cannot belieatlils

wife is a murderer. [E] John ought to believe that his wife is a murderer, and
yet he cannot believe that his wife is a murderer. In other words, as an
epistemic agent, John is required to believe that Lara is guilty of murder, but
John lacks the ggific ability and opportunity to believe that his wife is a
murderer. (Mizrahi 2012, 83833)

Although John lacks the ability to believe thah®yvould be epistemically justified in
believing that AVloreover, even thoughlohnis unable to avoid beliéwg that his wife
is innocentheis still epistemically unjustifiexl believing that. This is stdbmething
in other words,that he epistemically should not believe.

As these examples show, there can be situations where S is epistgmical
justifiedor unjustifiedin believing that P even though S lacks the ability to believe that
P or to avoid believing that.Frherefore, ECTability is false. If OcanO requires ability,
then epistemic claims do not imply OcanO and ECT.is false

6.2.5 ECTand opportunity

Finally, according to the Opportunity condition, S daonly if S has thepportunity

to exercise her ability tap. Similarly, S can avolding only if S has the opportunity

to exercise her ability toavoid ¢-ing If this is right and i as ECT maintain®
epistemic claims imply OcanQ, then epistemic claims also imply Opportunity. In other

words, the following must also be true:

ECTopportunity: if S is epistemically justified in believing that P, then S has the
opportunity to exercise her ability to believe that P. And if S is epistemically unjustified
in believing that P, then S has the opportunity to exercise her ability to avoid believing
that P.

ECTopportunity is also vulnerable to counterexamples however. Below are two cases
where agents are clearly epistemically unjustified in believing that P despite being in
situations that dmot allow them to exercise their abilityo avoid believinghat P and

to believe as epistemic norms require.
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Logical Linda. Linda is a participant in a m$wlogical experiment that
requires her to solve a fairly easy logical puzzle. Linda is very intelligent, but
she initially makes a silly reasoning mistake and concludes, incorrectly, that
the answer is A. Since her evidence clearly indicates that theeansw8 and

since the answer is fairly obvious, she would realize her mistake and form the
correct belief if she carefully thought about it for a few more minutes.
Unbeknownst to Linda however, theneurosurgeon conducting the
experiment does not want herat get it right because it would contradict his
hypothesis. So once he sees that she gets it wrong, he immediately gives Linda
ananaesthetic and installs a microscopic chip in her brain that will prevent her
from thinking about the puzzle ever again. Evéme she will start thinking
about the puzzle, the chip willnmediatelydistract her or make her think
about something else. The experimenter therefore ensures that Linda wonOt
ever have the opportunity to correct her initial belief. She thus goes on
beieving that the answer is A.

In this is example, Linda lacks the opportunity to exercise her ability to figure out the
right answer and to stop believing that the answer is A. Crucially however, her belief
that the answer is A remainspistemically unjustified. This is still something she

epistemically should not believe.

Fear of death. Because of his extreme fear of death Rob paid a hypnotist

to Oprogram® him to instantly fall asleep whenever he starts thinking about his
own death. Sice before the treatment, Rob has had the belief that he will live

at least until he is 85. Unfortunately, a few months after his treatment, Rob is
diagnosed with a serious illness that will significantly reduce his life expectancy.
After the diagnosis, RiOs evidence conclusively shows that hematilive in

his eighties. He knows he has the illness #rat no one who has had that
illness went on to liveolder than 65. However, because bfs hypnotism
treatment,he never gets to revise his initial leflthat he will live past 85 since

he has to think about his own death in order to do so, which makes him fall

asleep every time.
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Even thoughRob lacks the opportunity tahangat, his initial beliethat he will live
past 85is still epistemically unjtiBed. It is clearly false given what he knows and so
this is still something he epistemically should not believe.

As these examples show, there can be situations where S is epistemically
justified or unjustifiedin believing that P even though S lacke tpportunity to
exercise her ability to believehat P or to avoid believinghat P. Therefore,
ECTopportunity is false. If OcanO requires opportunity, then epistemic claims do not
imply Ocan® and ECT is false.

6.2.6 Taking stock

| identified four critefa that are often seen as necessary conditionscimtrol or
Ocdd in OoughtO implies Ocand. Théselacentrol, Know-how, Ability, and
Opportunity. | have shown thagiveneach of these four conditionshe Epistemic
Control Thesis(ECT) is vulnerabléo counterexamples. These are examples that
show, in other words, that epistemic claims do not imply any of these four forms of
control. Since there is no plausible sense of OcanO that is implied byieplatms, |
conclude that ECTs false. Epistemic clairms @ught£ilo not imply OcanO.

6.3 The incompatibility of CP and Epistemic Normativity.

In this section, | argue that since ECT is false, Epistemic Normativity is incompatible
with the Control Principle (CP)Snce epistemic laims do not imply OcamOother

words, if normative claims imply Ocan®, then epistemic claims are not normative. This
needs to be defended because even if ECT is false, there is a potential way for
proponents of Epistemic Normatiyitto keep CP Thispotential avenue for Epistemic
Normativity is what | willcall theevaluative option. According to the evaluative option,

even if epistemic claims do not imply OcanO, we can stitidtbepP andEpistemic
Normativity because (i) epistemic claims amet deontic, but rather evaluative

normativeclaims and (ii) only the former imply OcanO.

6.3.1 Epistemic norms: deontic or evaluative?

So far, | have assumed that epistemic norms or QoughtsO are bestdsestic @s
prescriptive OoughtsDeontic @ughtare Oought to doO, @ghtthat belong to,

apply to, or place demands on agents. So on a deontic reading, epistemic norms make

demands or prescriptions to agents about what to believe or not to believe. However,
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norms can also bevaluative rather than deontic. Rather than implying prescriptions

or demands on agents, evaluative OoughtsO only imply a claim about the value or
goodness of something, i.e. that something oughtedhe case® This distinction

matters for our purpose because if CP isi¢, thenit only applies to deontic OoughtsO

Even if deontic norms do imply control, in other words, evaluative norms do not.

6.3.2 The evaluative option

Given this distinction and its relation with CP, one potentially attractive option for
proponentsof Epistemic Normativity whavant to keepCP is to argue that epistemic
norms are evaluative instead of deontic. On this construal of epistemic norms, to say
that S is epistemically justified or unjustified in believing that P is not to say that S is
required, permitted, or forbidden to believe that P, but rather that SOs believing that
P would good or bad from an epistemic standpdfhtf this is right, then the falsity

of ECT D the fact that epistemic claims do not imply O&aigdnot an issue for
Epistenic Normativity. It is simply due to the fact that epistemic norms are evaluative
rather than prescriptive. This is what | call the evaluative option.

The problem with the evaluative option is that it only helps Epistemic
Normativity if epistemic value wessarily constitutes genuine value. As | explained in
chapter 2, we must distinguish genuine or normatigitgunding valuédrom mere
domainrelative value. Examples of the latter include fashion value, legal value, and the
like. So although it might beght that epistemic claims are evaluative and that they
necessarilymply epistemic valyet cannot be of any help to Epistemic Normativity
unless epistemic value necessarily constitute genuine or normagratnding value
and not merely domaknelativevalue But as | argued in chapter 2, epistemic claims
do not necessarily imply genuine or normativgyounding value. Just like e.g. legal
value or fashion value, epistemic value does not necessarily constitute genuine or
normativity-grounding value. Sg epistemic claims do turn out to be evaluative
instead of deontic, then they are not normative since it is not necessarily genuinely
good to do what ispistemically good. Therefore, the evaluative option is not open to
proponents of Epistemic Normatiyit

199 For more on this distinction and itelation to CP, see e.g. Zimmerman (1996, chapter 3) and Haji
(2002). See also e.g. Schroeder (2011) and Chrisman (2015) on the distinction itself.

191 See for instance Alston (1993), Chrisman (2008), Fassio (2011), McHugh (2012a), Jarvis (2012), and
Engel(2013).
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So in sum, epistemic norms or claims are either deontic or evaluative. If they
are deontic, thergiven CPEpistemic Normativity entailhat epistemic claimanply
Ocand. But since epistemic claims do not imply OcanO, this first deontic option is not
availablgo proponents of Epistemic Normativity who want to keep CP. If they are
evaluative, then Epistemic Normativity does not entail tepistemic claimsmply
Ocand (even if CP is true), brgqtiresthat epistemic valuee necessarily genuine
or normativity-grounding value. But since epistemic value is not necessarily
normativity-grounding value, this evaluative option is not available to proponents of
Epistemic Normativity either. Therefore,@Pis true, then Epistemic Normativity is
false.

6.3.3What about Epistemic NoiNormativity?
Is Epistemic NofNormativity compatible with CPRecall that ecording to Epistemic
Non-Normativity, epistemic claims amorm-implying but not normativeEpistemic
norms or Ooughtd® not necessarily have normative authority.

Unlike Epistena Normativity, Epistemic NoiNormativity is compatible with
the Control Principle. Even if CP is true, norms that lack necessary normative
authority do not imply OcanO. Take the norms of fashion for example. Suppose you
cannot help dressing in a way thatoutrageously unfashionable and out of style.
Perhaps you suffer from a psychological condition that compels you to continually
wear a particular outfit. Or perhaps someone else physically forced you to dress in
that way. But the fact that you cannot adavearing that outfit does not make it any
less unfashionable and out of style. It is unfashionable and tacky regardless of whether
you had any control over wearing it. So as this example illustrates, norms that lack
necessary normative authority do not ply Ocan®hus if, as Epistemic Non
Normativity claims, epistemic norms also lack necessary normative authority, then
the falsity of ECT is precisely what we would expect, evereitwacept CP in the first
placei.e. even if we accept that deontiormative claims do imply OcanO

One potentialreply to this example ighat fashion normsnight very well be
evaluative and not deontic. So then perhaps the reason why they do not imply Ocan®
is not their lack of normative authority, but rather their evaluatiolearacter. But
what if epistemic norms are best seen as deontic and not evaluative? WouldnOt

Epistemic NorNormativity be equally incompatible with the Control Principle (CP)?
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This worry is misguided however. First, norms can very well be deontic
without havingnecessary normative authority. Nornms rules of etiquette, games,
andthe law, for example, clearly seem deontic and not evaluative. Hence, Epistemic
Non-Normativity is compatible with both deontic and evaluative conceptions of
epistemic norms. Second, these deomtorms that lack necessary normativity not
imply OcanO eittesr example, even if you suffer from extreme, treatmessistant
kleptomania (and so cannot refrain from diag) it remains true that thealw forbids
you to steal. Whether or not you haa control over your stealing, in other words,
your stealing remains illegal and something that you legally ought not to do

Therefore, whether epistemic norms are best seen as deontic or evaluative,
Epistemic NoANormativity is compatible with CP becauaether or not CP is true,

norms that lack necessary normative authority do not imply OcanO.

6.4 Summary
A fifth commonly cited mark ohormativityis a necessary connection with control
or OcanO. | todkig feature to be captured by the Control Principle (CP) according
to which if S ought tah then S car, and if S ought not tap, then S can avoi¢-ing.
Given CP, if Epistemic Normativity is true and epistemic claims are normative claims,
then the Epistmic Control Thesis (ECT)nust also be true: if S is epistemically
justified in believing that P, then S can believe that P. And if S is epistemically unjustified
in believing that P, then S can avoid believing that P.

| argued for two main theses in thhapter. First, ECT is false. Epistemic
claims like attributions of epistemic justification do not imply OcanQ. | showed this by
offering counterexamples to each of the most commonly cited necessary conditions
on OcanO in CP. Second, the falsity of E@fsnibat Epistemic Norntiaity is
incompatible withCP. That is, given that epistemic claims do not imply OcanO, if we
accept that normative claims do imply OcanO, then epistemic claims are not normative.
| showed this by ruling outvhat | called the evaluative option for proponents of
Epistemic Normativity. Hence, | conclude that epistemic claims do not bear the mark
of normativity that is captured by the Control Principle (CP).



PART II: EXPLAINING THE MISSING MARKS OF NORMATIVITY
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Chapter 7: Two rival explanations

In part 1, | argued thagpistemic facts and claifacksfivefeatures that are commonly
attributed to normative facts and claims, but not to merely neimplyingones Of
course, this is not sufficient to establish Epistemic NNormativity. After all, | have
not shown that anyof these features actuallgre necessary featuseof normative
facts and claims, i.e. that any of the five princifsle® chapters 26 are actually true.
There is no space to show that here and hericeronOt be my strategy for arguing in
favour of Epiemic Non-Normativity.

Instead, vaat | would like to shown this second paris that the conclusions of
part 1 arebest explained by Epistemic NofNormativity. In this chapter, | clarify the
explanations that Epistemic Normativity and Epistemic Nmmmativity can each
provide of the conclusions of chapters-& | also argue that Epistemic Noen
Normativity can accommodatadditional features of epistemic faetisd claimsvhich
they seem to have in common witiormative facts and claims the next chapter, |
will argue hat givencommonly invokedexplanatory virtues or criteria for theory
choice, the explanation provided by Epistemic Ndormativity is superior to the

one that Epistemic Normativity must give.

7.1 Epistemic Normativity’s explanation of the missing marks: Normative Pluralism

If epistemic facts and claims are normative facts and cBas&pistemic Normativity
maintainsb then why do they lack the five commonly cited features of normativity
from part 1?How canproponents of Epistemic Normativity answihtis questior?

A first thing to note is that part of their answer must be a rejection of the five
principles | outlined in part 1. Given the conclusions of chaptefs Epistemic
Normativity is incompatible with the Value Principle (VP), the Instrumentatipie
(IP), the Autonomy Principle (AP), the Motivation Principle (MP), and the Control
Principle (CP). If epistemic facts and claims are genuinely normative, in other words,
then it cannot be the case that all normative facts and claims imply (i) y@luke
promotion of our desires, (iii) autonomy from the nemormative, (iv) motivation,
and (v) control. Therefore, an Epistemic Normativitiendly explanation of part 1
must involve the claim that none of the five commonly cited features are actuall
essentiamarks of normativityin general. It must claim that facts and claims can lack

all five featuresrad still be genuinely normative



A second thing to note, however, is that some normative facts and claims
plausibly do imply at least some of these features. That is, etles i€atures from
part 1 are not marks of normativitiyp general, it is plausible that at least some of them
are marks ofmoral and prudential normativity. This is something that Epistemic
Normativity must accommodate. Even if it rejects all five prinsiflem chapters 2
6 (sincethese principlespurport to be about normativity in generalEpistemic
Normativity must still allow the possibility of moral, prudential, or more generally
practical versions of these principles. This is becamsest accounts of practical
normativity are committed to at least some of these principles.

First, mostb if not all b versions ofpractical expressivism as well as many
versions ottognitivism imply practicalversion of the Motivation Principi@P)from
chapter 5, i.e. thehesisthat practical normativgudgmentsof the relevant formare
necessarilynotivating. Secondhon-naturalist accounts of practical normativity are
typically committedo a practical version of the Autonomy Principle from chapter 4.
This is becausaon-naturalists tpically invokehis principle to motivate their view
and to reject normative naturalisiff. We are therefore left with accountef practical
normativity thatview practical factas (i) natural facts that (ii) are not necessarily
motivating But the problemis thatit is hard to find accounts that meet those two
conditions, but that do not also accept at least a moral or prudential version of the
Value Principle from chapter Re. accounts that do not also claim that it is necessarily
at least pro tanto god to conform to moral norms or to prudential norms

Therefore, if it is to have any plausibility, Epistemic NormativityOs explanation
must allow that at least some of the five features might still be essential mas#eof
kinds of normativity such as eral and prudential normativity. Consequently, a
second part of Epistemic NormativityOs explanation must be that there is not only
one kind of normativity, but rather a plurality of them. That is, it must claim that there
are different kinds of normative aéts, which can have different essential
characteristics Some of these kinds of normativi®y e.g. moral and prudential
normativityb have at least some of the features from part 1 as essential marks, while
others Bincluding at least epistemic normatiyvb do not. The resulting explanation

can be summarized as follows

192 See for instance Moore (1903), Johnston (1989), Scanlon (1998), (2014), Dancy (2006), Fitzpatrick
(2008), (2010), Enoch (2011a), and Parfit (2011).
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Normative Pluralism: Epistemic facts and claims do not bear the five
commonly cited marks of normativity from part | because (i) there is a plurality of
kindsof normativity and (ii) the kind of normativity implied by epistemic facts and

claims — i.e. epistemicnormativity Dlacks these five features.'*®

I will take this to be the most promising explanation that proponents of Epistemic

Normativity can give of theonclusions of part 1.

7.2 Epistemic Non-Normativity’s explanation of the missing marks

How does Epistemic NotNormativity explain the fact that epistemic facts and claims
lack the features from part 1? Just like Normative Pluralism, the Epistemie Non
Normativity explanation hatsvo key components. The first and most straightforward
stems from Epistemic NehlormativityOshesisthat epistemic facts and claims are
not normative If this is right, then it is not surprising that alleged essential features
of normative facts and claims are missiigepistemic facts and claims. To the
contrary, it is exactly what we would expect.

The second stems from Epistemic NdtormativityOs more positive claim, i.e.
that epistemic facts and claims are stidkm-implying even thogh they are not
normative. Recall that according to Epistemic N@armativity, epistemic claims still
have to do with what we should or should nbelieve according to epistemic norms
It is just that these epistemic norms lack necessary normative aughditite second
main component of its explanation is therefore the followi¢hether or not the
five features from part 1 are essential features of normative facts and claims, they are
not essential features of merely normmplying facts and claims. Everthié five
characteristics from chapters@ are marks of normativityin other words,they are
not marks of mere norrrrelativity. The resulting explanation can therefore be

summarized as follows:

193 Several prominent normativity theorists can be interpreted as defending something like Normative
Pluralism. One example is Raz (1999), (2011) who distinguishes betweenbaségtkpractical
normativity on the one hand, andiaptive normativity, which does not imply value, on the other. See
also e.g. Scanlon (1998), (2014), Skorupski (2010), antl (Ra1fl). See Reisner (2015) for relevant
discussion. Note that what | call Normative Pluralism should not be confused with TiffanyOs (2007)
Onormative pluralismO
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Epistemic Non-Normativity explanation: the five marks of
normativity from part | are missing in epistemic facts and claims because (i)
epistemic facts and claims are not normative, but rather (i) merely norm-implying,
and the five features from part | are not essential features of merely norm-implying

facts and claims.

While the first part of this explanation is straightforward, the second could
conceivably be questioned. That is, someone could conceigalelstion the claim
that the features from chapters-B arenot essential features of normmplying facts
ard claims.

In the rest of this section, | rule out thipossibility More precisely, Qive
examples tashow that merely norrimplying facts and claims do not necessarily imply
(i) value, (i) the promotion of oneOs desires, (i) autonomy from thenoomative,

(iv) motivation, and (v) control. Even if these are marks of normativity, in other words,

they are not marks omere norm-relativity.

7.2.1Norm-relativity and value
The first commonly cited mark of normativity | examined is a necessary connection

with value. | took this first characteristic to be captured by the Value Principle (VP):

Value principle (VP): there is a normative reason to ¢ if and only if it is good

to ¢.
Given VP, if Epistemic Normativity is true, then the following must alsiouze

Epistemic value thesis (EVT): it is necessarily good to conform to epistemic

norms.

However, as | argued in chapter 2, EVT is false. It is not necessarily good to conform
to epistemic norms. Hence, epistemic facts and claims do not have the aecess
connection with value that is captured by VP. According to Epistemic-Non
Normativity, EVT is false because epistemic facts and claims are merelymplying

and rot normative. That is, thenorms that they imply lack necessary normative
authority andit is not necessarily good to conform to norms that lack such authority.
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Even if we accept that normative claims are necessarily connected to value, in other
words, merely normimplying ones are not.

To see this, consider other examples of norms that laekessary normative
authority. Plausibly, there is not necessasfgmethinggood in conforming toe.g.
etiquette, fashion, the lawiradition, and so on. To use the distinction | drew in
chapter 2 between mere domanelative goodnessand genuine omormativity
grounding goodness it is not necessarily genuinely good to do what is legal,
fashionable, decorous, traditional, and so on (i.e. what is good or correct from a legal,
fashion, etiquette, or traditional point of view). Unljlsaty moral valueor prudential
value, legal value, fashion value, etiquette value, traditional value, and the like are
merely domairrelative. They do not necessarily constitute normatihgtpunding
value.There is not necessarily anything genuinely good, for example hilorooing
to immoral or absurdlaws traditions, or etiquette rules, especiallyyibu haveno
chance ofgetting caught ompunished More generally, lthough it is very oftenb
perhaps almost alwayBgenuinely good to do what is legal, fashionable, desrou
traditional, and so on, it is not necessarily so.

The conclusion of chapter 2 is that epistemic norms are just like that. Although
it is very oftenb perhaps almost alwaydgenuinely good to conform to them, it is
not necessarily so. Unlike perhaps rmband prudential value, epistemic value is
merely domairrelative and does not necessarily constitute genuine or normativity
grounding value. According to Epistemic NNormativity, this is exactly what we
should expect since epistemic facts and clairesngerely normimplying and this is
precisely the kind of connection that merely nofimplying facts and claims have with

genuine or normativigrounding value.

7.2.2Norm-relativity and desire
The second commonly cited mark of normativity | examinedaisnecessary
connection with the satisfaction of oneOs desires. | took this second feature to be

captured by the following principle:

Instrumental Principle (IP): There is a normative reason for one to ¢ if and

only if ¢-ing promotes the satisfaction of one’s desires.

Given IP, if Epistemic Normativity is true, then the following must also be true:
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Epistemic Instrumental Thesis (EIT): conforming to epistemic norms

necessarily promotes the satisfaction of one’s desires.

However, as | argued in chaptey BIT is false. Conforming to epistemic norms does
not necessarily promote the satisfaction of oneOs desires. Hence, epistemic facts and
claims do not have the necessary connection with desires that is captured by IP.

According to Epistemic NoNormativity, EIT is false because epistemic facts
and claims are merely nosmplying and not normative. That is, the (epistemic)
norms that they imply lack necessary normative authority and conforming to norms
that lack such authority does not necessarily promdte satisfaction of oneOs desires.
Even if we accept that normative claims are necessarily connected to the satisfaction
of oneOs desires, in other words, merely némplying ones are not. To see this,
consider other examples of norms that lack necessamymative authority Plausibly,
conforming toe.g. norms ofaw, fashion, etiquettaradition, religious sectsand the
like does not necessarily promote the satisfaction of oneOs deBmshion could
require you to wear outfits that you hate and to avoid wearing outfits §y@u love.
Similarly, tradition could require you to marry someone you hate and forbid you to
have a radtionship with someone you lov&ou couldalsoget caught in a sect that
requires you to commisuicide More generally,tliere canobviouslybe cases where
being lawful, fashionable, decorous, traditional, sman doesnot promote any of
your desires.

The conclusion of chapter 3 is that epistemic norms are just like that. Although
conforming to them very oftenD perhaps almost alway® does promote the
satisfaction of oneOs desires, it does not necessarily do so. According to Epistemic
Non-Normativity, this is exactly what we should expect since epistemic facts and
claims are merely noramplyirg and this is precisely the kind of connection that

merely normimplying facts and claims have with desire.

7.2.3Norm-relativity and autonomy
The third commonly cited mark of normativity | examined is a necessary autonomy
from the nonnormative. | tookthis third feature to be captured by whas often

known as HumeOs lawas | put it:

134



Autonomy Principle (AP): normative claims cannot be derived from non-

normative claims alone.

Given AP, if Epistemic Normativity is true, then tfedlowing must also be true:

Epistemic Autonomy Thesis (EAT): epistemic claims cannot be derived

from non-normative claims alone.

However, as | argued in chapter 4, EAT is false. Epistemic cairbe derived from
non-normative claims alone. Hencepistemic facts and claims are not autonomous
from the nonnormative.

According to Epistemic NoiNormativity, EAT is false because although they
are normimplying, epistemic claims are not normative and even if normative claims
are necessariljautonomous fom norrnormative ones, merely norAimplying claims
are not. Even if we accept AP, in other words, that principle does not extend to
merely normimplying claims like epistemic claims.

Consider legal claims for instance. The fact thahg islegallyrequired,
permitted,or forbiddencan very well be derived from nemormative premises alone.
In particular, from the (nomormative) fact that a country©sde oflaw says that it
is forbidden top Pe.qg. if it is written in its constitutiomr was asserted by judges on
its supreme courtbwe can conclude that in that country, it is illegaldgpthat we
legally should not ¢, and the like.

In chapter 4, | rejected the autonomy of epistemic claims from the-non
normatve by examining two phenoma, namely (i) firstperson epistemic
deliberation and (ii) what | called descriptigpistemic questions. | argued that Ron
normaive facts alonecan settle epistemic deliberation from the firpierson
perspective and that descriptiveepistemic questios can be closed or trivial
questions and are not necessarily open or substantial quest\wis. that the same
is true of merely norraimplying claims like legal claims. First,-normative facts
alone can settle for oneself the legal deliberative quasiitegally speaking, should |
$?0 In particular, it can be settlednioyrnormativefacts about what the law says.
Once | come to the conclusion that the law in my country says forbiddento ¢,

then the question whether | should from a legal point of view is settlefor me.

13t



Second, descriptivkegal questions can very well be closedtavial questions. For
example the question@-ing is disallowed according to the US constitution, but is it
legal to in the US?® not an open question.

The conclusion of chaptet is that epistemic claims are just like that. Just like
legal conclusions, epistemic conclusions can be derived fromnoonative
conclusions alone. According to Epistemic Ndormativity, this is exactly what we
should expect since epistemic facts ai@ims are merely noramplying and this is
precisely the kind of connection that merely nofimplying claims have with nen

normative claims.

7.2.4Norm-relativity and motivation

The fourth commonly cited mark of normativity | examined is a necessarysbiom
with motivation. | took this fourth feature to be captured by the Motivation Principle
(MP):

Motivation principle (MP): making a normative judgment of the form ‘I

should ¢’ necessarily motivates one to behave in accordance with that judgment.

Given MP, if Epistemic Normativity is true, then the following must also be true:

Epistemic Motivation Thesis (EMT): making an epistemic judgment of
the form ‘1 epistemically should ¢’ necessarily motivates one to behave in accordance

with that judgment.

However, as | argued in chapter 4, EMT is false. Epistemic judgments are not
necessarily motivating.

According to Epistemic NoNormativity, EMT is false because although they
are normimplying, epistemic judgments are not normative awdn f normative
judgments are indeed motivating, merely neimplying ones are not. Even if we
accept MP, in other words, that principle does not extend to merely nammplying
judgments like epistemic judgments. Consider judgments about what one should or
shauld not do relative to certain gender stereotypes. | can very well judge, for
instance, that | should not cry in public given standards of masculinity or machismo
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and not be motivated at all to refrain from crying in public. Similarly, | can very well
judgesincerelythat | shouldp according to e.gfashionthe law,or etiquette without
being motivated ta to any extent.

The conclusion of chapter 5 is that epistemic judgments are just like that. Just
like judgments aboutvhat | should or should not do accordg to masculinity
standards, thealw, fashion, etiquette, and the like, | can very well make judgments
about what lepistemically should or should not believe without being motivated to
behave accordingly to any extent. According to Epistemic INanmativity, this is
exactly what we should expect since epistemic judgments are merely-imophying
and this is precisely the kind of connection that merely nemplying claims have

with motivation.

7.2.5Norm-relativity and control

The final commonly cited mla of normativity | examined is a necessary connection
with control. | took this fifth feature to be captured by the wdthown thesis that
OoughtO implies Goaa put it:

Control Principle (CP): if S ought to ¢ then S can ¢. And if S ought not to ¢,

then S can avoid ¢-ing.

Given CP, if Epistemic Normativity is true, then the following must also be true:

Epistemic control thesis (ECT): if S is epistemically justified in believing
that P, then S can believe that P. And if S is epistemically unjustified in believing that

P, then S can avoid believing that P.

However, as | argued in chapter 6, ECT is false. Epistemic claims, norn@wigim=
do not imply OcanO. Hence, epistemic facts and claims do ndhévaesessary
connection with controlcaptured by CP

According to Epistemic NoiNormativity, ECTis false(epistemic claims do
not imply Ocan®) because although they areimgiying, eitemic claims are not
normative. Saeven if normative claimsply control, merely norimplying ones do

not. That is, norms an®ught€hat lack necessary normative authority do not imply



OcanOnce again consider legal clairs.] mentionedn chapters, even ifyou suffer
from extreme, treatmentresistant kleptomania (and so cannot refrain from stealing)
it remainsillegal for you to steal. Whether or not you have control over your stealing,
in other words, it remains true that you legally ought not to steal.

The corclusion of chapter 6 is that epistemic claims, norms, @oghtare
just like that. Just like in the case of le@alght£the fact that youepistemically ought
(ought not) to believe that P does not entail that you dam the relevant sens®
believe fiot believe) that P. According to Epistemic Ndlormativity, this is exactly
what we should expect since epistemic claims are merely rAarplying and this is

precisely the kind of connection that merely nofimplying claims have with control.

7.3 Interlude: explaining apparent remaining marks of normativity

So far, Ihavefocused on the need to explain why the five commonly cited marks of
normativity from part 1 are missing in epistemic facts and clakesswe have jst
seen, Epistemic NoNormativityOs explanatida simply that epistemic facts and
claims are not genuinely normative, but rather merely nemplying.

An important thing to note, however, is that although they do ratve the
features from part 1, epistemic facts and claims still haveegeatures that one might
claim to beadditionalmarks of normativity. In particular, epistemic fastd seem to
be (i) important, (ii) inescapable, (iii) sources okpistemic reasons, and (iv) universal or
absolute. But one might doubt thaepistemic facts can sthlavethese features if they
are merely normimplying. So this raises a second explanatory question: if Epistemic
Non-Normativity is true and epistemic facts and claims aremarmative, then why
do they have these features thalsoseem to be hallmarks of normative facts and
claims?

In the rest of this chapter, | argue that Epistemic Ndarmativity can provide
a satisfactory answer to this second explanatory questions dls Weat is, it can
convincingly accommodate these four additional features of epistemic facts. Its
answer is, roughly, that these characteristics are not exclusive to normative facts.
Even if epistemic facts are merely nemmplying, they can still be irapgant,
inescapable, a source of epistemic reasons, and uni@rahisolute | defend each
of these claims in the rest of this chapter.

7.3.1Norm-relativity and importance
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It seems that just like e.g. moral norms and unlike e.g. norms of etiquetigsbran,
epistemic normsnatter. However, ifepistemic norms have the same kind of authority
as the latter, doesnOt it follow, implausibly, that epistemic norms are similarly trivial
and unimportant?

Note first that the claimcannot be that ilways or necessarily maters whether
you conform to epistemic norms. This is because this would amount to the Epistemic
Value Thesis (EVT), which | rejected in chapter 2. The pwmiatie inchapter 2, in
other words, wasprecisely that it does not necessarily matter whatlyeu conform
to epistemicnorms.

Instead, this first features most plausibly interpreted as the claitiat
epistemic norms aren important kind of norm or that they matterin general. This,
however, is something that Epistemic Ndlormativity can eay accommodate. All
that is needed for a norm N to lack necessary normative authority, is that there
be cases where there is no normative reason to conform to N. Crucially however,
this is compatible with such cases being very rare. Perhaps thef@ds always a
normative reason to conform to N. But this, in turn, leaves the possibility that it
almost always matters whether you are conforming to N. But if this is so, then N is
clealy an important kind of normEven if there is not necessarily a n@tive reason
to conform to the law, for instance, there is still almost always such a reason. After
all, it is moral and prudent to conform to most laws most of the time. Similarly, it is
very often a good idea to conform to norms of fashion and etiquettery often, in
other words, there is a normative reason to do as these norms say. So even norms
that lack necessary normative authority can have tremendous importance.

Epistemic NorNormativity is perfectly compatible with epistemic norms
being just lik that, namely norms to which there is almost always, but not necessarily
a normative reason to conform. This, in turn, is compatible with the possibility that
it almost always matters whether you conform to epistemic norms. There are, after
all, countlessubjects and situations about which it is important to know the truth
and not be mistaken. Sas Epistemic No#Normativity can maintairthe situations
where conforming to epistemic norms does not matter are plausibly very rare, which

means that epistemicorms are still a very important kind of norms.

7.3.2 Normrelativity and inescapability



Just like moral norms, epistemic norms seiescapable or categorical. AgentsO acts

are morally right or wrong regardless of what they care about. Intuitivelyn @seou

do not care at all about being moral, it remains true that you morally should not e.qg.,
humiliate others. In the same way, epistemic facts apply to us regardless of what we
want or care about. Whether our beliefs are epistemically justified, naiocorrect,

and the like does not depend on our desires or goals. Even if a wishful thinker does
not want to believe the truth, avoid error, follow her evidence, and the like, her
wishful belief is still epistemically unjustified. How can EpistemicNNomativity
explain that?

The fact that a norm is inescapable does not entail that it has necessary
normative authority, i.e. that it imescapably normative.'® Norms that lack necessary
normative authority can still apply to agents independently of wihey tare about.

It is true that you cannot simply escape or opt out of morality by not caring about
morality or by not playing the Omorality gameO. But this is also true of ikems |
etiquette, fashion and theWw. You cannot simply opt out dhese normsby not

caring abouthem or by not playing the Oetiquette game®, the Ofashion gameO, or the
Olegal gameO. Your unfashionable outfits are unfashionable whether or not you care
about being fashionable, your illegal acts &&gal whéher or not you care about the

law, and your indecorous acts are indecorous whether or not you care about
etiquette.

According to Epistemic NoNormativity, epistemic norms are just like that.

Even though they lack necessary normative auth@itg.even though they are not
inescapably normativé® epistemic norms still inescapably apply to us. Your
epistemically unjustified beliefs are epistemically unjustified whether or not you care
about avoiding error, believing the truth, following the evideraoe] the like. But this

IS so even if you are in a situation where there is no normative reason for you to
conform to epistemic norms and believe what is epistemically justified. Just like you
cannot simply opt out of theaw by simply not caring aboutatr by not playing the

Olegal gameO, you cannot simply escape or opt out of epistemology by not playing the
Oepistemology gameO or by not caring about things like truth, knowledge, and evidence.
So proponents of Epistemic NeMormativity can very well accomodate the

ines@pability of epistemic norms.

104 This is one of the main lessons from Foot (1972). See also Joyce (2001) and Olson (2014).
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One might object that the datum to explain is not onlyathepistemic norms
are inescapable, but that they are inescapably normative like, say, moral norms. This
reply is questiorbegging however. To assert that epistemic norms are inescapably
normative just is to assert that epistemic norms have necessary rimenguthority,
which is precisely what is at issue. A better reply however would be that epistemic
norms do seem inescapably normative because they plausiblyepispdsic reasons.
This leads me to a third feature that Epistemic NWormativity needs toexplain.

7.3.3Norm-relativity and epistemic reasons

Just like moral facts imply moral reasons, epistemic facts plausibly imply epistemic
reasons. If-ing is morally right or wrongthen there is a moral reason t¢ or not

to ¢. In the same way, if beliing tha P is epistemically justified or unjustifjgden

there is an epistemic reason to believe thabPnot to believe that P So just like
moral norms seem to be a source of moral reasons, epistemic norms seem to be a
source of epistemic reasons.dwover, just like moral reasons, epistemic reasons
seem to be inescapable or utterly independent of what we care about. For example,
consider the question whether you epistemically should believe that the number of
stars is even. Wether or not you care &out believinghe truth, avoiding error, and

S0 on, there is an epistemic reason for yaat to believe that the number of stars is
even and insteaduspend judgment abouhat matter. How can Epistemic Noen
Normativity explain this second feature of em@stic facts?

It is true that just like moral facts imply moral reasons, epistemic facts imply
epistemic reasons. Bgimilarly,as | already mentioned in chapterldgal facts imply
legal reasons, etiquette facts imply etiquette reasons, tradition faqtly itraditional
reasons, and so on. As we have already seen, terms like OshouldO, Oought®, Ogoo
Ocorrect®, and so on can be used to convey mere-redativity and not genuine
normativity. For example, even if there is not necessarily a atix@ reaso to
conform to the bBw, illegal acts are still necessaigully forbidden, bad, incorrect,
and so on. The point is that these terms can be used to merely conveytirag is
required, good, correct, and so orelative to Or according to a particulamorm N. For
all that these mere noraimplying or normrelative shouldclaims, goodnessaims,
and correctnesslaims imply, there might be no normative reasonptdn the same

way, althouglreasonsclaimsare sometimes use® especially by philosopheBto
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convey genuine normativity, they too can very well be read in a merely fnretative
or norm-implyingway. That is, they can very well be used to merely convey that there
IS a reason ta@ relative to or according to N. For all these mere noramplyingeasms
claims imply, there might be only nofralative reasons t@ and nonormative reason

to ¢. As Jonas Olson explains:

O[O]ughtd and OreasonO are both polysemous terms. [E] For example, it seems
perfectly fine to say that according to Catholicism thereeigson to abstain
from eating meat on Fridays and to mean by this simply that it is incorrect
according to the rules of Catholicism to eat meat on Fridays. Other examples
of the same kind are not difficult to find. Consider grammar or etiquette. The
claimthat there are reasons for writers in English not to split the infinitive
might simply mean that splitting the infinitive is inappropriate according to
(some) rules of grammar; the claim that there are reasons for male guests to
wear a tie at formal dinms might simply mean that this is required by the
rules of etiquette. Or consider chess or football. The claim that chess players
have reasons not to move the rook diagonally might simply mean that this is
incorrect according to the rules of chess; theintethat football players have
reasons not to play the ball to their own goalkeeper while under pressure
might simply mean that doing so is likely to provide the opponent team with
opportunities to score. To give a final example, the claim that soldiers hav
reasons to comply with the orders of a general might simply mean that doing
so is to comply with the orders of someone superior in military rank, which
is part of the role of being a soldier. (Olson 2014, 1120)

Even when there is neormative reasonto do as e.g. the law, fashion, and etiquette
says, it remains true, trivially, that there degal reasons, fashion reasons, andetiquette
reasons t0 do so. Itis just that in these situatiosuch reasons lack genuine normative
force or authority. Thesare situations, in other words, where legal reasons, fashion
reasons, and etiquette reasons do not constitute genuinely normative reasaohs
are only normrelative reasonsThere can very well be cases where there is no
normative reason to do what theres e.g. legal reasons, etiquette reasons, and
traditional reasons to do.

According to Epistemic NoiNormativity, epistemic reasons are just like that.
While epistemic norms do imply epistemic reasons, they do so in the same trivial or
norm-relative sense¢hat e.g. legal norms imply legal reasons. Just like legal reasons
epistemic reasons do not necessarily constitute genuinely normative reasons or have

normative force or authorityThey are sometimes just mere normelative reasons.
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There might bein other words, no normative reason to do what there is epistemic
reasons to do. Therefore, the sole claim that there is an epistemic reason to believe
that PDjust like the sole claim that there is a legal reasonpt® leaves open the
further, normative quesbn whether there is a genuinely normative reason to believe
what there is epistemic reason to believe. Hence, the merely ronplying character
of epistemic facts and claims is perfectly compatible with their implying epistemic
reasons.

This explanatioralso accommodates thescapability of epistemic reasons.
That is, it also entails, correctly, that epistemic reasons are independent from our
desires or goals. When there is an epistemic reason for you to believe that P, this is
so whether or not you cee about believing the truth, avoiding error, and the like.
Epistemic NorANormativity delivers that result because mere norelative reasons

can very well be inescapable. As Olson writes:

A soldier might notdesire to comply with the generalOs order anel might
have no other desires whose satisfaction would be promoted by his
compliance, but he can still be said to have reasons to comply with the
generalOs order since complying with the orders of those of superior military
rank is part of the role of b&ig a soldier. The same goes for chess players and
football players; they might not desire to play by the rules and they need not
even desire to win. Agents can occupy roles they have no desire to fulfil and
engage in activities they have no desire to sadde. (Olson 2014, 121)

Similarly, whether or not you carabout conforming to e.g. the, fashion, or
tradition, there are legal reasons for you not to violate the law, fashion reasons not
violate fashion standards, and traditional reasons not to gt tradition. In the
same way, there are epistemic reasons for you to conform to epistemic norms
regardless of what you care about. It is just that just like legal reasons, fashion reasons,
and traditional reasons, epistemic reasons do not necess$ely genuine normative

force.

7.3.4 Normrelativity and universality
| have been comparing epistemic norms with nofrsich as tk law, etiquette, and

fashion® which are plausibly notibsolute or universal, but rather relative and
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conventional. When t comes to the latter kinds of normst seems thathere is not
one code Or system, Or framework that is absolutely OcorrectO or OvalidO. Rather there is
a plurality of legal, etiquette, and fashion codes, which are all equally Ovalid® or
OcorrectO. It ks no sense, after all, to claim that something is illegal, unfashionable,
or indecorousperiod or absolutely. Rather, any such claim must be relativized to a
particular legal, etiquette, or fashion code or frameworkis is because, plausibly,
the law, etiquette, and fashion are noecessaryacts that we discovered, but rather
contingentbif not arbitrary B conventions that we camepuwith. Facts about what
is e.g. legal, decorous, and fashionaiblether words, areb or are grounded inb
conventional facts about cultural or social artefacts

The problem is thatfor most philosophers, epistemic facts are nothilike
this. Epistemic norms do not seem to be relative and conventional in that way. It
rather seems that, much like e.g. moral claims, epistemic claims can be true absolutely
and even perhaps necessarily. For most epistemologists, there is not a plofalit
equally valid epistemic OcodesO, but rather one absolute and universal system of
epistemic norms. It does make sense, after all, to claim that a belief is epistemically
justified, rational, or correcperiod or absolutely. Unlike e.g. legal claims,igiemic
claims do not need to be relativized to a particular epistemic system to make sense.
This is becausPagain, according to most philosophé@ghese epistemic norms are
plausibly not just a matter of contingent or arbitrary conventions that we came
with. Epistemic facts are not mere conventional facts about cultural or social artefacts
Rather, they are discoverable facts that exist independently of such convelitions.
How can Epistemic NoiNormativity explain this if, as it maintainepistemic norms
are akin to paradigmatically relative and conventional normselikgiette, fashion
and the law

Epistemic NorNormativityOs answer is that norms can be absolute,
nonconventionalanduniversal without having necessary normatiutharity. Merely
norm-implying claims, in other words, do not necessarily imply relative and
conventional norms. They can very well imply absolute and universal norms. One way
in which this can be the case is if the norms in question are grounded in oredkr

from some fundamentalim or goal that is itself absolute and universal. But as we

195 This is, of course, controversial. Several epistemologists defend forms of epistemic relativism or
conventionalism. See for instance, Rorty (1981), Kusch (2002), Neta (2007), Hazlett (2013), Kerr and
Carter (2015), and Carter (2016). See e.g. Boghog€806) and White (2007) for criticism.
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have already seen, this is precisely how many epistemologists construe epistemic
norms. As | explained in chapter 4, one popular conception of the architecture of
episemic norms is aeritist conception according to which, roughly, epistemic norms
are the norms that derive from a fundamental goatroth, i.e. the goal or standard

of believing what is true and not what is false. If this is right and if, as most
epistenologigs maintain, truth is universahd not just a matter of convention, then
there might very well be only one true system of epistemic norms, i.e. the one that
derives from the goal of truth. Crucially however, none of this entails that this one
epistanic system or framework has necessary normative authority. In particular, it
does not mean that there is necessarily a normative reason to achievenikersal

and absolutegoal of truth. So even proponents of Epistemic Ndlormativity can
maintain that epistemicanms are those that derive from the absolute and universal
goal of truthand thus that there isot apluralityof equally valid epistemic systettfs

This kind of story can also accommodate the rmomventional character of
epistemic facts. Suppose epistemic facts are essentially facts about those norms that
derive from the fundaental goal of truthWhether some belieforming process is
conducive to the goal of believing the truth and awaggerror is plausibly not just a
matter of contingent or arbitrary conventions that we came up with, but rather a
matter of discoverable f&€ that exist independently of such conventions.

To be clear, my goal here is not to establish epistemic absolutism and reject
epistemic relativism or conventionalism. Instead, | only aim to show that Epistemic
Non-Normativity is not committed to epistenai relativism. It can accommodate
absolutism by invoking storie® like veritism b that are already popular among
epistemologistsNor am | trying to defend or formulatereritism For one thing, the
sketch | offered above overlooks the disagments regarding how to formulate the
truth goal exactly. For another, the fundamental epistemic goal might not be truth,
but rather e.g. knowledge!

106 Although most veritists accept Epistemic Normativisgpme epistemologistsappear to be
sympathetic tathe story sketched here. This is roughly how Grimm (2009) reads Sosa (2007). Some
proponents of natualized epistemology such as Quine (1969), (1992), Maffie (1990), and Laudan
(1990a), (1990b), also seem to invoke versions of this approach in response to the kind of objection
from epistemic normativity raised by Sellars (1956) and Kim (1988). See eannW2006) for
discussion.

197 See e.g. Williamson (2000), (Forthcoming), Bird (2007), Hattiangadi (2010), McHugh (2011),
Littlejohn (2013), (Forthcoming b).
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At this point, one might object that there is still something arbitrary or even
conventional with thikind of story. Why are epistemic norms those that derive from
the goal of truth? Why do we evaluate beliefs according to this fundamental epistemic
goal in the first place? Isnkat conventional or arbitrary?

Not necessarily. Another popular thesis theven proponents of Epistemic
Non-Normativity can invoke is what | called in previous chapters diae of belief
thesis. Recall that according to that thesis, part of what it is for something to be a
belief is for it to be, in some sense, directed or régjad towards being true and not
false. It is partly constitutive of what beliefs are, in other words, that they aim at the
truth. Crucially, this purports to be a necessary truth. Necessarily, if a state or
propositional attitude i belief, then it istie kind of state that aims at truth in some
sense. Therefore, if the aim of belief thesidrige, then epistemic norms and the
fundamental epistemic goalay have a clear noarbitrary, norconventional, and
even necessary source or ground, namely theeesal nature of beligfi.e. the
necessary fact that belief constitutively aims at tridtihe epistemic norms of belief
are just those, in other words, that derive from the constitutive aim of belief.

One might object that this kind otonstitutivist story is not available to
proponents of Epistemic NeiNormativity or that it is selfdefeating because it seems
to establish Epistemic Normativit}’. According to some philosophers, it would be
sufficient to establish the necessary normative authority ofasemorms if we could
show that these norms derive from an aim that agents cannot possibly escape or
avoid. This is what we might calbrmative constitutivism.''® But if epistemic norms
derive from the constitutive aim of belief, then it seems that norneationstitutivism
could be applied to Epistemic Normativity since beliefs are plausibly inescapable for
agents. Being an agent, in other words, seems to constitutively involve forming and

revising beliefs. But if belief constitutively aims at truth angigtemic norms derive

108 An alternative possible story is that epistemic norms are just those that derive from the cdivstitu

aim ofinquiry or of epistemic agency.

199 The rest of this section draws in part from C™88uchard (Forthcoming).

10 Normative constitutivism is especially popular in the practical domain. Many claim, for instance, that
we can ground practical or evanoral normativity in what is constitutive of action or agency. See for
instance, Velleman (2000), Wallace (2001), Rosati (2003), OOHagan (2004), (2005), Ferrero (2009),
Korsgaard (1996), (2008), (2009), Tubert (2010), (2011), Bertea (2013), and Kats@fanady,
(Forthcoming). See Enoch (2006) for criticism.
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from that aim, doesnOt it follow that we cannot possibly escape the aim of belief and
therefore that they necessarilyavenormative force for ug*

As | have argual elsewhere,such an epistemior doxastic version of
normative constutivism is a norstarter** No plausible version of the aim of belief
thesis can ground the necessary normative authority of epistemic norms, i.e.
Epistemic Normativity. First, as | already argued in chapter 3, the aim of belief cannot
be interpreted as araim that agents necessarlgve or as something that agents
necessarily want. A more plausible option is to construe iaametaphor for the
claim that a belief is good, wéiinctioning, correct, or fitting qua belief if and only if
it is true. But asl argued in chapter Zhis thesisis not sufficient to ground genuine
normativity. The sole fact that something like an activity, state, or »0laas an
essentiafunction or correctness conditiodoes not entail that there is any normative
reason tomed that condition This claim alone, as we have seen, is silent on whether
there is any normative reason to be a good, walhction, fitting, or correct X, and
to avoid being a bad, defective, or incorrect X.

However, aghe story from the previous paragph indicateseven if theydo
not entail genuin@ormativity,constitutive aimsfunctions or correctness conditions
can still groundhorms. That is, even if they canngtound genuine normative reasqns
they still provide or set standards relative tdweh we can evaluate people and their
behaviour. So even fiormative constitutivism is implausible, it does not follow that
norms constitutivismbi.e. constitutivist explanations ebrms but not of normativity
Dis also implausible. Hence, proponentg&pistemic NoANormativity can very well
adoptsome formof norms constitutivismn the case of epistemic norms. That is, one
can very well claim that epistemic norms are those that derive from the constitutive
aim of belief and at the same time maintdiatsuch norms lack necessary normative
authority since there is not necessarily a normative reason to achieve the aim of
belief

7.4 Summary
In this chapter, | asked how Epistemic Normativity and Epistemic-Namativity

can answer two explanatory gaegons or challenges. The first, which is the one | am

111 5ee for instance Velleman (2000), Wedgwood (2002), Shah and Velleman (2005), OOHagan (2005),
SteglichPetersen (2009), Tubert (2010), Wiland (2012, chapter 6), and Nolfi (2013).
12 cm™iBouchard (Fethcoming). See also Railton (1997) and Papineau (2013).
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mainly concerned with in thighesis is to explain the conclusions of part 1, i.e. that
the five commonly cited marks of normativity from chapter$ Z&re missing in
epistemic facts and claims.

On the one hand, | have argued that the most promising explanation for
Epistenc Normativity is what | called Brmative Ruralism. According to the pluralist
explanation, epistemic facts and claims do not bear the five commonly cited marks of
normativity frompart 1 because (i) there is a plurality of kinds of normativity and (ii)
the kind of normativity implied by epistemic facts and clainse. epistemic
normativityblacks these five features. According to Epistemic Mmmmativity, on
the other hand, thefive marks of normativity from part 1 are missing in epistemic
facts and claims because (i) epistemic facts and claims are not normative, but rather
(i) merely normimplying and the five features from part 1 are not essential features
of merely normimplying facts and claims.

The second explanatory challengasto explain why epistemic facts and
claims also have other features whiohe might see asdditional hallmarls of
normativity. | have argued that Epistemic Ndiormativity can meet tht challenge
because these features are not exclusive to normative facts and claims. Even if they
are normimplying, epistemic facts can still be important, inescapable, a source of
epistemic reasons, and universalabsolute

In the next chapter, | return to the fat explanatory question and evaluate the
two rival explanations on the basis obmmonly invokedexplanatory virtues or
criteria. | will argue that given these criteria, Epistemic NMormativity is the best

explanation of the conclusions of chapter§ 2
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Chapter 8: Epistemic nenormativity as the best explanation

In the previous chapter, | formulated the explanations that Epistemic Normativity and
Epistemic NoANormativity can each give of the conclusions of part 1. In particular, |

argued thathe two rival explanationsre the following

Normative pluralism: Epistemic facts and claims do not bear the five
commonly cited marks of normativity from part | because (i) there is a plurality of
kindsof normativity and (ii) the kind of normativity implied by epistemic facts and

claims — i.e. epistemicnormativity Blacks these five features.

Epistemic Non-Normativity explanation: the five marks of
normativity from part | are missing in epistemic facts and claims because (i)
epistemic facts and claims are not normative, but rather (ii) merely norm-implying
and the five features from part | are not essential features of merely norm-implying

facts and claims.

In this final chapter, | argue thEpistemic NoeNormativityOs explanatiisithe best
explanation othe fact that the features from chapters&are missing in epistemic
facts and claims. More precisely, | argue that gthenmost commonly invoked
explanatory virtues or criteria for theory choice, Epistemic NNiormativity clearly
comes outas best. In particulain comparison with Epistemic NeNormativity,
Normative Pluralism has either less or no mooetological simplicity, explanatory
simplicity, breadth, depth, coherence with background knowledge, intrinsic plausibility, and
avoidance of ad hoc elements.*? | therefore conclude that Epistemic Nedormativity
is, on the whole, the best explanatidar the conclusions of part 1. | consider the

simplicity criteria in 8.1 and the other criteria in 8.2.

8.1 Simplicity

The most commonly ined explanatory criterion or virtue issimplicity. It is
standardlyclaimed that snpler theories, hypotheses, or explanations are preferable
other things being equal. In this first section, | distinguish various ways in which

13 The list of explanatory criteria or virtues | use below is borrowed in large part from Beebe (2009).
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theories can be more or lessmple and argue that Epistemic Nblmrmativity is, on
the whole, simpler than Normative Pluralism. In particular, | argue that the former is
both ontologically (or semantically) and explanatorily (Or syntactically) simpler than the

latter 114

8.1.1 Onblogical simplicity

The first facet of the simplicity criterion has to do witvhattheories or explanations
postulate as part of our ontology. Common labels for this first explanatory virtue
include ontological simplicity,semantic simplicity, andbarsimony. Beebe (2009, 609)
distinguishes between two ways in which a theory can be more or less parsimonious
or ontologically simple. The first has to do with tlkénds of entities that theories

postulate:

Ontological Simplicity I: Other things being equal, a theory that postulates
the existence of fewer kinds of entities should be preferred to a theory that postulates

more.

Normative Pluralism postulates the existence of more kinds of entities than Epistemic
Non-Normativity.

Not only does Pluralism gstulate the existence of normative facts,aiso
postulatesthe existenceof at least twokinds of normative factdn comparison,
Epistemic NoANormativity does not postulate the existence of normative facts at all.
To the contrary, it is perfectly comgtible with there being no such things. It is also
compatible with there being only one kind of normative facts or normativity. The only
kind of facts it postulates are merely nosimplying facts Crucially however,
Normative Ruralism is also committed tthe existence of merely noramplying facts
such as legal facts, etiquette facts, and fashion facts. HEhoglismis less
parsimonious than Epistemic Néformativity when it comes to how many kinds or

types of entities it postulates.

114 Beebe (2009) includes a thirfisychological, facet of the simplicity criterion according tohich,
roughly, theories that are easier to uacstand are preferable other things being equal. | do not include
this third criterion since it is less commonly invoked and because EpistemieNgomativity and
Normative Pluralism are, on the face of it, equally easy to understand.
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The second way invhich an explanation can be more or less parsimonious
has to do not with kinds of entities, but rather with the quantityiedividual entities

postulated

Ontological Simplicity 1l: Other things being equal, a theory that postulates

the existence of fewer entities should be preferred to a theory that postulates more.

Epistemic NorANormativity postulates the existence of fewer individual entities than
Normative Pluralism.

The ontological commitments of both theories are plausibly the saimen it
comes toindividualnon-normative facts. Normative Pluralism does not postulate
fewer nonnormative entities than Epistemic Nawormativity. As we have just seen
however, Pluralismalso postulates normative fact&pistemic NoANormativity, on
the other hand, is only committed to the existence of Rnarmative facts. Therefore,
the only ontological difference between the two explanations is that the former
postulates normative facts in addition to the same quantity of-mommative facts.

Of course, it might turn out that there really are normative facts, and Epistemic Non
Normativity is entirely compatible with that possibility. But even if we are already
committed to the existence of normative facts, Epistemic NMdormativity still
meansfewer individuahormative entitiesthan Normative Pluralism since unlike the
latter, it does not postulate epistemic normative facts Hence, Epistemic Non
Normativity postulats fewer individual entities than Normative Pluralism.

In response, one mighsuggest that Normative Pluralism does naid
normative facts to the same quantity of ranrmative facts, but ratheweplaces some
non-normative factswith normative factsOne might reply, in other words, that
Normative pluralism and Epistemic Ndformativity both postulate epistemic facts,
but that the former views them as normative facts and the latter views them as non
normative. Hence the total quantity of individual entities remains the same.

But this is mistaken. Theories that postulate normativedastill postulate
norm-implying facts as well. Even if moral facts are normative facts, there are still also
merely normimplying facts about what we should or should not do according to
moral norms. It is just that the latter are n@enuinemoral facts. Theresimore to
moral facts, in other words, than mere norimplying facts abouwhat is required,
permitted, or forbidden according tonoral norms. Similarly, evenepistemic facts
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are normative fact&s Normative Pluralism maintajrtbere are still normimplying

facts about what we should or should not déative to epistemic norms. Normative
PluralismOs claim is just that the latter are not the real epistemic facts. There is more
to epistemic facts, according to Normative Pluralism (and Epistemic Nortyativi
more generally), than mere normplying facts about what is required, permitted,

or forbidden according to epistemic norms. So fRkiralist point is not that the latter
non-normative facts do not exist, but rather that they are not episteraicts.

A second potential reply is that Normative Pluralism is not committed to
more individual entities because although they are normative, epistemic facts are
identical or analysable purely in terms of reormative facts. That is, some form of
analytic naturalism might be true in the case of epistemic facts. However, the main
problem with this suggestion is that even if we admit that such an analytic naturalistic
account of epistemic normativity is plausible, analytic naturalism is much less plausible
in the case of other kinds of normativity such eral normativity. If, as most
metaethicists maintaimoral facts are not identifiable or analysable in terms of purely
non-normative facts, then even if we accept a form of analytic naturalism in tee cas
of epistemic normativity, Normative Pluralism will still entail more entities, namely
other normative facts such as moral fact, which are not analysable imomomative
terms.

Perhaps there are better replies to my defence of Epistemic -Non
Normativity® postulation of fewer individual entities. However, the best that my
opponents can hope to show is that Normative Pluralism postuled@sore individual
entities than Epistemic NeNormativity. But even if this were the case, the latter
would still comeout as the ontologically simpler theory on the whole since it would
still postulate fewerkinds of entities. Hence, | conclude that Epistemic Non
Normativity is, on the whole, ontologically simpler or more parsimonious than

Normative Pluralism.

8.1.2 Exm@natory simplicity

The second main facet of the simplicity criterion concerns the theories or hypotheses
or explanations themselves rather than the entities they postulate. This is often
referred to asexplanatory or syntactic simplicity. Once again, | folv Beebe (2009)

and distinguistthree ways in which explanations can be more or less explanatorily
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simple. | argue given these versions of the criterion, EpistemicNamativity is
explanatorily simpler, on the whole, than Normative Pluralism.

The frst way in which a theory or explanation can be more or less
explanatorily simple has to do with hoslegant or straightforward it is:

Explanatory Simplicity I: Other things being equal, a theory whose structure
is more elegant or straightforward should be preferred to a theory that is less elegant

or straightforward.

Epistemic NorNormativity is at least aselegantas Normative Pluralism. Its
explanation of the conclusions of part 1 could hardly be more straightforward since
it simply takes these conclusions at face value. The reason why epistemic facts and
claims @ not bear these common marks of normative facts and claims is, at bottom,
that they are simply not normative.

A second way in which explanations can be more or less syntactically simple

concerns theguantity of additional explanatory questions that they raise:

Explanatory Simplicity Il: Other things being equal, a theory that raises

fewer further explanatory questions should be preferred to a theory that raises more.

Normative Pluralismeclearly raises more additional explanatory questions than
Epistemic NorNormativity. Here are somef them

Recall that according to Normative Pluralism, there is a plurality of kinds of
normative facts, and at least one of thé&mne. the epistemicikd of normative facts
DPlacks the features from part 1. But if they lack these features and if, as | argued in
the previous chapter, merely norimplying facts lack these features as well, then (i)
why do epistemic facts still count as normative facts?atgther feature do they
have that other normative facts have and that namplying facts lack? And (ii) why
does this distinctly epistemic kind of normativity lacks these features that other kinds
of normativity seem to have? Moreover, (iii) if the passgen or absence of the five
features from part 1 is not sufficient to distinguish normative facts from merely norm
implyingfacts, then what is? What is it that distinguishes normative facts from merely
norm-implying ones? (iv) What is it thatounds or explains this distinctly epistemic

kind of normativity? Why or in virtue of what, in other words, do epistemic norms
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necessarily have normative authority? Where does their necessary normative force
come from if, as | argued in chapters 2 and 3, it canoote from facts about value

or about our desires? (v) Since epistemic facts are not autonomous from non
normative ones as shown in chapter ®what is the relation between those two
kinds of facts? In particular, does it mean that the latter is reducibnalysable in
terms of the latter? (vi) If so, why are they still genuinely normative? (vii) If they are
still genuinely normative despite being analysable or reducible in terms ef non
normative facts, does it mean that such reductive or analytic négurais also
acceptable in the case of other kinds of normative facts such as moral facts? (viii) If it
is, then how should we answer the standard objections to, say moral naturalism? If it
is not, then why donOt the standard objections to normative nigumaapply o
epistemic naturalism as weHltally, ik) if epistemic facts are normative facts, then
how can we respond to the metanormative objections like those outlined in chapter
1 and defend the existence of normative epistemic facts?

We do not needto answerthese questions if we adopt Epistemic Non
Normativity however. Of course, Epistemic Neawormativity also raises further
explanatory questions, which | examined in chapter 7. As | explained however, these
questions are not especially preiphatic Epistemic NoANormativity can easily
accommodate the fact that epistemic facts are important, inescapable, sources of
epistemic reasons, and absolute.

In contrast, the additional explanatory questions raised NMormative
Pluralism are not only more numerous, they are also more problematic or difficult.
For instance, iNormative Pluralism is true and epistemic facts have their own
distinctive kind of normativity, then what are such normative epistemic fa@8 lik
They cannotplausiblybe non-natural facts since the Autonomy Principle (AP) from
chapter 4 is a central commitmerdr motivation of norrnaturalist accountsof
normative factsAs | explained above,ig a central tenet of normative nenaturalism
that there is a fundamental gap between normatwel natural nomormative facts
Even ifthe autonomy of normative facts from nerrmative natural ones does not
automdically entail the truth of normative nenaturalism, thenon-autonomy of
normative facts from nomormative facts does render nematuralism implausible or
at least unmotivated. If we can infer normative conclusions from naturat non
normative facts alonghen it is unclear why such normative truths could not also be

natural truths. Consequentlypistemic non-naturalism would plausibly require that
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the Autonomy Principle be true in the case of epistemic facts and cRines that
what | called the Epismic Autonomy Thesis (EAT) be true. But since, as | argued in
chapter 4, wecan infer epistemic conclusions from purely natural Azormative
premisesbDi.e. since EAT is fald@epistemic facts are not plausibly natural facts and
not non-natural facts. S@ Normative Pluralism is correct, then epistemic facts are
most plausiblyatural normative facts.

However, this means that Normative Pluralidateswhat | called thd.osing
normativity problem in chapter 1. The problem, in showasthat purely naturhfacts
do not seem to be the kind of thing that can have normative authority. After all, in
the case ofnoral normativity for instance, it seems that purely natural facts cannot
settle first person moral deliberation and that naturabral questions are lavays
open or substantial questions. Why is it any different with the epistemic kind of
normativity? Why can this kind of normativity be generated by natural facts while
others cannot?

The question of thesource or grounds of this epistemic kind of (natural)
normativty is also highly problematic. Where does this distinctive kind of normative
authority that epistemic facts have come froM¥By or in virtue of what do epistemic
norms have necessary normative authority? As we have already seen in chapters 2
and3, the answer cannot be that epistemic normativity comes from facts alauat
or desires. As | have also explained in the previous chapter, it is not plausibly grounded
in facts about the constitutive aim of belief. Hence, it is far from clear whatdind
natural factsare supposed to ground or explain epistemic normativity.

One alternative option is that the normativity of epistemic facts is not
grounded or explained by anything else. That is, perhaps there is nothing else in virtue
of which epistemicdcts havenecessary normative authority. Perhaps it is julstuze
or primitive fact that there is necessarily a normative reason to conform to epistemic
norms. However, this would make Normative Pluralism much more ad hocrarch
less illuminatinghan Epistemic No#Normativity. It seems that such aiew of
epistemic normativityvould do little more than simply positing a kind of normativity
that simply fits the explanandufi.

Finally, why does the distinctly epistemic kind of normativity courd ksd

of normativity and not mere noranelativity? What does it have in common with

15| return to the issie of ad hoc explanations and explanatory depth below.
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other kinds of normativity that makes it coumts a kind of normativitand not an
instance of mere noranelativity?The most naturainswer is thajust like, say, moral

or prudential reasonghe epistemic reasonentailed by epistemic factse a kind of
normative reason&® However, given that epistemic nematuralism is ruled out,
Normative Pluralism must view these normative epistemic reasons as natural entities
or relations.This raises at leashree issues.

First, this seems to go against the dominant approach in contemporary
normativity theory according to whickthe reasons relation or Ocounting in favourO
relation or favouring relatioris the singldundamental oprimitive normative unit*’

For one thingmany proponents of this approach embrace sr@turalism and do not
view this relation as a natural phenomendhFor another,Normative Ruralism
means thathere isnot one singleand fundamental kind dévouringrelation, but
rather a plurality of kinds of Ocounting in favoar@articularwe have the epistemic
kind of favouringn the one handwhich is a natural phenomengand on the other
we havenonepistemic kinds aofavouring which may or may not be natal.

Secondand relatedlysuppose naturalism turns out to be implausible in the
case ohon-epistemic favouringsuppose, in other words, thatg.practical Ocounting
in favourQ isest seen as non-naturalrelation In virtue of whatwould they both
count as normative relatior®™NVhat would they have in common that woulchake
them both normativeRelatedly, if thepracticalreasons relation cannot be natural,
then why can it be natural in the epistemic case? Conversely, if that relation can be
naturalin the epistemic case, why canOt it be natural iptheticalcase?®

Finally, if we allow that epistemic reasons involve just another kind of Ocounting
in favourO®, why should we not also see e.g. legal reasons as involving yet a further,
legal, kind ofOcounting in favoul®¥irtue of what are certain kinds of favouring

normative and others nomormative or merely norrerelative?

116 See e.g. Scanlon (1998), (2014), Raz (1999), (2014), Cuneo (2007), Schroeder (2007), Alvarez
(2010), Skorupski (2010), Enoch (2011a), Parfit (2011), and Rowland (2013).

17 See e.g. Scanlon (1998)012), Raz (1999), (2014), Skorupski (2010), and Parfit (2011).

18 E.g. Scanlon (1998), (2014), Cuneo (2007), Enoch (2011a), and Parfit (2011).

119 An additional point worth mentioning is that if it turned out that (i) Normative Pluralism is true, (ii)
that epistemic normativity is a natural phenomenon, but (iii) that moral normativitynis)anatural
phenomenon, then the argument in favour of tbaitary stancebwhich | presented in chapter
would also lose force. Since normative epistemic facts woelddiural facts, they would escape many

of the metaethical objections summarized in the first chapter. The metaethical objections would not
constitute metanormative objections and their soundness would not entail that there are no epistemic
facts after all
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So in sum, Normative Pluralism raises more additional explanatory questions
and many of these additional questions seem maifécult and problematic than
those raised by Epistemic NeMormativity. Therefore, Pluralism is less explanatorily
simple in this second respect.

The final way in which theories can be more or less syntactically simple has to
do with the quantity of printive explanatory notions that they posit:

Explanatory Simplicity 1lI: Other things being equal, a theory that posits

fewer primitive explanatory notions should be preferred to one that posits more.

Epistemic NorNormativity does not posit any explanatory notion that Normative
Pluralism does not posit. The main notion at work in the former explanation is that
of a merely normamplying fact or of the property of normelativity, to which
Normative Pluralism is also committeds ave have already seemr.herefore,
Normative Pluralism posits at least as many primitive explanatory notions than

Epistemic NorANormativity.

8.1.3 Taking stock

In this first section, | compared the two rival explanations of the conclusion of part 1
relative to the criteria of ontological and explanatory simplicityargued that
Epistemic NorNormativity postulates fewer kinds of entities, postulates fewer
individual entities, is no less straightforward, raises fewer additional explanatory
questions, and positfio more primitive explanatory notions than Normative
Pluralism. Hence, | conclude that the former is the simplest explanation, on the whole,
of the fact that the commonly invoked marks of normativity from chapte& &e

missing irepistemic facts and claims.

8.2 Additional explanatory criteria

In this second section, | evaluate Epistemic N\wrmativity and Normative Pluralism
in light of five additional explanatory criteria or virtues. These are dxplanatory
breadth, (ii) explanatory depth, (iii) coherence with background knowledge, (iv) intrinsic
plausibility, and (v) avoidance of ad hoc elements. | argue that Epistemic Nen

Normativity performs either better orno worsethan Normative Pluralism relative



to these criteria.Hence, | conclude that just like simplicity, these additional criteria
show, on the whole, that the former is superior to the latter.
The first additional explanatory criterion or virtue concerns how much a

theory can explain. Beebe (2009, 609) summarilzesscriterion as follows:

Explanatory Breadth: Other things being equal, a theory that explains a wider

range of phenomena should be preferred to a theory that explains a narrower range.

Epistemic NoANormativity explains just as many phenomena as Naiive Pluralism.
As | argued in chapter 7 it is not only able to explain the conclusions of part 1, but
also the fact that epistemic facts are important, inescapable, a source of epistemic
reasons, and absolutg universal

The second additional explanatory criteridras to do with howdeep or

illuminating an explanation is:

Explanatory Depth: Other things being equal, a theory that provides a more
illuminating explanation of the relevant data should be preferred to a theory that

provides a less illuminating explanation

Epistemic NorANormativity arguably provides a more illuminating explanation of the
conclusions of part 1 than Pluralishormative PluralismOs answer to part 1 consists
essentially in positing a kind of normativity that fits the data, i.e. that taeksatures
from chapters 26. But this does little to illuminate or further our understanding of
epistemic and normative facts. For one thing, it does not tell us why epistemic facts
and claims lack the features from part 1. For anotlitdeaves us in the dark regarding
what it takes for facts to be normative and not merely nemmplying.

Perhaps Pluralisoould be developetlurther to provide adeeperexplanation
but Epistemic NorNormativity seems in a better positiaio illuminatethe data from
part 1 It helps us understandhy epistemic factare asthey are describedh part 1
sinceit shows among other thingghat such facts and claims are part of a larger class
of facts and claims (merely norimplying facts and claimsyhich also lack the
features from chapters-B.
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The third additional explanatory virtue concerns how well an explanation
coheres with background knowledge or widely accepted claims. As Beebe (2009, 610)

puts it:

Coherence with Background Knowledge: Other things being equal, a
theory that fits better with other widely accepted theories and background knowledge

should be preferred to a theory that fits less well.

This criterion is trickier since it is hard to think of any widely accepted theories
concernng the issues relevant for the debate between Epistemic-Normativity
and Epistemic Normativity. Instead, most major questions in metaethics and
normativity theory have several popular competing answers that each have prominent
defenders. However, onergcial difference between Epistemic Ndlormativity and
Normative Pluralism is that the former is compatible wiHar greater number of
prominent theories than the latter. Hence, Epistemic Nidormativity might be said
to be more coherent with backgrounknowledge since for all we know, several of
these popular positions could turn out to be true and unlike Pluralisimm,dbmpatible
with most of them'*°

For one thing, whereas Epistemic Ndlormativity is compatible with any
account of the nature or sourcof normativity, Normative Pluralism rules out several
such accounts. First, Pluralism is incompatible with va&ised theories according to
which all normativitys ultimately grounded ifacts aboutvalue or goodness. This is
ruled out by the fact that Pluralism must accommodate the conclusion of chapter 2,
namely that it is not necessarily good to conform to epistemic norms. Second, it is
incompatible with desirbased theories according to whichll normativity is
ultimately grounded irfacts aboutour desires. This is ruled out by the fact that
Pluralism must accommodate the conclusion of chapter 3, namely that conforming to
epistemicnorms does not necessarily promote oneOs desires. Third, it is incompatible
with non-naturalist accounts of normativity according to which atirmative facts are

irreducible andunanalysablen terms ofnatural facts. This is because Pluralisnstmu

120 ynderstood in that sense, the coherence criterion overlaps with the criterion that is commonly
calledconservatism. According to Beebe (2009, 610), a theory is more conservative if it Oresults in a
smaller change in oneOs overall view.O Since, bartuél, Epistemic NeNormativity is compatible

with far more prominent accounts of normativity and metaethical theories than Normative Pluralism,
the former will plausibly results in smaller changes in peopleOs overall view.



accommodate the no@autonomous character of epistemic conclusions from -non
normative premise®i.e. the conclusion of chapter®and as we have already seen,
normative nonnaturalism is not plausibly compatible with some normative facts being
non-autonomous from nornormative natural claims. Fourth, Normative Pluralism is
incompatible with expressivist accounts of normativity according to which all
normative claims express narognitive motivating states. This is because Pluralism

must accommodate therejection B argued for in chapter 5D of epistemic
expressivism. Finally, Pluralism is also incompatible with the widely held view that
normative OoughtsO imply Ocan®. This is because it needs to accommodate the
conclusions of chapter 6, namely that episte claims do not imply OcanO.

A second respect in which Epistemic Ndformativity is more coherent with
popular theories is that unlike Normative Pluralism, it is compatible with both realism
and antirealism about normative facts. Unlike Pluralism, Epigt Non-Normativity
does not postulate the existence of any normative facts since it simply claims that
epistemic facts are merely normplying and not normative. So on the whole,
Epistemic NorANormativity appears to be more coherent with widely accepted
theories than Normative Pluralism.

The fourth additional explanatory criterion is what Beebe (2009, 610) labels

intrinsic plausibility:

Intrinsic Plausibility: Other things being equal, a theory that is more

intrinsically plausible should be preferred to a theory that less intrinsically plausible.

Epistemic NoANormativity is no less intrinsically plausible than Normative Pluralism.
As | have shown in the previous chapter, it can not only account for the conclusions
of chapters 26, but also for additinal features of epistemic facts that one might
associate with normative factsloreover, what | have said so far shows thare is
nothing intrinsically implausible with the idea that epistemic facts are merely-norm
implying and not normativel'hat there are merely normimplying factsvhich lack
the features from part 1s something welreadyfind intrinsically plausibl@herefore,
it is far from implausibléo conclude that epistemic facts are also merely nerm
implying.

Finally, a fifth additional pkanatory criterion has to do with howad hoc
theories or explanations are. Beebe (2009, 610) summarizes it as follows:
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Avoidance of Ad Hoc Elements: Other things being equal, a theory that

has fewer ad hoc elements should be preferred to a theory that has more.

As | already mentioned when discussing explanatory simplicity, Normative Pluralism
is, on the face of it, a more ad hoc explanation of the conclusions of part 1 than
Epistenic Non-Normativity. Normative Ruralism does little more than simply
postuating a kind of normativity or normative facts that happen to fit the
explanandum. Meanwhile, Epistemic Ndormativity makes sense of the
explanandum simply by invoking the already widely accepted fact that some facts are
merely normimplying and not gennely normative. It does not look, in other words,

like an explanation that was put together out of the blue just to fit tata

8.3 Summary

In this chapter, | asked which of the two rival explanations outlined in chagbere?
Epistemic NorANormativity and Normative Pluralistis the best explanation of the
conclusions of part 1. In order to answer this question, | evaluated the two
explanations relative to various commonly invoked explanatory critéaegued that
Epistemic NorNormativity clearly comes out as the best explanation according to
these criteria. More precisely, | argued that compared to Normative Pluralism,
Epistemic NoaNormativity (i) postulates the existence of fewer kinds of entities, (ii)
postulates fewer indidual entities, (iii) is no less elegant or straightforward, (iv) raises
fewer additional (difficult) explanatory questions, (v) posits more primitive
explanatory notions, (vi) explaipsst as many phenomengii) is more illuminating,

(viii) is more coherat with widely accepted theories, (ix) is no less intrinsically
plausible, and (x) has fewer ad hoc elements. Since it performs better, on the whole,
than Normative Pluralism according to these explanatory criteria, |1 conclude that
Epistemic NorANormativity is the best explanation of the fact that the commonly
invoked marks of normativity chapters@are missing in epistemic facts and claims.
Moreover, since it best explains the relevant data, | also conclude that in all likelihood,
Epistemic NorNormativity is true and Epistemic Normativity is false. Epistemic facts

and claims are best seen not as genuinely normative, but rather as merely norm

implying.
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Conclusion

Epistemology is widely seen as a normative discipline like ethisslike moral facts,
in other words, epistemic fact®i.e. facts about our beliefsO epistemic justification,
rationality, reasonableness, correctness, warrant, and theBli&ee normative facts.
Yet, whereas countless metaethicists have rejected the existence of moralflawets
philosophershaveraised similar objections tthe existence of epistemic facts.

According to what | called thénitary stance, this Dual stance regarding the
vulnerability of moral and epistemic facts to metaethical objectiomsissaken If
moral facts really are objectionable, queer, mysterious, and s then so are
epistemic factsThis is because, ascent developments in metaethics and normativity
theory made clearthose metaethical objections really are metamnative objections.
That is,argumentsagainst the existence of moral factsally arearguments against
normative facts more generallylt is only because of their necessary or inherent
normative charactethat moral facts are seen as objectionable in the first plBceé.
since episgtmic facts are normative like moral facteir existence isno less
threatened bymetaethical objetons. This is what | called theegument from Epistemic
Normativity in favour of theUnitary stance and against ttigual stance

The argument from  Epistemic Normativity
1! If any of the metaethical objections is sound, then there are no
normative facts; metaethical objections really are metanormative
objections. Metanormative thesis)
2! Epistemic facts and claims are normative facts and claipisterpic
Normativity)
3! Therefore, if any of the metaethical objections is sound, then there are

no epistemic factsUpitary stance)

In thisthesis | offered a response to this argumehargued that we should reject its
second premise and adopt insteatliat | alledEpistemic NoANormativity. Contrary
to what is commonly claimed or assumespistemicfacts and claimare best seen
not asnormativelike e.g. moral facfdut ratherasmerely norm-implyinglike legal
facts, etiquette facts, and the likeépistemidactsimply normsb epistemic norm®

that lack necessary normatieuthority. Unlike e.g. morahorms epistemic norms
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do not necessarily entail or provide normative reasolmstead, justike e.g. legal
norms, etiguette norms and the likéhere is not necessarily a normative reason to
conform to them

| offered the followingwo-part abductive argument in fauo of Epistemic
Non-Normativity and against Epistemic Normativity:

The abductive argument from the marks of normativity

1! Epistemic facts and atas lack five commonly cited marks of
normativity, i.e. five features that merely noimplying facts and
claims lack, but which are commonly attributed to normative facts and
claims. (PART 1)

2! The best explanation of premise 1 is that Epistemic Nwrmativity
is true, i.e. that epistemic facts and claims are merely riompiying
and not normative. (PART)II

3! Therefore, in all likelihood, Epistemic Nétormativity is true and
Epistemic Normativity is false.

| defended the first premise in part The five commonly cited marks of normativity
that are missing iimerely normimplying factsare (i) a necessary connection with
value, (ii) a necessary connection widhsire, (iii) a necessary autonomy from the non
normativity, (iv) a necessary connection withotivation, and (v) a necessary
connection withcontrol.

In chapter 2, | argued that epistemic facts and claimsalamecessarily imply
value since it is not necessarily genuinely good to conform to epistemic ndrms
chapter 3, | argued that epistemiccfa and claims do not necessarimply the
promotion of one®desire satisfactiogsince conforming to epistemic norms does not
necessarily promote ong@esires. In chapter 4, | argued that epistemic facts and
claims are not necessarily autonomous frone thonnormative since we can derive
epistemic conclusions from namormative premises alone. In chapter 5, | argued that
epistemic facts and claims are not necessarily connected with motivation since
epistemic expressivism is implausible and there is rmusible sense of being
motivated in which epistemic judgments are necessarily motivating. Finally, in chapter

6, | argued that epistemic facts and claims do not imply control or ®t=m®, just
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like merely normimplying facts and claims, epistemic facis claims do not bear any
of these five commonlgited features of normativity.

| defended the second premise of the abductive arguriretite two chapters
of part Il. First, in chapter 7, | presented how Epistemic Nsarmativity and
Epistemic Normatiy can each eXpin the fact thaepistemic facts and claims lack
the five commonly cited nikes of normativity from part 1. On the one hantargued
that Epistemic Normativity must give what | calle®&alist explanation of part 1.
According to such &ormative Pluralism, epistemic facts and claims do not bear the
five commonly cited marks of normativity from part 1 because (i) there is a plurality
of kinds of normativity and (ii) the kind of normativity implied by epistemic facts and
claimsbi.e. epstemic normativityplacks these five features.

On the other hand Epistemic NorNormativityOs explanatiaf the results
of part 1 is that epistemic facts and claims are merely namplying(and not
normative)and that the five features from part 1 aret features of merely norm
implying facts. That is, even if they are marks of normativity, these features are not
marks of mere nornrelativity.l ended chapter 7 by explaining how Epistemic Non
NormativityOs explanation can also accommodate additioraiaathristics of
epistemic facts and clainisat might be seen aisirther features of normative facts
and claims. | argued thtitese additiondleatures are not exclusive tconmative facts
and claimsMerely normimplying facts can also I important, (ii)inescapableiii)
sources of epistemic reasons, and (iv) universal or absolute.

Finally, inchapter 8, | argued thagivena variety of commonly invoked
explanatory virtues or criteria, Epistemic Néviormativity clearly comes out as the
best explaation of the conclusions of part 1n particular, | argued thaEpistemic
Non-Normativity fares better than Normativepluralism relative to criteria of
ontologically simplicity, explanatorily simplicity, depth, coherence with background
knowledge, andavadance of ad hoc elements.also argued that Epistemic Non
Normativity has no less breadth and intrinsic plausibility than Normative pluralism.
Hence, the best explanation tife relevant datas, on the whole, that epistemic facts
and claims areot genunely normative, but rather merely norimplying| therefore
conclude that Epistemic NeNormativity is most probably trueUnlike e.g.moral
facts and claims, epistemic facts and claims are most plausibly seen not as genuinely

normative, but rather as nrely norm-implying.
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This means, in turn, that we should also reject diwveargumentin favour
of the Unitary stance and against tiual stanceEven if metaethical objections really
are metanormative objections, it does not follow that epistemicdaoe vulnerable
to them since such facts aret best seeras normative facts.

This conclusion is likely to hauwaportant consequences fapistemology and
metaethics Epistemologists and metaetisits often invoke theallegednormative
character of epistenology in contemporary debatesBut if Epistemic Norn
Normativity is true and epistemic facése not genuinely normative, then arguments
that rely on Epistemic Normativitjose force | will end bygivingthree example of
debates wherany conclusion is likely to make a difference.

The first isthe disputeconcerning theexistence of moral factés | mentioned
in chapter 1metaethicists like Terence Cundwve recentldefendednmoral realism
by invoking epistemic facts as moral faGis@mpanions in guift@®ccording tohim,
given Epistemic Normativity and the Unitary stance, the inexistence of moral facts
would mean that there are no epistemic facts either. But siheggrgues, epistemic
facts exist, moral facts must exist as well.

Such a defence of moral realism loses force, however, if epistemic facts are
merely normimplying and not genuinely normativ&s | explained in chapter 1, it is
precisely because epistemic facts are normative that, according to authors like Cuneo,
suchfacts aretargeted bymetaethical objections like moral facts. But if Epistemic
Non-Normativity is true, thenepistemologywonOt help moral realism since the
existence of epistemic factsightbe dueto their escaping metaethical objections by
beingmerelynorm-implying and not normative.

Secondmy conclusioralso mattersfor the questionwhether gistemobgy
can be@aturalize®In OEpistemology NaturalizedO Quangues that we should treat
epistemic phenomena like knowledge @spirical phenomena to be studied by
science Epistemologyaccording tothis approachO[E] falls into place as ehapter
of psychology.(1969, 82)0ne of the most prominentobjections againghis idea is
that it cannot accommodate theormative characterof epistemology QuineOs
conception of epistemology as a naturalized scientific discipline seems to make it

devod of normativity After all paradigmatically normative disciplines ktkicsare

21 Cuneo (2007)See also Sttton-Lake (2002) and Rowland (2013).
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clearlynot chaptes of psychology or any other sciencgcience alonplausibly cannot

tell us what is morally right or wong.But asJaegwon Kimwvrites:

[E ] it is difficult to see how an OepistemologyO that has been purged of
normativity, one that lacks an appropriate normative concept of justification
or evidence, can have anything to do with the concerns of traditional
epistemology. And unless naturalized epistemology and classical epistemology
share some of their central concerns, it's difficult to see how one could replace
the other, or be a way (a better way) of doing the otHé& ]. For epistemology

to go out of the bisiness of justification is for ibtgo out of business. (Kim
1988,391)

Similarly, according to Wilfrid Sellars:

The essential point is that in characterizing an episode or state as that of
knowing, we are not giving an empirical description of thgisade or state;

we are placing it in the logal space of reasons, jistifying and being able to
justify what one saysSgllarsl 956, Sect36)

Their thought is that sincepistemic notions like epistemic justification are normative,
adopting QuineOsormativityfree approach would mean abandoningepistemic
notionsand epistemologgltogether:*

However, this argument losedorce if Epistemic NorNormativity is true
Makingepistemology normativitjree only entailgyiving upepistemologyf Epistemic
Normativity is true in the first placdf epistemicfacts ancclaims are not normative,
then the sole fact that Quingiews epistemology asrmativity-free does notentalil
that his naturalism is also epistemoldgge. So althoughmy conclusiondoes not
mean that QuineOs approach is corréictasts serious doubt on Sellars and KimOs
objection to it.

Finally, a third issuehere the rejection of Epistemic Normativity is likely to
matter is the debate beteen internalists and externakstabout epistemic
justification. Acommon way to draw the distinctionbetween internalism and
externalismis that the former but not the latter, puts an awareness or accessibility

conditionon epistemic justificatiorizor internalistsS can only have an epistemically

122 See e.g. Wrenn (2006) for discussion.
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judified beliefif she is aware (or could become aware) of what justifies that belief.
Externalists deny that.

Importantly however, thatlebateis oftenthought to go hand in handith the
choice between theories that construe epistemic justification as @ntiie notion
having to do with Oought® and those that dd*hdhis is becauseanythink that
there is aninternalconditionon the truth of deontic Ooutfitlaims|t can only be the
case that you ought to, thethought goes, if yoare aware (or coulbe aware) that
you ought to ¢. If this is right, then the truth bthe deontic construal would be
problematic for externalism since it puts no such awareness or accessibility condition
on epistemic justification. Similarly, the falsity of the deontic caastwould be
problematic for internalism since it would rob it of one of its main motivations and
would openthe door for construals thafavour externalism

However, even if we accept that there is an awareness or accessibility
requirement on deontic norms o®oughtsO, sudwaditiondoes not apply or extend
to merely normimplyingnorms Deontic @ughtthat lack necessary normative
authority can very well apply tagentsn cases wheréhey camot be aware of hem.

For example, ifh-ing is illegal, then I legally ought not ¢gowhether or not | can
become aware of thataw. My lacking cognitive access to that norm does not make

my ¢-ing any less illegal or legally forbidden. Similarly;ing is forbidden by a
particular code of etiquette, then mj-ing is a violation of that code even if there is

no way for me to become aware of that norrieven if | lack such accegsing will

still count as something | ought not to do according to that code of etiquette. So
when it comes to merely noraimplying OoughtsO like legal or etiquette OoughtsO,
cognitive access tthemis not necessarfor being subject to them

But if Epistemic NoANormativity is trug then even ifepistemic norms or
OoughtsO ateontic, they aremerely normimplyingjust like etiquette and thealw.

But since merely normimplying deontic OoughtsO do not necessarily have an
awareness or accessibility condition, it follows that tissue whether epistemic
justification is deontizvonOsettle the dipute between epistemicinternalism and

externalism.

123 See e.g. BonJour (1985), Steup (1988), Feldman (1988), Plantinga (1993), Goldman (1999b), and
Bergmann (2006).



As these examples show, theleged normativity of epistemology plays an
important in role in contemporary epistemological and metaethdigutes But since
most contemporaryphilosophers havdefended or assumepistemic Normativity,
the conclusion reached in thikesisis likely to open up nevavenuesn these debates.
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